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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 


A.  ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 


The project sponsor, Jordan Real Estate Investments, proposes to construct an eight-story, mixed 
use structure, (about 85 feet, 4 inches tall at the roof line) on an approximately 30,767 square-foot 
site bounded by Fourth, Alice, Fifth, and Jackson Streets.  The project would entail the 
demolition of an existing vacant warehouse and the construction of a 182,000 gross square-foot 
building containing about 94 residential units on six levels above two levels of a podium 
containing 123 spaces with about 9,800 square feet of office located on the ground floor along 
Alice and 4th Streets.  Occupied floor area (excluding parking) would total approximately 
138,600 square feet.  Subsequent to the submittal of an application for environmental review to 
the City of Oakland, the City determined that preparation of an environmental impact report 
(EIR) was needed for the 426 Alice Street project because there was “substantial evidence that 
the project may have a significant effect on the environment.” 


The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that before a decision can be made to 
approve a project with potentially significant environmental effects, an EIR must be prepared that 
fully describes the environmental effects of the project.  The EIR is a public information 
document for use by governmental agencies and the public to identify and evaluate potential 
environmental consequences of a proposed project, to recommend mitigation measures to lessen 
or eliminate adverse impacts, and to examine feasible alternatives to the project.  The information 
contained in the EIR is reviewed and considered by the governing agency prior to the ultimate 
decision to approve, disapprove, or modify the proposed project. 


CEQA requires that the lead agency (in this case the City of Oakland) shall neither approve or 
implement a project as proposed unless the significant environmental effects of that project have 
been reduced to a less-than-significant level, essentially “eliminating, avoiding, or substantially 
lessening” the expected impact, if feasible.  If the lead agency determines mitigation measures or 
alternatives are infeasible and approves the project despite residual significant adverse impacts 
that cannot feasibly be mitigated to less-than-significant levels, the agency must state the reasons 
for its action in writing.  This “Statement of Overriding Considerations” must be included in the 
record of project approval. 


On July 24, 2000, the City sent a Notice of Preparation (NOP) to governmental agencies, and 
organizations and persons interested in the project.  The NOP is included as Appendix A.  The 
NOP requested those agencies with regulatory authority over any aspect of the project to describe 
that authority and to identify the relevant environmental issues that should be addressed in the 
EIR.  Responses to the NOP related to environmental issues regarding the project site and 
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proposed project have been addressed in in this Draft EIR.  Other environmental issues not 
addressed in this Draft EIR have been initially reviewed and found to be less than significant (see 
Appendix C). 


The Draft EIR is now available for public review for the period identified on the notice inside the 
front cover, during which time written comments on the adequacy of the Draft EIR may be 
submitted to the City of Oakland Community and Economic Development Agency, Planning 
Division, at the address indicated on the notice.  Responses to all substantive comments received 
on the adequacy of the Draft EIR and submitted within the specified review period will be 
prepared and included in the Final EIR.  The Oakland City Planning Commission will then 
review and consider the Final EIR for certification based on its fulfillment of CEQA 
requirements.  Prior to approval of the project, the City must certify that the Final EIR is adequate 
and complete.  


B.  ORGANIZATION OF THE DRAFT EIR 


This environmental impact report is organized so as to allow the reader to quickly and logically 
review a summary of the analysis, review the recommended mitigation measures, and identify the 
residual environmental impacts after mitigation, if any.  Those readers who wish to read the Draft 
EIR in greater detail are directed to the main body of the document. 


The Draft EIR begins with this Introduction, followed by a Summary, which describes the 
proposed project, its environmental effects, and alternatives to the project (including the No 
Project alternative).  The Summary culminates with Table II-1, Summary of Environmental 
Impacts and Mitigation Measures.  This table lists each identified environmental impact, 
mitigation measures identified, and the level of significance following mitigation.  The summary 
table is divided into three sections, identifying significant impacts that cannot be mitigated to a 
less-than-significant level (if any), significant but mitigable impacts, and less-than-significant 
impacts. 


Following the Summary, the Project Description (Chapter III) includes the project location, 
project sponsor's objectives, a description of the proposed project, construction details, and an 
outline of the approval process. 


Chapter IV contains a discussion of the setting (existing conditions), the environmental impacts 
that could result from the proposed project, and the mitigation measures that would reduce or 
eliminate the adverse impacts identified.  Except as otherwise stated, all mitigation measures are 
identified in this report, and are not currently proposed as part of the project.  The criteria used to 
assess the significance of adverse environmental effects are identified, and the significance of the 
impact both prior to and following mitigation(s) is reported. 


The Draft EIR identifies four alternatives to the proposed project in Chapter V.  These 
alternatives include the No Project Alternative, required by CEQA for all EIRs; a Preservation 
Alternative; a Mitigated Preservation Alternative; and a Reduced Residential Density Alternative. 
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Chapter VI, Impact Overview, reviews the significant, unavoidable impacts (if any) and 
cumulative impacts identified in Chapter IV and describes the project’s potential for inducing 
growth.  The report authors and persons and documents consulted during EIR preparation are 
listed in Chapter VII. Appendices that include the NOP, as well as background and supporting 
documents and technical information for the impact analyses, are presented in Chapter VIII. 
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CHAPTER II 
SUMMARY 


A.  PROJECT DESCRIPTION 


The project would demolish an existing vacant warehouse in the Waterfront Warehouse District  
in the Jack London District of downtown Oakland and construct a new eight-story mixed-use 
project on approximately 30,767 square-foot lot on a block bounded by 4th, Alice, 5th, and 
Jackson Streets.  The project would contain approximately 94 residential units and 9,800 square 
feet of office space. The project would provide approximately 123 parking spaces within the first 
two levels of the building. The building would be about 85 feet, 4 inches tall at the roof line. 


The project would be built in a “u”-shape around an approximately 8,700 square-foot open 
central courtyard above a parking podium.  Other open space would be provided in the form of 
private balconies overlooking the courtyard and totaling about 4,500 square feet.  Units would 
range in size from about 800 square feet to about 1,700 square feet. The project would be 
constructed of an exposed concrete frame with industrial-style windows and with stucco infill 
panels to match the concrete structure and glass and metal panels on the upper two floors.  
Pedestrian access would be through a lobby entrance on Alice Street, and vehicle access would be 
accommodated with two entrances on 5th Street. 


The project would include excavation to about five feet below grade to accommodate the five-
foot footings for the project.  Excavation would total about 5,560 cubic yards. 


The project site is currently in a C-45/S-4 Community Shopping Commercial Zone with a S-4 
Design Review Combining Zone overlay.  The overall floor area ratio (FAR) for the entire project 
would be approximately 4.5:1, which is within the maximum basic permitted FAR of 5.0:1 as per 
the Estuary Policy Plan Waterfront Warehouse District and the zoning code.  Construction is 
anticipated to begin in summer 2002 and be complete in fall 2003. 


B.  ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 


Potential environmental impacts of the project are summarized in Table II-1 at the end of this 
chapter.  This table lists impacts and mitigation measures in three major categories:  significant 
impacts that would remain significant even with mitigation (none, in the case of the proposed 
project); significant impacts that could be mitigated to a less-than-significant level; and impacts 
that would not be significant.  For each significant impact, the table includes a summary of 
mitigation measure(s) and an indication of whether the impact would be mitigated to a less-than-
significant level.  Please refer to Chapter IV, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation 
Measures, for a complete discussion of each impact and associated mitigation. 
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C.  ALTERNATIVES 


Chapter V of this EIR analyzes four separate alternatives to the proposed project, including the 
No Project Alternative, required by CEQA for all EIRs; a Preservation Alternative; a Mitigated 
Preservation Alternative; and a Reduced Density Alternative. 


The No Project Alternative would avoid impacts associated with the project as the building 
remains vacant and unoccupied.  Given the location of the project site, a comparable project 
might be put forth later if the proposed project were not constructed.  Impacts of such a project 
could be expected to be similar in nature to those of the proposed 426 Alice Street project, subject 
to the density proposed.  Due to recent development trends in the area, it is unlikely that the 
existing building would be reused as its former use (grocer warehouse). 


The Preservation Alternative, like the No Project Alternative, would avoid historic resource 
impacts associated with the project.  Impacts of such a project would avoid the potential of a 
future comparable project as the project would preserve the United Grocers Company 
Warehouse. This alternative would also result in impacts associated with traffic and parking.  
Similar to the project, this alternative would result in traffic impacts at local intersections.  
Parking impacts would be significant and unavoidable as no on-site parking would exist to serve 
either office, residential, or any other use, unlike the project.  


The Mitigated Preservation Alternative would be similar to the No Project and Preservation 
alternatives in that demolition of the existing warehouse would be avoided.  Similar to the 
proposed project, this alternative would result in traffic impacts at local intersections and not 
result in impacts related to parking.  Historic resource impacts would be less with the new 
construction as designed.  This alternative would result in less visual change on the District than 
the proposed project, and shade impacts would also be reduced from those of the proposed 
project.   


The Reduced Density Alternative would result in impacts related to historic resources, similar to 
those of the proposed project, as demolition of the existing warehouse would occur.  Impacts 
associated with traffic at local intersections would also occur, similar to the project.   This 
alternative would not result in impacts related to parking as parking demand would be 
accommodated on-site by the project. As parking would be placed on the entire ground floor and 
habitable space would not be provided, this alternative would not appear to meet the Estuary 
Policy Plan policy of the General Plan.  







II.  SUMMARY 
 


_________________________ 
 
S = Significant 
LS = Less than Significant 
SU = Significant Unavoidable 
 
 
ER0000-25 – 426 Alice Street Draft EIR II-3 ESA / 200177 


TABLE II-1 
SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES [REVISED] 


  
Significant Impact Mitigation Measures Significance After Mitigation 
  
 
A.  SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS 
 
B.  Transportation, Circulation and Parking 
 
B.1:  The project would increase traffic at local intersections in 
the project area vicinity. 
 


B.1:  At 5th and Jackson Streets, the project sponsor shall work 
with Caltrans and coordinate with the City of Oakland to modify 
the traffic signal phasing / timing during the a.m. and p.m. peak 
periods to provide an advance phase for southbound traffic 
(i.e., allowing left turns to be made without conflict with 
opposing northbound traffic), and to optimize the amount of 
Green time per signal phase.  The project sponsor shall fund its 
fair share of this measure. 


SU
(LS, if implemented  


by Caltrans) 


B.10:  The project would contribute to cumulative increases in 
traffic at local intersections in the project area in 2020. 
 
 


B.10:  Implement Mitigation Measure B.1 (modification of 
signal phasing/timing at the 5th/Jackson Streets intersection). 
 


SU
(LS, if implemented  


by Caltrans) 


E.  Historic Resources 
 
E.1:  The proposed project would demolish the United Grocers 
Company Warehouse building which is a Potential Designated 
Historic Property and is listed on the Local Register of 
Historical Resources. 


E.1a:  The project sponsor shall provide adequate 
documentation of the United Grocers Company Warehouse 
prior to its demolition.  The documentation shall be reviewed by 
the City of Oakland and found to be adequate prior to issuance 
of the demolition permit.  The documentation shall include a 
brief history of the property and photographic documentation.  
The documentation shall be deposited with the Oakland History 
Room in the Public Library. 


SU
 







II.  SUMMARY 
 


TABLE II-1 (Continued) 
SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES [REVISED] 


  
Significant Impact Mitigation Measures Significance After Mitigation 
  
 


_________________________ 
 
S = Significant 
LS = Less than Significant 
SU = Significant Unavoidable 
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A.  SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS (CONT.) 
 E.1b:  The project sponsor shall contribute an appropriate 


amount to be determined by the City for the placement of signs 
or markers throughout the Waterfront Warehouse District 
indicating important structures and features of the district, 
including a plaque or commemorative marker at the project site 
providing information on the historical significance of the 
resource. 
 


E.4: The proposed project, including demolition of the United 
Grocers Company Warehouse and construction of a new 
building as proposed, in combination with other past, current 
and reasonably foreseeable new construction and other 
alterations to the listed National Register Waterfront Warehouse 
District would not result in its loss of eligibility for the National 
Register District.  Thus, the CEQA threshold of significance 
would not be exceeded and there would be less than significant 
cumulative impacts.  This EIR, however, will consider this 
impact to be a significant unavoidable impact, in the interest of 
being conservative, because the cumulative development would 
cause alterations and new intrusions into the District such that 
its ability to convey its sense of an historic environment would 
be substantially reduced.  


None identified. SU
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B. SIGNIFICANT BUT MITIGABLE IMPACTS 
 
B.  Transportation, Circulation and Parking 
 
B.3:  The project would generate demand for automobile and 
bicycle parking spaces. 
 


B.3:  As part of the requirements for the project, the project 
sponsor shall establish an on-site parking management plan 
(subject to review and approval by the City), which would allow 
residents and the users of the project’s office space to share 
on-site parking spaces through the designation of “assigned” 
spaces for residents and “unassigned” spaces for residents and 
users of the office space.  The goal of the plan would be to 
accommodate project-generated parking demand on-site, or 
within reasonable walking distance of the project site.  The 
number of parking spaces in the assigned and unassigned 
(“shared”) pool would be set on the basis of the patterns of 
usage of on-site parking spaces (by residents and users of the 
project’s office space) throughout the day. 


LS


 This parking management plan shall be monitored one year after 
final occupancy of the project building to ensure that the 
parking demand for the project during weekday midday hours 
does not exceed the on-site parking supply or the supply within 
a reasonable walking distance of the site.  The monitoring study, 
and further recommendations (as needed) to meet unmet 
demand, shall be submitted for review and approval by the City. 
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_________________________ 
 
S = Significant 
LS = Less than Significant 
SU = Significant Unavoidable 
 
 
ER0000-25 – 426 Alice Street Draft EIR II-6 ESA / 200177 


B. SIGNIFICANT BUT MITIGABLE IMPACTS (CONT.) 
 
B.9:  Project construction would generate increased traffic on 
roadways, and increased demand for parking spaces, in the 
vicinity of the project site. 
 


B.9:  The project sponsor and construction contractor shall meet 
with the Traffic Engineering and Parking Division of the 
Oakland Public Works Agency (PWA) and other appropriate 
City of Oakland agencies to determine traffic management 
strategies to reduce traffic congestion and the effects of parking 
demand, to the maximum feasible extent, by construction 
workers during construction of this project and other nearby 
projects that could be simultaneously under construction. 
 
The project sponsor shall submit a construction management 
and staging plan to the Building Services Division with the 
application for the first building permit for the project for 
review and approval (see Section IV., B-27 for specific items 
and requirements for the plan). 


LS


C.  Air Quality 
 
C.1:  Fugitive dust generated by construction activities would 
be substantial and would contribute to intermittent ambient 
respirable particulate matter concentrations that would violate 
state respirable particulate matter standards. 
 
 


C.1:  Implement a construction dust abatement program 
(Identified in this Report). 


LS
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B. SIGNIFICANT BUT MITIGABLE IMPACTS (CONT.)
 
D.  Noise 
 
D.1:  Construction activities would intermittently and 
temporarily generate noise levels above existing ambient levels 
in the project vicinity. 
 


D.1a:  Standard construction activities shall be limited to 
between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m. Monday through Friday.  No 
construction activities shall be allowed on weekends until after 
the building is enclosed without prior authorization of the 
Building Services and Planning Divisions of the Community 
and Economic Development Agency. 


LS


 D.1b:  To reduce daytime noise impacts due to construction to 
the maximum feasible extent, the City shall require the applicant 
to develop a site-specific noise reduction program, subject to 
city review and approval, which includes the following 
measures: 
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 • Signs shall be posted at the construction site that include 
permitted construction days and hours, a day and evening 
contact number for the job site, and a day and evening 
contact number for the City in the event of problems. 


 
• An on-site complaint and enforcement manager shall be 


posted to respond to and track complaints.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


B. SIGNIFICANT BUT MITIGABLE IMPACTS (CONT.)  
 • A preconstruction meeting shall be held with the job 


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


 
 • Equipment and trucks used for project construction shall 


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


 
 
 
 


B. SIGNIFICANT BUT MITIGABLE IMPACTS (CONT.)  
 • Stationary noise sources shall be located as far from 


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


 
 D.1c:  If pile-driving and/or other extreme noise generating 


activities greater than 90 dba occur, they shall be limited to 
between 8:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m., Monday through Friday, with 
no extreme noise-generating activity permitted between 12:30 
and 1:30 p.m.  No extreme noise-generating construction 
activities shall be allowed on Saturdays, Sundays, or holidays. 
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 D.1d:  To further mitigate potential pile-driving and/or other 
extreme noise generating construction impacts, a set of site-
specific noise attenuation measures shall be completed under the 
supervision of a qualified acoustical consultant.  This plan shall 
be submitted for review and approval by the City to ensure that 
maximum feasible noise attenuation is achieved.  These 
attenuation measures shall include as many of the following 
control strategies as feasible and shall be implemented prior to 
any required pile-driving activities: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


B. SIGNIFICANT BUT MITIGABLE IMPACTS (CONT.)  
 • Implement “quiet” pile-driving technology, where feasible, 


in consideration of geotechnical and structural requirements 
and conditions; 


 
• Erect temporary plywood noise barriers around the entire 


construction site; 
 
• Utilize noise control blankets on the building structure as it 


is erected to reduce noise emission from the site; 
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 • Evaluate the feasibility of noise control at the receivers by 
temporarily improving the noise reduction capability of 
adjacent buildings; and 


 
• Monitor the effectiveness of noise attenuation measures by 


taking noise measurements. 
 


 D1e:  A process with the following components shall be 
established for responding to and tracking complaints pertaining 
to pile-driving construction noise: 
 


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


 
• A list of telephone numbers (during regular construction 


hours and off-hours); 
 
 
 


B. SIGNIFICANT BUT MITIGABLE IMPACTS (CONT.)  
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 • A plan for posting signs on-site pertaining to complaint 
procedures and who to notify in the event of a problem; 


 
• Designation of a construction complaint manager for the 


project; and  
 
• Notification of neighbors within 300 feet of the project 


construction area at least 30 days in advance of pile-driving 
activities. 


 
 
C. LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS 
 
A.  Land Use, Plans and Policies 
 
A.1: The project would be generally consistent with applicable 
plans and policies of the City of Oakland, although would not 
necessarily result in the implementation of all of the Elements’ 
related policies. 
 


None required. LS


A.2.:  The proposed project would be compatible with other 
existing and planned land uses in the project vicinity. 
 


None required. LS


C. LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS (CONT.) 
 
B.  Transportation, Circulation and Parking 
 
B.2:  The project would increase traffic on regional roadways in 
the project vicinity. 
 


None required. LS
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B.4:  The project would contribute to the cumulative increase in 
parking demand in the study area. 
 


None required. LS


B.5:  The project would alter the configuration of existing 
on-street parking spaces on the site frontage. 
 


None required. LS


B.6:  The project would increase ridership on AC Transit buses 
and BART trains serving the project site. 
 


None required LS


B.7:  The project would increase traffic volumes on roadways in 
the vicinity of the project site, thereby increasing potential 
conflicts. 
 


None required. LS


B.8:  The project would create driveways to provide access to 
on-site parking and loading spaces. 
 


None required. LS


C. LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS (CONT.) 
 
C.  Air Quality 
 
C.2:  The project would result in increased emissions of criteria 
pollutants from vehicular traffic to and from the project site.  
The increase in emissions would not exceed Bay Area Air 
Quality Management District significance criteria for daily 
emissions of nitrogen oxide, reactive organic gases, and 
respirable particulate matter. 
 


None required. LS


C.3:  Mobile emissions generated by project traffic would 
increase carbon monoxide concentrations at intersections in the 
project vicinity. 
 


None required. LS
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C.4:  Mobile emissions generated by project occupant vehicles 
within parking garages would result in a localized increase in 
carbon monoxide concentrations within the garage and adjacent 
areas. 
 


None required. LS


C.5:  The proposed project together with anticipated future 
development in the downtown area as well as Oakland in 
general could result in long-term traffic increases and could 
cumulatively increase regional air pollutant emissions. 
 


None required. LS


D.  Noise 
 
D.2:  Project-generated traffic would generate noise that would 
affect nearby sensitive noise receptors. 
 


None required. LS


C. LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS (CONT.)
 
D.3:  The project would develop a residential land use in an area 
where noise levels would be “normally unacceptable” for such 
uses. 
 


None required. LS


D.4:  The proposed project together with anticipated future 
development in the Jack London District as well as Oakland in 
general could result in long-term traffic increases and could 
cumulatively increase noise levels. 
 


None required. LS
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E.  Historic Resources 
 
E.2:  The proposed project would demolish the United Grocers 
Company Warehouse, a contributor to a listed National Register 
Historic District and to an Area of Primary Importance in which 
more than two-thirds of the properties would remain 
contributory. 
 


None required. LS


E.3:  The proposed project would introduce a new building into 
a National Register historic district and OCHS Area of Primary 
Importance. 
 


None required. LS


F.  Visual Quality and Shadow 
 
F.1:  The project would result in a change in the visual character 
of the project site and surrounding area as the project would 
include demolition of an existing building. 
 


None required. LS


C. LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS (CONT.)
 
F.2:  The project would construct a building of greater mass and 
bulk than existing nearby buildings. 
 


None required. LS
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F.3:  The project would create additional shadow on adjacent 
blocks to the west, north, and east (under I-880) including 
casting shadow on historic contributor resources, but would not 
introduce landscaping conflicting with the California Public 
Resource Code; not cast shadow on buildings using passive 
solar heat,  solar collectors for hot water heating, or photovoltaic 
solar collectors; and not cast shadow that impairs the use of any 
public or quasi-public park, lawn, garden, or open space. 
 


None required. LS


F.4:  The project requires a conditional use permit for the siting 
of parking within the 75 feet of the front property line but would 
be consistent with policies and regulations addressing the 
provision of adequate light. 
 


None required. LS


F.5:  The project would increase the amount of light and glare 
emitted from the project site. 


None required. LS
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CHAPTER III 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION 


A.  PROJECT OBJECTIVES 


The project sponsor, Jordan Real Estate Investments, LLC, seeks to develop a mixed-use 
residential and office project in the Waterfront Warehouse District subarea within the Jack 
London District of Oakland, in response to increasing demand for residential and office space in 
the urban area of downtown Oakland.   The sponsor seeks to fulfill City of Oakland objectives of 
bringing 10,000 residents downtown and the General Plan policies to provide housing to 
strengthen objectives to revitalize Jack London Square and Lower Broadway as a retail, dining, 
and entertainment center as well as provide infill housing within walking distance to public 
transit, employment centers, and commercial entertainment centers.  Specific objectives for the 
project include: 


 to develop approximately 94 residential units to meet demand for residential units in 
downtown Oakland and implement elements of the Oakland General Plan; 


 
 to provide office on the ground floor that can enhance the pedestrian activity along 4th and 


Alice Streets; 
 
 to provide adequate parking on-site to meet the needs of project residents and office tenants 


without unduly diminishing on-street parking availability; 
 
 to address the historic character of the Waterfront Warehouse District through the 


incorporation of industrial and warehouse type of design elements including concrete, 
glass, and steel while incorporating some elements noting the significance of the site’s 
previous use as a grocery distribution location;  


 
 to provide required open space that will give a sense of visual and spatial relief to project 


residents; and  
 
 to develop a successful and financially feasible project to cover costs and provide a 


reasonable return on investment and attract construction financing.  
 


B.  PROJECT LOCATION AND CHARACTERISTICS 


The project site consists of approximately one-half of a city block bounded by 4th, Alice, 5th, and 
Jackson Streets (see Figure III-1).  The approximately 30,767 square-foot site is fully occupied by 
an existing, vacant warehouse building.  The site is adjacent to the Interstate 880 freeway, 
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Figure III-1 
Project Location 
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which has on- and off-ramps at Oak and Jackson Streets.  The Lake Merritt BART station is four 
blocks north1 and two blocks east (total of six blocks) on the other side of the freeway, while the 
Jack London Square Amtrak station is two blocks south of the site.  The project site also lies 
within and at the edge of the Waterfront Warehouse District of the Jack London District, 
specifically on the western half block in the northeastern portion of the Waterfront Warehouse 
District. 


The project would demolish approximately 30,767 square feet of an existing, vacant warehouse 
and construct about 182,000 gross square feet (including parking) of a new eight-story structure 
containing approximately 94 residential units in a six-story “u” shaped building around a central, 
landscaped plaza above a two-level garage podium. The project would also include 
approximately 9,800 square feet of office on the ground floor along Alice and 4th Streets.  
Occupied floor area (excluding parking) would total about 138,600 square feet.  Approximately 
123 parking spaces would be located on the first two levels (about 43,400 square feet) with two 
entrances/exits located on 5th Street.  The building would be about 85 feet, 4 inches at the roof 
line (see Figures III-2 through III-6). 


The project sponsor proposes that the building be designed to be compatible with the buildings in 
the neighborhood by incorporating an industrial and warehouse expression in its design and 
utilizing physical and architectural elements characteristic of the Waterfront Warehouse District, 
including exterior building materials such as exposed concrete and stucco infill panels to match 
the concrete structure, as well as glass and metal cladding on the upper two floors and industrial-
style windows.    The project sponsor further seeks to incorporate produce market design 
elements such as awning style canopies over the entries on 4th and Alice Streets.  


Mechanical units would project about 10 feet above the top of a parapet, but would be set back 
from the building façades such that the mechanical units would not be visible from the street 
below. 


The project would be built around a 8,700 square-foot open central courtyard above the second-
floor podium level, on the third floor, which would meet part of the open space requirement 
under the Planning Code.  Other open space would be provided in the form of about 36 private 
balconies on several floors that would look out over the central courtyard.  Private open space 
would total about 4,500 square feet. Approximately 94 single-story (10-foot-, 8-inch floor to 
ceiling) residential units would be located on the second to eighth floors with 9,800 square feet of 
office (two-story) located on the ground floor and a portion of the second floor. Units would 
range in size from about 800 square feet to about 1,700 square feet.  The overall floor area ratio 
(FAR) for the entire project would be approximately 4.5:1 (excluding parking) which is within 
the maximum basic permitted FAR of 5.0:1 as per the Estuary Policy Plan Waterfront Warehouse 
District. 


                                                      
1 Following Oakland convention, the hills are to the north; therefore, Broadway and streets parallel to it run north-


south, and numbered streets run east-west. 
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Figure III-2 
Site Plan 
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Figure III-3 
 


East Elevation 
(Interior Property Line) 
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Figure III-4 
 


West Elevation 
Alice Street 
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Figure III-5 
 


South Elevation 
Fourth Street 
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Figure III-6 
 


North Elevation 
Fifth Street 


 
 


 







III. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 


 
ER 0000-25 – 426 Alice Street Draft EIR III-9 ESA / 200177 


The office space would occupy the entire ground floor frontage along 4th and Alice Streets and 
would have a lobby area on 4th Street.  There would be a pedestrian entrance through a lobby area 
on the west side of the building, from Alice Street, that would serve the residential units.  Access 
to and from the parking garage would be on 5th Street, with two separate driveways, one to the 
ground floor level and one to the second parking level. (See Figures III-7 through III-12). 


The project would include excavation to about five feet below grade to accommodate five-foot 
footings.  Excavation would total about approximately 5,560 cubic yards. 


The project site is currently in a C-45/S-4 Community Shopping Commercial with an S-4 Design 
Review Combining Zone overlay.  


The project sponsor proposes to start construction summer 2002, with the building to be ready for 
occupancy in fall 2003.  


C.  APPROVAL PROCESS AND PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS 


The City of Oakland is the agency with the responsibility for approving the project as a whole, 
and is therefore the Lead Agency responsible for preparation of this EIR (CEQA Guidelines 
Sec. 15051).  This EIR is intended to be used to address all required zoning and building permits 
for the project. 


Following certification of the Final EIR, the City Planning Commission would make a decision 
on the Zoning Permits required by the proposed project.  The project’s proposed residential use is 
a permitted use in the C-45 Community Shopping Commercial Zone (Sec. 17.56.050), and the 
project would comply with applicable density requirements and would provide adequate off-street 
parking and loading and open space, as required by the Zoning Regulations.   
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Figure III-7  
Level One Plan 
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Figure III-8 
Level Two Plan 
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Figure III-9 
Level Three Plan 
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Figure III-10 
Level Four & Five Plan 
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Figure III-11 
Level Six Plan 
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Figure III-12 
Level Seven & Eight Plan 
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Because it would include accessory parking and loading spaces within 75 feet of the front lot line, 
the project would require a Conditional Use Permit under Section 17.134 (Sec. 17.56.090).  The 
project would also require Design Review under Section 17.136 (Sec. 17.56.030).  Due to the size 
of the project site, both the Conditional Use Permit and Design Review must be approved by the 
City Planning Commission; in each case, the decision may be appealed to the City Council.   


This EIR is intended to be used by the City for all project approvals that may be required, 
including without limitation: 


 Demolition Permit 
 Conditional Use Permit 
 Variance 
 Design Review 
 Subdivision 
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CHAPTER IV 
ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING, IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 


A. LAND USE, PLANS AND POLICIES 


INTRODUCTION 


The project site is located in the City of Oakland near the Oakland Estuary within the “Mixed Use 
Waterfront/Estuary Plan Area,” as described in the Land Use and Transportation Element of the 
Oakland General Plan; within the Central District Urban Renewal Area; and within the Jack 
London District’s Loft Waterfront Warehouse District, as described by the Estuary Policy Plan.  
The City’s policy documents that guide development in the project site area include the General 
Plan Land Use and Transportation Element (adopted March 24, 1998); the Central District 
Urban Renewal Plan (adopted on June 12, 1969, as amended up to October 27, 1998); the 
General Plan Open Space, Conservation, and Recreation Element (adopted June 11, 1996); the 
General Plan Historic Preservation Element (adopted March 8, 1994 and amended July 21, 
1998); and the Estuary Policy Plan (adopted June 8, 1999), an element of the General Plan.   


This section describes the policies guiding development in the project site area, and the 
relationship of these policies to the proposed project.  This section also identifies potential 
conflicts with existing land use regulations and how these conflicts would be addressed. 


SETTING 


SITE VICINITY LAND USES 


The project site is within one-third mile of the Oakland Estuary waterfront, within one-half mile 
from Lower Broadway and downtown Oakland, one block from Oakland Chinatown, and 
immediately adjacent to Interstate 880 (I-880).  Although originally an industrial area with former 
warehouse and distribution activities, the neighborhood has seen a shift towards commercial, light 
industrial, joint living and working quarters, and residential uses over the past twenty-five years.  
The nearby Produce Market with predominately food distribution activities has also undergone 
some change with many merchants relocating to other areas over the years.  


Within the Waterfront Warehouse District, specifically, a number of artists’ studios, lofts, live-
work units, offices, and miscellaneous wholesale distributors occupy the District through the 
reuse of former industrial and warehouse buildings.  There is one vacant half block in the center 
of the District and another half block that is currently being developed as a new residential 
project.  A few restaurants and business offices exist, and a few industrial and warehouse 
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businesses still continue operations in the area.  A few smaller industrial type of businesses such 
as Del Monte Meat Company and Oakland Paint Company are located on the eastern portion of 
the same block as the project site with Interstate 880 located immediately north of the project site.  
Food Cash and Carry food distribution business and smaller industrial and office businesses such 
as Paper Works and French Fries, occupy the block directly west of the project site.  To the south 
of the project site lies the occupied Fourth Street Lofts and the former Safeway Headquarters 
office building which is currently being rehabilitated as a new 46 unit, joint living and working 
quarters building with ground floor commercial space.  On the same block fronting Third Street, 
one of three buildings is under construction for a new residential project known as the Allegro 
Project.  Other buildings/uses within the Waterfront Warehouse District include the Brick House 
Lofts, West Offices, Portico Lofts, Egghead Lofts, Bay Cities Produce, and other smaller 
industrial, warehouse, and office businesses such as Peace Creations, Oakland Fish Company, 
among others.  Historic structures, the Harrison Street Portal and the American Bag Building, 
also exist within the District. 


Surrounding the Waterfront Warehouse District is the Mixed Use District of the Estuary Policy 
Plan.  Located in this District lies the Amtrak Station (two blocks south1 of the project site), the 
Lake Merritt BART Station (about five blocks north of the project site), and the Jack London 
Square and a marina (about four blocks from the project site).  A corporate headquarters office 
for Cost Plus is located on the entire block to the east of the project site.  Within this District and 
further east and south of the project site, lie two more buildings under construction of the Allegro 
project (three buildings totaling 312 residential units) and an approved 220 unit, residential 
project with ground floor commercial on the formerly known Dreyers warehouse block (also 
under construction).  Surface parking lots, a number of industrial and warehouse businesses, 
offices, a junk-yard, and a Shell Gas Station also occupy the area.   


The Produce Market and Lower Broadway are located beyond the Waterfront Warehouse District 
to the west.  As noted in the above paragraphs, the Produce Market is a concentrated area of fresh 
produce packaging and warehouse distribution activities.  Lower Broadway contains a number of 
restaurants with entertainment and office uses.   


PROJECT SITE LAND USE 


The site is bounded by 4th Street to the south, Alice Street to the west, and 5th Street to the north.  
To the immediate east lies a smaller office and industrial type businesses (Electric Motor, Del 
Monte Meat Company, and Oakland Paint Company).  The 30,767 square-foot site contains a 
one-story warehouse structure with loading docks and warehouse/distribution space that is 
constructed on the entire site; the structure is built to all property lines.  Built as a grocery 
warehouse and distribution business, and more recently known as the United Grocers Company 
Warehouse, the structure contains loading docks along the south side of the building and an 
awning canopy on most of the façade along Alice Street.  The project site is currently used on a 


                                                      
1  Following Oakland convention, the hills are to the north; therefore, Broadway and streets parallel to it run north-


south, and numbered streets run east-west. 
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temporary basis by a non-rent paying community non-profit agency but for purposes of this EIR, 
the site is considered vacant.  


The site is Alameda County Assessor’s Parcel Number 001-0155-001-00. 


The General Plan Land Use and Transportation Element designates the project site as “Mixed 
Use Waterfront/Estuary Plan Area” and the Estuary Policy Plan specifies the designation as 
“WWD- Waterfront Warehouse District.”  The Central Business Urban Renewal Plan designates 
the site as “Estuary Plan Area.”  The project site falls within the zoning designation: C-45 
(Community Shopping Commercial) Zone and S-4 (Design Review) Overlay Zone.   


RELEVANT PLANS AND POLICIES 


City of Oakland General Plan 


The Oakland General Plan (“General Plan”) establishes comprehensive, long-term land use 
policy for the City. As required by state law, the General Plan includes the following elements:  
Land Use and Transportation; Housing; Environmental Hazards (seismic safety and other 
hazards); Noise; and Open Space, Conservation and Recreation.  The General Plan also includes a 
Historic Preservation Element.  The Plan further includes the Oakland Estuary Plan, which 
provides more specific objectives and policies for the area along the Estuary between Adeline 
Street, the Nimitz Freeway (I-880), and 66th Avenue. 


The project site is located within the Jack London District, which is a subarea of both Downtown 
and of the area covered by the Estuary Policy Plan.  Therefore, the Land Use and Transportation 
Element and the Estuary Policy Plan are directly pertinent to the proposed project, and are 
discussed below.  The Open Space, Conservation and Recreation Element (OSCAR) is less 
applicable, but is presented for informational purposes. The Historic Preservation Element is 
discussed in Chapter IV.E, Historical Resources, of this EIR. 


Guidelines for Determining General Plan Conformity 
As a general rule, whenever there is an express conflict between the General Plan and the Zoning 
Regulations, a project must conform with the General Plan (§17.01.030).  As required by Section 
17.01.060 of the Planning Code, the Oakland City Planning Commission (May 6, 1998 and as 
amended November 3, 1999, August 8, 2001, and December 5, 2001) adopted Guidelines for 
Determining General Plan Conformity to determine if a project conforms to the General Plan.  
These guidelines provide a definition of “express conflict” and state that “[i]n the case where the 
project clearly does not conform with the General Plan but is permitted by the Zoning and/or 
Subdivision Regulations, the project is not allowed and no application may be accepted” (p. 3). 


Table 3 of the Guidelines (p. 19) establishes maximum densities for residential and non-
residential development in each of the General Plan Land Use Classifications.  Maximum floor 
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area ratio (FAR)2 and density in principal units per gross acre are also given an assumed net-to-
gross ratio, a maximum density in principal units per net acre, and a minimum square feet of site 
area per principal unit. Waterfront Warehouse District residential developments are given a FAR 
of 5.0 per parcel and an assumed net-to-gross ratio of 75% and a maximum density of 133.33 
principal units per net acre. 


Land Use and Transportation Element 
The Land Use and Transportation Element of the General Plan identifies policies for utilizing 
Oakland’s land as change takes place, and sets forth an action program to implement the land use 
policy through development controls and other strategies.  As identified in the Land Use and 
Transportation Element, the project site is located within the “Mixed Use Waterfront/Estuary 
Plan Area.”  This area is “intended to encourage, support, and enhance the transformation of the 
land adjacent to the shoreline into a vibrant use of mixed use waterfront.  More specific uses, 
densities/intensities and design guidelines [have been] adopted in an additional set of land use 
classifications for the area as part of the General Plan with the adoption of the Estuary Plan” 
(Land Use and Transportation Element, p. 148).  (See Estuary Policy Plan, below.)  The “Mixed 
Use Waterfront/Estuary Plan Area” is considered by the General Plan to be part of “Downtown 
Oakland,” an area defined by the Land Use and Transportation Element as “a series of distinct 
districts,” that includes the Jack London Waterfront, and other parts of the “Mixed Use 
Waterfront/Estuary Plan Area.”   


The policies in the Land Use and Transportation Element that apply to the proposed project are 
stated below. 


• The characteristics that make downtown Oakland unique, including its strong core area; 
proximity to destinations such as the Jack London waterfront, Lake Merritt, historic areas, 
cultural, arts, and entertainment activities; and housing stock, should be enhanced and used 
to strengthen the downtown as a local and regional asset (Policy D.1.1, Defining 
Characteristics of Downtown). 


• Pedestrian-oriented entertainment, live-work enterprise, moderate-scale retail outlets, and 
office should be encouraged in the Jack London Waterfront area. (Policy D.1.9, Planning 
for the Jack London District). 


• Downtown development should be visually interesting, harmonize with its surroundings, 
respect and enhance important views in and of the downtown, respect the character, history 
and pedestrian-orientation of the downtown, and contribute to an attractive skyline 
(Policy D2.1, Enhancing the Downtown). 


• New parking facilities for cars and bicycles should be incorporated into the design of any 
project in a manner that encourages and promotes safe pedestrian activity (Policy D3.2, 
Incorporating Parking Facilities). 


                                                      
2  Floor area ratio is the square footage of total building floor area divided by the area of the lot.  Floor area means 


areas of horizontal areas of all floors excluding areas used for parking or loading and related driveways and 
maneuvering aisles, per §17.09.040. 
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• Housing in the downtown should be encouraged as a vital component of a 24-hour 
community presence (Policy D10.1, Encouraging Housing). 


• Housing in the downtown should be encouraged in identifiable districts, within walking 
distance of the 12th Street, 19th Street, City Center, and Lake Merritt BART stations to 
encourage transit use, and in other locations where compatible with surrounding uses 
(Policy D10.2, Locating Housing). 


• Downtown residential areas should generally be within the Urban Density residential and 
Central Business District density range, where not otherwise specified.  The height and 
bulk should reflect existing and desired district character, the overall city skyline, and the 
existence of historic structures or areas (Policy D10.3, Framework for Housing Densities). 


• Housing in the downtown should be safe and attractive, of high quality design, and respect 
the downtown’s distinct neighborhoods and its history (Policy D10.5, Designing Housing). 


• Infill housing that respects surrounding development and the streetscape should be 
encouraged in the downtown to strengthen or create distinct districts (Policy D10.6, 
Creating Infill Housing). 


• The existing residential communities within and adjacent to the waterfront should be 
supported and enhanced (Policy W9.7, Supporting Existing Residential Communities Along 
the Estuary). 


• The area should reflect its current dominant use of commercial and entertainment uses and 
activities such as restaurants, retail, theater, hotel, farmers market, concert series, boat 
shows, and other entertainment and cultural activities.  Other appropriate uses include 
office, live-work, and waterfront density residential development as described in the Land 
Use Classifications in Chapter 3 (Policy W10.2, Defining Jack London Square Land Uses). 


• The character of this area should be mixed use.  Higher density housing, single use 
housing, and live-work lofts and units are appropriate within the area and developments.  
Mixed use should be sensitive to the surrounding character and design of existing buildings 
as well as the desire to have the shoreline fully accessible to the public (Policy W10.4, 
Defining Jack London Square Mixed Use Characteristics). 


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


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


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


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


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


• The City should support and encourage residents desiring to live and work at the same 
location where neither the residential use nor the work occupation adversely affects nearby 
properties and the character of the surrounding area (Policy N5.3, Supporting Live-Work 
Developments). 


• Housing developments that increase home ownership opportunities for households of all 
incomes are desirable (Policy6.2, Increased Home Ownership). 


The project would be generally consistent with the above policies because it would provide new 
infill housing downtown that is relatively close to transit at densities consistent with the General 
Plan.  The project would include office uses on the ground floor along 4th and Alice Streets and 
on the second along 4th Street.  The “u”-shaped design of the project would include on-site 
parking, visually concealed within the building, and on-site open space on a level above a garage 
podium.  The project would draw upon elements of the neighborhood’s industrial character by 
including an industrial design built to the property lines and by using exposed concrete and glass 
and metal cladding.  The project’s residential units would face toward the Waterfront Warehouse 
District along Alice and 4th Streets.  The project would be part of the growing residential 
community in the Jack London District and support the revitalization efforts of the downtown, 
Lower Broadway, and Jack London Square areas. 


Oakland Estuary Policy Plan  
The Estuary Policy Plan was formally adopted by the City Council on June 8, 1999 as part of the 
Oakland General Plan to provide more specific guidance regarding the three distinct regions of 
the waterfront:  Jack London Square area, Embarcadero Cove area, and the Fruitvale Waterfront 
(p. 93 of Land Use and Transportation Element).  The Estuary Policy Plan provides a set of 
objectives, policies and implementation measures to guide development of 5-1/2 miles of 
waterfront along the Oakland Estuary.  As the Plan states:  “The Estuary Policy Plan presents 
recommendations related to land use, development, urban design, shoreline access, public spaces, 
regional circulation, and local street improvements for the entire waterfront and individual 
districts within it” (p. 7 of the Estuary Policy Plan).  


The project site is located at the northeastern side of an area designated by the Estuary Policy 
Plan as the Jack London District, a 225-acre area between Adeline Street to the west and Oak 
Street to the east.  The project site is also within the Waterfront Warehouse District, an 
approximately nine block area identified as an Area of Primary Importance (API) by the Oakland 
Cultural Heritage Survey. The WWD-Waterfront Warehouse District land use classification, as 
designated by the Estuary Policy Plan, follows the same boundaries as identified by the Oakland 
Cultural Heritage Survey as an API.  The Waterfront Warehouse District is generally bounded by 
the Produce Market area and Webster Street to the west, 5th Street and Interstate 880 to the north, 
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Jackson Street to the east, and Second Street to the south.  The Waterfront Warehouse District is 
surrounded by the land use classification of the MUD-Mixed Use District, as designated by the 
Estuary Policy Plan.  The Waterfront Warehouse District was also recently placed on the 
California Register of Historical Resources in April 2000. 


The following land use objectives apply to the project: 


• Provide for a broad mixture of activities within the Estuary area (Land Use Objective 1). 


• Expand opportunities and enhance the attractiveness of the Estuary shoreline as a place to 
live (Land Use Objective 3). 


• Provide for the orderly transformation of land uses while acknowledging and respecting 
cultural and historical resources when applicable and feasible (Land Use Objective 5). 


Policy JL-6 of the Estuary Policy Plan addresses development in the Waterfront Warehouse 
District: 


• Encourage the preservation and adaptive reuse of existing buildings and new infill 
development to provide joint living and working quarters, residential, light industrial, 
wholesale, office, and compatible uses that preserve and respect the District’s unique 
character (Estuary Policy Plan revised by Planning Commission, February 10, 1999; 
adopted by City Council Resolution 75037 C.M.S., June 8, 1999). 


As explained in the Estuary Policy Plan, the Waterfront Warehouse District is a nine block area 
that “is currently a viable warehouse district with a variety of industrial activities” and is also 
home to new residents, artists/artisans, and professionals.”  “Mixed use, joint living and working 
quarters, and residential use should be encouraged to help promote a 24-hour population” as well 
as other uses (text accompanying Policy JL-6).  The Estuary Policy Plan also encourages other 
uses, such as offices, light industrial, warehousing, distribution, and ancillary parking for this 
District.  To reinforce the District’ character, scale, historic qualities, and activities, the Estuary 
Policy Plan suggests that reuse of existing buildings and new infill development should be 
compatible with adjacent uses and incorporate the following specific measures: 


• Building components should be designed such that building mass or elevations are 
distinguished into different components of approximately one-quarter block or less; 


• Active, publicly oriented ground-level uses or habitable spaces, build-to-lines along streets, 
and windows and doors oriented to the street should be encouraged and maximized;  


• Onsite parking and loading should be concealed from view from the street and/or 
encapsulated within the building.  Surface parking lots should be well-landscaped; 


• Allow for flexibility in the zoning regulations to encourage the adoptive reuse of existing 
buildings; 


• New development should provide adequate setbacks and separations between adjacent 
buildings; 
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• Balconies and areas of private open space should be discouraged on the front elevations of 
buildings; rather, they should be located in the back of buildings, between buildings, or as 
roof-top terraces.  Balconies should be designed to avoid potential privacy impacts on 
adjacent buildings; 


• The use of industrial materials (e.g. concrete, masonry, metal, polychrome brick, brick, tile, 
steel, etc.) should be encouraged to reinforce the interesting mix of exterior building 
materials in the area (e.g. Allied Paper, American Bag Building, etc.) 


• The use of character-defining elements of the District should be encouraged (e.g. multi-
paned industrial sash windows; parapets and simple, restrained cornices; sidewalk canopies 
and awnings; flat roofs industrial-like rooftop features such as water towers at Tower Lofts 
or dust collectors at the American Bay Building; historic and modern signs such as Allied 
Paper and Portico Lofts, etc.) 


The project generally meets the land use objectives of the Estuary Policy Plan as the project 
would provide a mixture of uses (residential and office) and would provide opportunities to 
expand the residential population as well as provide support commercial uses.  Although the 
project would demolish the warehouse rather than adaptively reuse the warehouse, the project 
would provide a new building that bases its architectural elements from the historic resources 
within the Waterfront Warehouse District. The project also generally meets the aspect of Policy 
JL-6 that encourages new infill developments as it would construct residential units and office 
space on the ground floor in the Waterfront Warehouse District.  The project does not appear to 
meet the preservation and reuse intent of the above policy as the project entails demolition of the 
existing warehouse on site.  However, the project would be designed to reflect an industrial 
character with elements of the neighborhood’s industrial past by building to the street; providing 
active, habitable spaces on the ground floor; and incorporating the use of concrete, glass, and 
metal.  The project would also incorporate suggested character-defining materials of the District 
such as sidewalk awnings and industrial-like rooftop features to encapsulate mechanical systems.  
On-site parking and loading would be visually concealed within the building by placing the office 
space along 4th and Alice Streets, and balconies would be located away from the front street 
elevations facing onto the interior courtyard.   (See Section IV.E for discussion of potential 
project effects on historic resources.) 


The Estuary Policy Plan allows a maximum density of 100 units per gross acre in the Waterfront 
Warehouse District and a maximum Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of 5.0 for mixed-use projects 
(Oakland City Council Resolution 75037 C.M.S. and Oakland City Council Ordinance 12349).  
The maximum density in principal units per net acre is 133.33 units per net acre (Oakland City 
Planning Commission, May 6, 1998).  


The Land Use and Transportation Element and the Estuary Policy Plan do not establish a height 
limit for the project site (see Zoning Regulations, below). 
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Open Space, Conservation and Recreation Element (OSCAR) 
The Open Space, Conservation and Recreation Element (OSCAR) addresses the management of 
open land, natural resources and parks in Oakland.  The following OSCAR policies are relevant 
to the proposed project: 


• Continue to require new multi-family development to provide useable outdoor open space 
for its residents (Policy OS-4.1, Provision of Useable Open Space). 


• Encourage site planning for new development which minimizes adverse visual impacts and 
takes advantage of opportunities for new vistas and scenic enhancement (Policy OS-10.2, 
Minimizing Adverse Visual Impacts). 


• Provide better access to attractive, sunlit open spaces for persons working or living in 
downtown Oakland.  The development of rooftop gardens is encouraged, especially on 
parking garages (Policy OS-11.1, Access to Downtown Open Space). 


The project would be generally consistent with the above policies because it would provide 
accessible and useable open space above the garage podium within the proposed development.  
The project would incorporate architectural elements and be designed compatible with the 
surrounding area such that parking and loading as well as mechanical units would be screened 
from view.  The project would cast new shadow on sidewalks and buildings to the true north and 
west in the early morning most of the year and on buildings to the true north in the mid-day 
during the winter months but would not cast shadows on any public open space.  Although not a 
significant effect, the project would cast most shadow on properties between 4th and 5th Streets 
(true north and west) in the early morning during the winter months (see Section IV.F).  The 
project site and vicinity is relatively flat.  Although the project would be comparable in height to 
that of buildings immediately across 4th Street, some views of the Oakland hills from nearby 
residences would be affected. Some of these views on the lower units of nearby residences, 
however, are obstructed by the existing adjacent freeway. 


Oakland Bicycle Plan 


In July 1999, the City Council adopted the Oakland Bicycle Plan.  Among other things, the 
Bicycle Plan contains a series of recommendations for bicycle parking to be included in new 
developments; these recommendations are anticipated to be incorporated into revised Zoning 
regulations currently underway.  For multifamily residential dwellings with private garages, the 
Plan recommends one short-term space (a rack) per 10 units.  For commercial office space, the 
recommendation is one long-term space per 3,000 square feet and one short-term space per 
10,000 square feet. 


For the proposed project, the recommendations would require up to 2 long-term and 11 short-
term bicycle parking spaces.  The project architect has indicated that the project would provide 
for the required long-term bicycle parking spaces within the structured parking as well as 
accommodate short-term spaces on site. 
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Central District Urban Renewal Plan 


The Central District Urban Renewal Plan (CDURP) is a redevelopment plan to be implemented 
by the Oakland Redevelopment Agency in accordance with California Community 
Redevelopment Law.  The City adopted the CDURP on June 12, 1969, as the primary policy 
document to guide development in the Central District along with the Land Use Element of the 
General Plan. The CDURP was amended through July 2001 to be consistent with the General 
Plan. The CDURP contains land use controls, including restrictions on uses and parking and 
loading requirements.  However, absent specific action by the City Council, none of the Plan’s 
land use controls are enforceable outside of specified “Action Areas,” which are areas designated 
for property acquisition and/or rehabilitation.  Outside these areas, standard City General Plan 
policies and zoning regulations apply.  The project site is not within an Action Area. 


Zoning Regulations 


The project site is mapped with the C-45 Commercial Shopping Zone and an S-4 Design Review 
Combining Zone overlay.  The C-45 zone is intended to “create, preserve, and enhance areas with 
a wide range of both retail and wholesale establishments serving both long-and short-term needs 
in compact locations oriented toward pedestrian comparison shopping,” typically in commercial 
clusters near intersections of major thoroughfares (§17.56.010).  Residential and general retail 
sales uses are permitted; residential uses in a C-45 zone are subject to the density regulations as 
per the R-80 High Rise Residential Zone (§17.56.140).  Live-work units are also permitted 
(§17.102.190).  Regulations for an R-80 High Rise Residential Zone permit approximately one 
regular dwelling unit for each 300 square feet of lot area (§17.30.140). With three or more units 
on a lot, the project would also require design review (§17.56.030).  Per Section 17.56.180, open 
space must be provided in the same amount as per the R-80 zone, which requires 150 square feet 
per unit (§17.30.180). 


Mixed use projects in the Jack London District have a maximum FAR of 5.0 without a separate 
residential density calculation, provided that the maximum number of units is consistent with the 
residential density allowed in the Estuary Policy Plan (§17.106.030). 


The S-4 design review Combining Zone overlay regulation may be combined with any other 
zone.  This regulation requires design review for projects which contain more than three or more 
units on a lot and is intended to “create, preserve, and enhance the visual harmony and 
attractiveness of areas which require special treatment and the consideration of relationships 
between facilities, and is typically appropriate to areas of special community, historical, or visual 
significance” (§17.80.010).   


The Oakland Zoning Regulations do not establish a height limit for the project site; however, the 
design review criteria in Planning Code Section 17.136.070 state that design review approval may 
be granted if a proposed project conforms to several criteria, including, for residential projects, 
“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.”  Zoning Regulations 
pertaining to density, setback, and open space apply to the project.  
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On September 28, 1999, Interim Controls were adopted for the Waterfront Warehouse District 
(Ordinance No. 12168 C.M.S.), which established a S-4 Design Review overlay zone to address 
height and other design-related issues and Guidelines for Yard Setbacks.  The City Council, on a 
number of occasions and most recently on November 27, 2001, rejected specific, numeric height 
limits for the District, as well as specific requirements for detailed design guidelines. 


IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 


APPROACH TO ANALYSIS 


The proposed project was evaluated for its compatibility with the applicable plans and policies, 
including land use and zoning designations and design guidelines for the area around the project 
site, in order to determine the potential for significant land use impacts.  In addition, the project 
site and its proposed use were evaluated in terms of their compatibility with land uses 
surrounding the project site and in close proximity to the project site. 


SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA 


The project would result in a significant impact related to land use and planning if it would: 


• Physically divide an established community; 


• Fundamentally conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an 
agency with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to the general plan, 
specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of 
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect and result in a physical change in the 
environment; or 


• Fundamentally conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community 
conservation plan. 


The last of these three criteria is not applicable to the proposed project, as there is no habitat 
conservation plan or natural community conservation plan in place in the project vicinity. 


CONSISTENCY WITH PLANS AND POLICIES 


Conflicts with a General Plan do not inherently result in a significant effect on the environment 
within the context of CEQA.  As stated in Section 15358(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, “Effects 
analyzed under CEQA must be related to a physical change.”  Section 15125(d) of the Guidelines 
states that EIRs shall discuss any inconsistencies between the proposed project and applicable 
General Plans in the Setting section of the document (not under Impacts). 


Further, Appendix G of the Guidelines (Environmental Checklist Form) makes explicit the focus 
on environmental policies and plans, asking if the project would “conflict with any applicable 
land use plan, policy, or regulation . . . adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an 
environmental effect” (emphasis added).  Even a response in the affirmative, however, does not 
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necessarily indicate the project would have a significant effect, unless a physical change would 
occur.  To the extent that physical impacts may result from such conflicts, such physical impacts 
are analyzed in this EIR. 


As noted above in the Setting section, in the discussion of the Land Use and Transportation 
Element (p. IV.A-4) and the Open Space, Conservation and Recreational Element (p.IV.A-9), the 
project would generally meet the applicable General Plan policies in that the project would 
provide for residential and office uses in the Jack London District.  Also noted above, in the 
discussion of the Estuary Policy Plan (p. IV.A.6), the project would generally meet the policies 
that encourage new infill developments to construct residential units and office space; however, 
the project does not appear to meet the preservation and reuse intent of the policy as the project 
entails demolition of the existing warehouse on site. The General Plan contains many policies, 
which may in some cases address different goals.  


Neither consistency nor lack of consistency with a policy of the General Plan would, in and of 
itself, result in a direct or reasonably foreseeable indirect adverse physical effect on the 
environment.  The Planning Commission, in deciding whether to approve the proposed 
Conditional Use Permit and Design Review application, and any other necessary discretionary 
actions, must decide whether, on balance, the project is consistent with the General Plan.  The 
General Plan includes the Land Use and Transportation Element, the Open Space, Conservation, 
and Recreational Element, the Housing Element, Noise Element, Environmental Hazards 
Element, the Estuary Policy Plan, the Bicycle Master Plan, and the Historic Preservation Element.   


The General Plan and the Estuary Policy Plan allow a density of 100 units per gross acre.  Using 
the formula established by the Guidelines for Determining General Plan Conformity (City 
Planning Commission, May 6, 1998 and as amended November 3, 1999, August 8, 2001, and 
December 5, 2001), a maximum of 133.33 units per net acre is permitted in Waterfront 
Warehouse District.  The project sponsor proposes to construct 94 units, which is the maximum 
of 94 units3 permitted for the project site.   


With a maximum of 94 residential units and a floor area ratio of 4.5:1,4 the project would be 
within the maximum density permitted (FAR of 5.0) for a mixed use development located in the 
Jack London District.  


The project would be required to provide open space as required by the Oakland Zoning 
Regulations.  The project would include an 8,700-square-foot open central courtyard, which 
would meet part of the open space requirement under the Zoning Regulations.  Other open space 
would be provided in the form of private balconies on several floors.  Private open space would 
total about 4,500 square feet, which would be the equivalent of 9,000 square feet of group open 


                                                      
3  The proposed site contains a total of 30,767 square feet, or 0.706 acres.   The total number of units per net acre 


permitted under the General Plan and the Estuary Policy Plan is calculated as follows:  0.706 acres multiplied by 
133.33 units/acre which totals 94 units (94.13 rounded). 


4  Total floor area (excluding parking) of approximately 138,600 sq. ft. ÷ 30,767 sq. ft. of lot area = 4.5. 
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space (§17.126.020).  Therefore, the overall effective open space would total about 17,700 square 
feet, which would exceed the project’s requirement of 14,100 square feet.5 


Because off-street parking and loading would be provided within 75 feet of the front lot line, the 
project would require a conditional use permit (§17.56.090).  As the proportion of compact 
spaces being proposed exceeds the proportion of compact spaces allowed, the project would 
require a variance (§17.116.200). 


As neither consistency nor lack of consistency with a policy of the General Plan would, in and of 
itself, result in a direct or reasonably foreseeable indirect adverse physical effect on the 
environment, no impacts are identified. 


LAND USE COMPATIBILITY  


The proposed project would be constructed at the northeastern edge of an area designated by the 
Estuary Policy Plan as the Waterfront Warehouse District.  The Estuary Plan encourages new 
infill developments “to provide joint living and working quarters, residential, light industrial, 
wholesale, office, and compatible uses that preserve and respect the District’s unique character” 
(excerpt from Policy JL-6).  In addition, the Estuary Policy Plan states that “the District is 
currently a viable warehouse district with a variety of industrial activities.  The District is also 
home to new residents, artists/artisans, and professionals”  (text accompanying Policy JL-6).  
Similar residential and office developments exist or have been recently approved in the vicinity of 
the proposed project, including: the existing Fourth Street Lofts at the corner of Alice and 4th 
Streets; the renovated Safeway office building at the corner of Jackson and 4th Streets; the 
approved Allegro Project centered around Third and 4th Streets; and the existing Brick House 
Lofts at the corner of Jackson and Third Streets, among others.  The project would be designed to 
employ exterior materials including exposed concrete, glass and metal infill panels, and awning 
type canopies which are drawn from examples of buildings in the neighborhood.   


As the project would be compatible with other existing and planned land uses in the vicinity, no 
impacts are identified. 


_________________________ 


REFERENCES – Land Use, Plans and Policies 


City of Oakland, Central District Urban Renewal Plan, June 12, 1969, as amended through July 
2001. 


City of Oakland, Land Use and Transportation Element of the Oakland General Plan, March 24, 
1998. 


City of Oakland, Estuary Policy Plan, June 8, 1999. 


                                                      
5  9 units at 150 square feet, per §17.30.180. 
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City of Oakland, Oakland Planning Code, April 1999. 


City of Oakland, Open Space, Conservation and Recreation, An Element of the Oakland General 
Plan, June 11, 1996, 1995. 


City of Oakland, Historic Preservation, An Element of the Oakland General Plan, March 8, 1994 
and amended July 21, 1998. 


City of Oakland, Oakland Policy Plan, A Component of the Comprehensive Plan, October 24, 
1972, Amended through September 1980. 


Planning Commission, City of Oakland, Guidelines for Determining General Plan Conformity, 
May 6, 1998, amended November 3, 1999, August 8, 2001, and December 5, 2001. 


City Council, City of Oakland, Ordinance No. 12349 C.M.S., To Change the Way FAR (Density) 
is Calculated for Mixed Use Projects in the Central Business District and Jack London 
District, July 24, 2001.  
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C.  AIR QUALITY 


SETTING 


METEOROLOGY 


Atmospheric conditions such as wind speed, wind direction, and air temperature gradients interact 
with the physical features of the landscape to determine the movement and dispersal of air 
pollutants.  The project site lies approximately three miles east of San Francisco Bay at the foot of 
the Oakland-Berkeley Hills, which is a significant barrier to airflow.  The air pollution potential 
of the subregion is relatively low for portions close to the bay (BAAQMD, 1999).  However, 
during summer and fall, emissions generated within, and those transported to, the East Bay can 
combine with abundant sunshine under the restraining influences of topography and temperature 
inversions to create conditions that are conducive to the formation of photochemical pollutants, 
like ozone. 


Wind measurements taken at Metropolitan Oakland International Airport indicate that the 
predominant wind flow is out of the west northwest (California Air Resources Board, 1984).  
Northwest winds occur approximately 46 percent of the time.  Average wind speeds vary from 
season to season with the strongest average winds occurring during summer and the lightest 
average winds during winter.  Average wind speeds are 9.7 miles per hour (mph) during summer 
and 7.4 mph during winter. 


AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS 


The federal Clean Air Act Amendments of 1970 established national ambient air quality 
standards, and individual states retained the option to adopt more stringent standards and to 
include other pollutants.  California had already established its own air quality standards when 
federal standards were established, and because of the unique meteorological conditions and 
associated air quality problems in the state, there is considerable diversity between state and 
federal standards currently in effect in California, as shown in Table IV.C-1. 


The ambient air quality standards incorporate a margin of safety and are designed to protect those 
segments of the public most susceptible to respiratory distress, known as sensitive receptors, such 
as asthmatics, the very young, the elderly, people weak from other illness or disease, or persons 
engaged in strenuous work or exercise.  Healthy adults can tolerate occasional exposure to air 
pollution levels somewhat above the ambient air quality standards before adverse health effects 
are observed. 


AMBIENT AIR QUALITY 


The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) operates a regional monitoring 
network that measures the ambient concentrations of six criteria air pollutants: ozone, carbon 
monoxide (CO), respirable particulate matter (PM10), lead, nitrogen dioxide, and sulfur dioxide.   
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TABLE IV.C-1 
STATE AND NATIONAL AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS 


  
 Averaging State of 
Pollutant Time Nationalb,c Californiaa,c 


  
 


Ozoned 1 hour 0.12 ppm (235 μg/m3) 0.09 ppm (180 μg/m3) 
 8 hour 0.08 ppm (160 μg/m3) NA 
    
Carbon Monoxide 1 hour 35 ppm (40,000 μg/m3) 20 ppm (23,000 μg/m3) 
 8 hour 9 ppm (10,000 μg/m3) 9.0 ppm (10,000 μg/m3) 
    
Nitrogen Dioxide 1 hour NA 0.25 ppm (470 μg/m3) 
 Annual 0.053 ppm (100 μg/m3) NA 
    
Sulfur Dioxide 1 hour NA 0.25 ppm (655 μg/m3) 
 3 hour 0.5 ppm (1,300 μg/m3) NA 
 24 hour 0.14 ppm (365 μg/m3) 0.04 ppm (105 μg/m3) 
 Annual 0.03 ppm (80 μg/m3) NA 
    
Particulate Matter (PM-10) 24 hour 150 μg/m3 50 μg/m3 
 Annual 50 μg/m3 30 μg/m3 
    
Sulfates 24 hour NA 25 μg/m3 
    
Lead 30 day NA 1.5 μg/m3 
 Calendar Quarter 1.5 μg/m3 NA 
    
Hydrogen Sulfide 1 hour NA 0.03 ppm (42 μg/m3) 
    
Vinyl Chloride 24 hour NA 0.010 ppm (26 μg/m3) 


 
__________________________ 
 
a California standards for ozone, carbon monoxide, sulfur dioxide, nitrogen dioxide, particulate matter (PM-10) are 


values that are not to be exceeded.  All other California standards shown are values not to be equaled or exceeded. 
b National standards, other than for ozone and particulate matter and those based on annual averages, are not to be 


exceeded more than once per year.  For the one-hour ozone standard, the ozone standard is attained when the expected 
number of days per calendar year with maximum hourly average concentrations above the standard is equal to or less 
than one.  The eight-hour ozone standard is met at a monitoring site when the three-year average of the annual fourth-
highest daily maximum eight-hour average ozone concentration is less than or equal to 0.08 ppm. 


c ppm = parts per million by volume; μg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter. 
d New standards effective September 16, 1997 (40 CFR 50.7 and 40 CFR 50.10). 
 
NA:  Not Applicable. 
 
SOURCE: California Environmental Protection Agency, Air Resources Board, Maps and Tables of the Area 


Designations for the State and National Ambient Air Quality Standards and Expected Peak Day 
Concentrations and Designation Values, January 1998. 
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The BAAQMD's regional air quality monitoring network provides information on average 
concentrations of criteria air pollutants.  Criteria air pollutant concentrations are collected at the 
Air District's Oakland (Alice Street) air quality monitoring station, one mile south of the project 
site and the San Leandro air monitoring station, located approximately 3,000 feet from the project 
site.  The concentrations of pollutants discussed below are detailed in Table IV.C-2. 


The state ozone standard has been violated twice at the Oakland monitoring station over the past 
five years.  The federal ozone standard has not been violated over the past five years1.  The state 
and federal carbon monoxide standards have not been violated in Oakland over the past five 
years. The Bay Area attained state and federal carbon monoxide standards by 1996 and 1998, 
respectively.   


The state respirable particulate matter standards have been violated regularly at the San Leandro 
monitoring station (the nearest monitoring station at which PM10 is monitored) over the past five 
years.  The federal respirable particulate matter standards have not been violated over the past 
five years.  Respirable particulate matter concentrations are likely to increase in the future due to an 
overall increase in vehicle miles traveled within the region.  State and federal ambient standards for 
sulfur dioxide and nitrogen dioxide are being met throughout the Bay Area, and the Bay Area Air 
Quality Management District does not expect these standards to be exceeded in the future. 


Ambient levels of airborne lead in the Bay Area are well below the state and federal standard and 
are expected to continue to decline.  Because no sources of lead emissions exist on the project site 
or are proposed by the project, lead emissions are not required to be quantified by the Bay Area 
Air Quality Management District and are not further evaluated in this analysis. 


On September 16, 1997 the US EPA made final the revised standards for ozone and PM2.5 
(particulate matter 2.5 microns).  The BAAQMD has recently initiated a three year program to 
obtain sufficient ambient air monitoring data to support this new standard for ozone and will 
initiate a similar three year data collection program for PM2.5 in 1999.  Until this data gathering 
is complete, no determination will be made about local air quality with respect to these two 
specific standards. 


AIR QUALITY PLANNING 


Federal Standards 


The 1977 federal Clean Air Act required the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to 
identify National Ambient Air Quality Standards to protect public health and welfare.  National 
standards have been established for the six criteria air pollutants, so-called because the EPA 
publishes criteria documents to justify the choice of standards. 


                                                      
1 However, the Air Basin as a whole is still non-attainment because of violations at other monitoring stations within 


the basin and because ozone is a “regional” pollutant. 
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TABLE IV.C-2 
OAKLAND/SAN LEANDRO AIR POLLUTANT SUMMARY (1993-1997) 


  
 Concentrations, by Yeara 
Pollutant     Std.b 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 
  
 
Ozone (O3) 


Highest 1-hr. average concentration, ppmc  0.09 0.09 0.08 0.06 0.08 0.07 
  Number of violationsd     0 0 0 0 0 
 
Carbon Monoxide (CO) 


Highest 1-hr. average concentration, ppm  20 7 8 NA 6.4 5.4 
  Number of violations     0 0 0 0 0 
 
Highest 8-hr. average concentration, ppm  9.0 3.9 3.6 4.6 5.2 3.4 
  Number of violations     0 0 0 0 0 
 
Suspended Particulate (PM10)  


Highest 24-hr. average concentration, μg/m3 c 50 59 65 32 NA NA 
  Violations/Samplese     1/61 1/61 0/61 NA NA 
Annual Geometric Mean, μg/m3   30 18.6 15.9 13.2 NA NA 
 
_________________________ 
 
a Ozone and CO data are from the Oakland Alice Street monitoring station.  This monitoring station is approximately 


1/2 mile northeast of the project site. PM10 data are from the San Leandro monitoring station, approximately 
8 miles southeast of the project site. The BAAQMD no longer maintains a PM10 monitoring station in San 
Leandro.  The nearest PM10  monitoring stations are in Fremont and San Francisco and would not be 
representative of the project site. A monitoring network for PM 2.5 has not yet been established. 


b Std. State standard, not to be exceeded. 
c ppm: parts per million; μg/m3: micrograms per cubic meter. 
d For ozone, "number of violations" refers to the number of days in a given year during which excesses of the 


standards were recorded. 
e Indicates the number of violations and the number of samples taken in a given year. 
 
NOTE:   Bold values are in excess of applicable standard.  NA = Not Available. 
 
SOURCE: California Air Resources Board, Air Quality Data Summary, 1996 and 1997; www.arb.ca.gov. 
  
 


Pursuant to the 1990 federal Clean Air Act Amendments, the EPA classified air basins (or 
portions thereof) as either "attainment" or "nonattainment" for each criteria air pollutant, based on 
whether or not the national standards had been achieved.  The project site lies within the San 
Francisco Bay Area Air Basin (Air Basin), which the EPA reclassified as nonattainment for 
ozone, precursors of which would be emitted by project-generated vehicle traffic.  The urbanized 
areas of the Air Basin are classified as a maintenance area for CO.  The Air Basin is classified as 
an attainment area for sulfur dioxide and lead (which would not be substantially emitted by the 
proposed project) and is unclassified for respirable particulate matter (which would be emitted 
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primarily by project construction activities) and NO2 (CARB, 2000).  “Unclassified” is defined 
by the Clean Air Act Amendments as any area that cannot be classified, on the basis of available 
information, as meeting or not meeting the national primary or secondary ambient air quality 
standard for the pollutant. 


State Standards 


The California Air Resources Board (Air Board) manages air quality, regulates mobile emissions 
sources, and oversees the activities of county Air Pollution Control Districts and regional Air 
Quality Management Districts.  The Air Board regulates local air quality indirectly by 
establishing state ambient air quality standards and vehicle emissions standards, and by 
conducting research, planning, and coordinating activities. 


California has adopted ambient standards, the State Ambient Air Quality Standards, that are more 
stringent than the federal standards for the criteria air pollutants.  Under the California Clean Air 
Act, patterned after the federal Clean Air Act, areas have been designated as attainment or 
nonattainment with respect to the State Ambient Air Quality Standards.  The San Francisco Air 
Basin is a nonattainment area for ozone and respirable particulate matter with respect to their 
respective state standards (CARB, 2000).  The Air Basin is designated as an attainment area for 
CO, NO2, SO2, and lead. 


Local Standards 


The BAAQMD is the agency empowered to regulate air pollutant emissions in the San Francisco 
Bay Area Air Basin.  The BAAQMD is responsible for implementing emissions standards and 
other requirements of federal and state laws; it controls stationary-source emissions by issuing air 
quality permits that require the implementation of Best Available Control Technology, if 
specified trigger levels are exceeded.  


As required by the California Clean Air Act, the BAAQMD has published its Bay Area 2000 
Clean Air Plan.  The goal of the plan is to improve air quality through the 1990s through tighter 
industry controls, cleaner cars and trucks, cleaner fuels, and increased commute alternatives.  The 
plan encourages cities and counties to adopt measures in support of this goal.  Identified measures 
include developing rules to reduce vehicle trips to and from major residential developments, 
shopping centers, and other indirect sources; encouraging cities and counties to plan for high-
density development; and clustering development with mixed uses in the vicinity of mass transit 
stations. 


SENSITIVE RECEPTORS 


Land uses such as schools, children’s day care centers, hospitals, and convalescent homes are 
considered to be more sensitive than the general public to poor air quality because the population 
groups associated with these uses have increased susceptibility to respiratory distress.  Persons 
engaged in strenuous work or exercise also have increased sensitivity to poor air quality.  
Residential areas are considered more sensitive to air quality conditions compared to commercial 
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and industrial areas because people generally spend longer periods of time at their residences, 
with associated greater exposure to ambient air quality conditions.  Recreational uses are also 
considered sensitive compared to commercial and industrial areas due to the greater exposure to 
ambient air quality conditions.   


The nearest sensitive land use to the project site would be the 4th Street Lofts located across 4th 
street, approximately 50 feet south of the project. The proposed project would serve as a 
residence for its occupants and is, therefore, also considered a sensitive land use.  


IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 


Air quality impacts would primarily be the result of and transportation-related vehicular exhaust 
emissions.  Transportation-related vehicular exhaust emissions would be long-term and would 
result from traffic increases associated with operation of the project. 


SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA 


According to Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, a project may be considered to have a 
significant adverse impact on the environment if it would "violate any ambient air quality 
standard, contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation, or expose 
sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations." CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(b) 
states that an EIR shall discuss “any inconsistencies between a proposed project and applicable 
general plans and regional plans. Such regional plans include, but are not limited to, the 
applicable Air Quality Management Plan (or State Implementation Plan). . . ”. 


For some pollutants, dispersion modeling is conducted to estimate pollutant concentrations that 
can then be compared directly to corresponding ambient air quality standards.  However, since air 
pollutant concentration modeling is not appropriate or feasible for all pollutants (particularly, 
those associated with regional impacts rather than local impacts), emissions-based thresholds are 
used to supplement the above criteria.  For this analysis, the project would be considered to have 
a significant effect on the environment if it would exceed the following thresholds established by 
the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines: 


• Cause a net increase in pollutant emissions of Reactive Organic Gases (ROG), Nitrogen 
oxide, or respirable particulate matter exceeding 80 pounds per day or 15 tons per year. 


 
• Cause a net increase in carbon monoxide emissions exceeding 550 pounds per day, reduce 


roadway Level of Service of intersections operating at Level of Service E or F, cause a 
reduction of intersection Level of Service to E or F, or increase traffic volumes on nearby 
roadways by 10 percent or more, and violate state carbon monoxide concentration 
standards as determined by the modeling of carbon monoxide emissions.  The level of 
significance of carbon monoxide emissions from mobile sources is determined by modeling 
the ambient carbon monoxide concentration under project conditions and comparing the 
resultant one- and eight-hour concentrations to the respective state carbon monoxide 
standards of 20.0 and 9.0 parts per million. 
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The proposed project could result in impacts to air quality due to emissions of criteria air 
pollutants resulting from grading and construction activities and from the generation of additional 
vehicle trips on local and regional roadways. 


PROJECT IMPACTS 


Project Construction 


Impact C.1:  Fugitive dust generated by construction activities would be substantial and 
would contribute to intermittent ambient respirable particulate matter concentrations that 
would violate state respirable particulate matter standards.  This would be a significant 
impact. 


Construction could generate substantial amounts of fugitive dust.  Dust emissions would vary 
from day to day, depending on the level and type of activity, silt content of the soil, and the 
prevailing weather.  A large portion of the total construction dust emissions would result from 
equipment and motor vehicle traffic over the project site.  Other sources of fugitive dust during 
construction would include excavation, earth movement, grading, and wind erosion from exposed 
surfaces. 


Peak construction activities would involve simultaneous grading and earth-moving activities 
covering a total of approximately 0.57 acres.  The approach to assessing impacts from air 
pollutant emissions from construction activities is based upon whether identified feasible 
emission control measures are implemented.  Without implementation of construction emission 
control measures, construction emissions would be considered significant for either of the 
proposed two stages of construction.  Adoption of the following mitigation measure would, 
however, reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. 


Mitigation Measure C.1:  Implement a construction dust abatement program (Identified in 
this Report). 


Construction contractors shall implement a dust abatement program to reduce the contribution of 
project construction to local respirable particulate matter concentrations.  Elements of this 
program shall include the following: 


• Watering of all active construction areas at least twice daily. 
 
• Cover all trucks hauling soil, sand, and other loose materials, or require all trucks to 


maintain at least two feet of freeboard.  
 
• Pave, apply water three times daily, or apply non-toxic soil stabilizers on all unpaved 


access roads, parking areas, and construction staging areas. 
 
• Sweep daily with water sweepers all paved access roads, parking areas, and staging areas at 


construction sites. 
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• Sweep streets daily with water sweepers if visible soil material is carried onto adjacent 
public streets. 


 


Significance After Mitigation:  Less than Significant 


_________________________ 


Project Operation 


Impact C.2:  The project would result in increased emissions of criteria pollutants from 
vehicular traffic to and from the project site.  The increase in emissions would not exceed 
Bay Area Air Quality Management District significance criteria for daily emissions of 
nitrogen oxide, reactive organic gases, and respirable particulate matter.  This would be a 
less than significant impact. 


Exhaust emissions related to passenger vehicle travel from project operations were calculated by 
using the URBEMIS7G Version 3.2 program of the Air Resources Board, applying EMFAC7G 
emission factors to a standard mix of passenger vehicles in the years 2003. 


Table IV.C-3 summarizes project-generated mobile emissions of criteria pollutants for the project 
in the year 2003 and compares them with significance threshold emission levels.  The proposed 
project would result in approximately 617 new vehicle trips.  As indicated in Table IV.C-3, 
project-related mobile emissions in the year 2003 would not exceed significance threshold 
emission levels for any pollutants.  


Mitigation Measure:  None required. 


_________________________ 


Impact C.3:  Mobile emissions generated by project traffic would increase carbon monoxide 
concentrations at intersections in the project vicinity.   This would be a less than significant 
impact. 


BAAQMD Guidelines recognize that a project would be considered significant if it would cause a 
net increase in carbon monoxide emissions exceeding 550 pounds per day, reduce roadway Level 
of Service of intersections operating at Level of Service E or F, cause a reduction of intersection 
Level of Service (LOS) to E or F, or increase traffic volumes on nearby roadways by 10 percent 
or more, and violate state carbon monoxide concentration standards as determined by the 
modeling of carbon monoxide emissions.  As indicated in Table IV.C-3, project CO emissions 
(120 pounds per day) would not exceed the screening threshold.  However, three intersection are 
projected by the traffic analysis to operate at LOS E or worse with the project.   
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TABLE IV.C-3 
ESTIMATED DAILY EMISSIONS FOR THE PROPOSED PROJECT (YEAR 2003) 


  
 
Air Pollutant 


Project Emissions 
(pounds/day) 


Significance Threshold 
(pounds/day) 


  
 


Nox 16 80 
PM10 6 80 
ROG 10 80 
CO 120 550b 
   


_________________________ 
 
a Emission factors were generated by the Air Board's URBEMIS7G model for San Francisco Bay Air Basin, and 


assume a vehicle mix consisting of 3.0 percent motorcycle, 3.0 percent medium duty trucks, 10.0 percent light duty 
trucks, 7.0 percent heavy duty trucks, and 75.0 percent light duty automobiles.  All daily estimates are for 
summertime conditions except for CO, which assumes wintertime conditions. 


b Projects for which mobile source CO emissions exceed 550 pounds per day do not necessarily have a significant air 
quality impact, but are required to estimate localized CO concentrations.  Refer to Impact C.3 for analysis of 
project CO emissions. 


 
NOTE:  Bold values are in excess of applicable standard. 
 
SOURCE:  Environmental Science Associates 
  
 


Consequently, the BAAQMD screening analysis was performed for these three intersections: 
Webster and 7th Streets, Jackson and 6th Streets, and Jackson and 5th Streets.  Table IV.C-4 
presents the results of the screening model.  As indicated from the modeling results, 
concentrations of CO would remain below state and federal standards for all scenarios analyzed. 


Consequently, the proposed project would not have a significant air quality impact on localized 
CO concentrations. 


Mitigation Measure:  None required. 


_________________________ 
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TABLE IV.C.4 
PROJECTED CARBON MONOXIDE CONCENTRATIONSa 


  


 
 
Intersection 


 
State 


Standardb


 
Existing 


2001 


 
 


2005 Base 


 
2005 Base 
+ Project 


Year 2020 
Cumulative 


+ Project 
  
 


Webster Street/ 7th Street       
 1-hour 20.0 8.25 7.84 7.84 7.30 
 8-hour 9.0 5.56 5.30 5.30 4.94 
      
Jackson Street/5th Street      
 1-hour 20.0 7.52 6.85 6.92 6.50 
 8-hour 9.0 5.04 4.61 4.65 4.38 
      
Jackson Street/6th Street      
 1-hour 20.0 8.76 8.49 8.18 8.30 
 8-hour 9.0 5.91 5.75 5.54 5.63 
      


_________________________ 
 
a All values are parts per million (ppm) of carbon monoxide (CO). 
b The state 1-hour CO standard (20 ppm) is more stringent than the Federal standard(the Federal 1-hour CO standard 


is 35 ppm).  The 8-hour Federal CO standard (9 ppm) is the same as the state standard. 
 
SOURCE:  Environmental Science Associates 
  


 


Impact C.4:  Mobile emissions generated by project occupant vehicles within parking 
garages would result in a localized increase in carbon monoxide concentrations within the 
garage and adjacent areas.  This would be a less than significant impact. 


The parking garage associated with the proposed project would be located at or above grade and 
would be vented to the outside via a series of window grilles along the façade of the building on 
5th Street, facing Interstate-880. Given the size and substantial number of proposed openings, 
garage vents would be sufficient to maintain adequate ventilation inside the garage area.   


The garage would be separated from sensitive land uses by local roadways.  The proposed 
building would generate about 40 vehicle starts during the morning peak hour, which would be 
distributed throughout the garage.  Vehicle emissions would be dispersed onto 5th Street, away 
from surrounding sensitive receptors.  Because of the relatively few vehicle starts and the location 
of the garage vents emissions of CO from vehicles within the parking garage are considered to be 
a less than significant impact. 


Mitigation Measure:  None Required. 
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_________________________ 


Cumulative Effects 


Impact C.5: The proposed project together with anticipated future development in the 
downtown area as well as Oakland in general could result in long-term traffic increases and 
could cumulatively increase regional air pollutant emissions.  This would be a less than 
significant impact. 


To estimate the associated air pollutant emissions that would be generated under anticipated 
downtown projects as well as the proposed project, it was assumed, under worst-case conditions, 
that vehicles would continue to use conventional fuels (such as gasoline and diesel) rather than 
newly developed “clean” fuels or electric power.  The daily emissions of criteria pollutants from 
downtown-related traffic were estimated based on a model developed by the California Air 
Resources Board using the EMFAC7F1.1 emission factors. The proposed project was determined 
to have a less-than-significant impact on regional air quality. When emissions from other future 
cumulative downtown growth are added to predicted project emissions (Table IV.C-5), 
cumulative emissions would exceed BAAQMD significance thresholds and would contribute to 
continued exceedance of applicable O3  and PM10 standards in the region. The San Francisco Bay 
Area is a non-attainment area with respect to state O3 and PM10 standards. The 2000 Clean Air 
Plan was developed with the intent to bring the District into compliance with the state ambient air 
quality standards for ozone pollution.   


The BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (1999) specify that for any project that does not individually 
have significant operational air quality impacts, the determination of significant cumulative 
impact should be based on an evaluation of the consistency of the project with the local general 
plan and the consistency of the general plan with the current Clean Air Plan (CAP). The project 
would be consistent with the existing General Plan and the recently adopted Oakland General 
Plan Land Use and Circulation Element. In addition, the project would be consistent with the 
2000 CAP, which encourages local governments to promote high density, mixed-use 
developments at transit stations and along transit corridors. Therefore, the proposed project, 
which would be in close proximity (within six blocks or 2,000 feet) of the Lake Merritt Bart 
Station, the Amtrak station, various bus routes and the Broadway Shuttle and would be located in 
an urban in-fill area, would be considered consistent with adopted plans and policies.   The 
project would incorporate a vertical mix of land uses on the project site, which would reduce 
vehicle trip generation.  Given the consistency of the project with goals of the 2000 CAP and the 
minimal contribution of trips generated by the proposed project, this cumulative air quality 
impact is considered to be less than significant. 


Mitigation Measure:  None required. 


_________________________ 
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D.  NOISE 


SETTING 


AMBIENT NOISE SOURCES AND LEVELS 


Noise is normally defined as unwanted sound.  Environmental noise usually is measured in A-
weighted decibels (dBA).1 Environmental noise typically fluctuates over time, and different types 
of noise descriptors are used to account for this variability. Typical noise descriptors include the 
energy-equivalent noise level (Leq) and the day-night average noise level (Ldn).2  The Ldn is 
commonly used in establishing noise exposure guidelines for specific land uses.   


The Noise Element of the Oakland Comprehensive Plan identifies that the noise environment at 
the project site as an "Existing Critical Noise Impact Area", largely due to highway noise of the 
I-880 freeway. The noise environment of the project site is largely determined by vehicle traffic 
on I-880, including 5th Street, which operates as a southbound off ramp for I-880.  Rail operations 
of the Union Pacific Railroad and aircraft activity associated with Metropolitan Oakland 
International Airport are secondary noise sources at the project site.   


To provide the basis for evaluating potential impacts of the existing noise environment on future 
occupants of the proposed project as well as impacts of project construction on the nearest noise-
sensitive uses, ESA collected noise measurements on the  project site.  Daytime noise levels were 
monitored on September 4, 2001 on the northeast corner of the project site.3  Resulting data was 
then used to calculate the 24-hour noise level in terms of Ldn.  Daytime noise levels were 
monitored to average 72 dBA, Leq.  The Ldn at the project site would be between 72 dBA and 
75 dBA.   


SENSITIVE RECEPTORS 


The proposed project would be located in an area generally consisting of industrial, commercial, 
and live/work land uses.  The nearest sensitive land use to the project site would be the 4th Street 
Lofts located across 4th street, approximately 50 feet south of the project. The proposed project 
would serve as a residence for its occupants and is, therefore, also considered a sensitive land use. 
However, because the surrounding sensitive land uses are designated as live-work, these uses are 
considered commercial during daytime hours. 


                                                      
1 A decibel (dB) is a  unit of sound energy intensity.  Sound waves, traveling outward from a source, exert a sound 


pressure level (commonly called "sound level") measured in dB. An A-weighted decibel (dBA) is a decibel 
corrected for the variation in frequency response of the typical human ear at commonly encountered noise levels.  
All noise levels reported herein are "A-weighted" decibels. 


2 Leq, the energy equivalent noise level (or "average" noise level), is the equivalent steady-state continuous noise 
level which, in a stated period of time, contains the same acoustic energy as the time-varying sound level actually 
measured during the same period.  Ldn, the day-night average noise level, is a weighted 24-hour average noise 
level.  With the Ldn descriptor, noise levels between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. are adjusted upwards by ten dBA to 
take into account the greater annoyance of nighttime noise as compared to daytime noise. 


3  Monitoring was performed using a Larson Davis 720 sound level meter that was programmed to collect data in 5-
minute intervals. 
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REGULATORY SETTING 


Local noise issues are regulated by implementation of Title 24 (for new residential 
developments), implementation of General Plan policies, and by enforcement of Noise Ordinance 
standards.  


State of California 


Title 24 , Part 2 of the California Code of Regulations contains requirements for the construction 
of new hotels, motels, apartment houses, and dwellings other than detached single-family 
dwellings intended to limit the extent of noise transmitted into habitable spaces.  These 
requirements are collectively known as the California Noise Insulation Standards.  For limiting 
noise transmitted from exterior sources, the Standards set forth an interior standard of 45 CNEL 
in any habitable room with all doors and windows closed, and require an acoustical analysis 
demonstrating how dwelling units have been designed to meet this interior standard (where such 
units are proposed in areas subject to transportation noise levels greater than 60 CNEL).  Title 24 
standards are enforced through the building permit application process in Oakland, as in most 
jurisdictions. 


City of Oakland 


The Oakland Comprehensive Plan contains guidelines for determining the compatibility of 
various land uses with different noise environments (City of Oakland, 1974).  The Noise Element 
recognizes that some land uses are more sensitive to ambient noise levels than others, due to the 
amount of noise exposure (in terms of both exposure duration and insulation from noise) and the 
types of activities typically involved. The City uses state noise guidelines for judging the 
compatibility between various land uses and their noise environments (City of Oakland, 1997). 
The City of Oakland also regulates short-term noise through enforcement of city ordinances, 
which includes a general provision against nuisance noise sources (Planning Code, 
Section17.120).  The factors that are considered when determining whether the ordinance is 
violated include: a) the level, intensity, character, and duration of the noise; b) the level, intensity, 
and character of the background noise; and c) the time when, and the place and zoning district 
where, the noise occurred.  Table IV.D-1 presents the maximum allowable receiving noise 
standards for residential and civic land uses, with the daytime standards adjusted to compensate 
for the commercial use of live-work loft space during the day.  However, the Noise Ordinance 
specifies that if the measured ambient noise level exceeds the applicable noise level standard in 
any category, the stated applicable noise level shall be adjusted so as to equal the ambient noise 
level (Section 17.120.050).  Because ambient noise measured near the project site property line 
already exceeds the standards, Table IV.D-1 includes a column adjusting the standard as 
appropriate to the project site.  Table IV.D-2 presents noise level standards that apply to 
temporary exposure to short- and long-term construction noise.  Because the adjacent land uses 
are live-work, the daytime commercial standards apply to the proposed project. 
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TABLE IV.D-1 


MAXIMUM ALLOWABLE RECEIVING NOISE STANDARDS FOR 
RESIDENTIAL AND CIVIC LAND USES, dBA 


  
Cumulative Number of Minutes 


in either the Daytime or  
Daytime 


7:00 a.m. to  
Nighttime 


10:00 p.m. to  
Project Specific Adjusted  
Noise Standards (dBA)a 


Nighttime one hour period 10:00 p.m. 7:00 a.m. Daytime Nighttime 
  
 


20 65 45 72 62 


10 70 50 73 64 


5 75 55 75 70b 


1 80 60 80 b 72 b 


0 85 65 86 81 


_________________________ 
 
a Adjusted noise standards apply to the proposed project because existing ambient noise monitored on the project site 


exceeds the published standard for some time periods (refer to Section 17.120.050 of the City of Oakland Planning 
Code Related to the Zoning Standards and Regulations for Noise and Vibration). 


b Because of statistical limitations of monitoring equipment, these values are estimates. 
 
SOURCE:  Oakland Noise Ordinance No. 11895, 1996, Environmental Science Associates. 
  
 







IV.  ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING, IMPACTS, AND MITIGATION MEASURES 
D.  NOISE 


 
ER0000-25 – 426 Alice Street Draft EIR IV.D-4 ESA / 200177 


 
TABLE IV.D-2 


MAXIMUM ALLOWABLE RECEIVING NOISE STANDARDS FOR  
TEMPORARY CONSTRUCTION OR DEMOLITION ACTIVITIES, dBA 


  


 
Operation/Receiving Land Use 


Daily 
7:00 a.m. to 7:00 


p.m. 


Weekends 
9:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. 


  
 


Short-Term Operation (less than 10 days)   
     Residential 80 65 
     Commercial, Industrial 85 70 


Long-Term Operation (more than 10 days)   
     Residential 65 55 
     Commercial, Industrial 72 a 60 


 
 a  This site-specific standard was adjusted to compensate for the existing ambient noise levels 


monitored at the project vicinity.  Weekend standards were not adjusted. 
 
_________________________ 
 
SOURCE:  Oakland Noise Ordinance No. 11895, 1996 


 


IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 


SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA 


Based on the most recent update to the CEQA Guidelines, a project may be deemed to have a 
significant effect on the environment if it would result in: 


• Exposure of persons to, or generation of, noise levels in excess of standards established in 
the local general plan, or applicable standards of other agencies (e.g., OSHA) (addressed in 
Impact D.1, D.2 and D.3); 


• A noise level exceeding the operational standards of the City of Oakland Noise Ordinance 
(Oakland Planning Code Section 17.120.050).  If the ambient noise level exceeds the 
applicable noise level standard, the standard shall be adjusted to equal the ambient noise 
level.   


• Exposure of persons to, or generation of, excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne 
noise levels which is perceptible without instruments by the average person at or beyond 
any lot line containing vibration-causing activities not associated with motor vehicles, 
trains, and temporary construction or demolition work, except activities located within the 
M-40 zone or M-30 zone more than 400 feet from any legally occupied residential property 
(Oakland Planning Code Section 17.120.060) (addressed in Impact D.1); 
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• A 5 dBA permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels 
existing without the project (addressed in Impact D.2); 


• An exceedance of temporary construction standards of the City of Oakland Noise 
Ordinance, except if an acoustical analysis is performed and all feasible mitigation 
measures imposed, including the standard City of Oakland noise measures adopted by the 
Oakland City Council on January 16, 2001 (addressed in Impact D.1); 


• A violation of the City of Oakland Noise Ordinance (Oakland Planning Code Section 
8.18.020) regarding nuisance of persistent construction-related noise (addressed in Impact 
D.1); 


• A generation of interior Ldn or CNEL greater than 45 dBA for multi-family dwellings, 
hotels, motels, dormitories, and long-term care facilities (and may be extended by local 
legislative action to include single family dwellings) per California Noise Insulation 
Standards (CCR Part 2, Title 24) (addressed in Impact D.3); 


• A conflict with state land use compatibility guidelines (Office of Planning and Research, 
1998) for all specified land uses for determination of acceptability of noise levels as shown 
in Table IV.D-3 (address in Impact D.3) 


• For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been 
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project expose 
people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels (not applicable to 
the proposed project); or 


• For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project expose people 
residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels (not applicable to the 
proposed project). 


 


As part of the environmental review for this project, an acoustical analysis was performed which 
included (1) monitoring of existing noise levels; (2) evaluating the site’s suitability for alternative 
construction techniques to reduce noise (i.e., alternatives to pile driving); (3) reviewing relevant 
noise literature, the site and surrounding sites, existing conditions, and proposed construction 
methods/schedule to assess impacts and develop mitigation measures; and (4) reviewing other 
proposed projects in the vicinity to evaluate the potential for cumulative impacts. 
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TABLE IV.D-3 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA, ACCEPTABILITY NOISE LEVELS 


 


SOURCE: State of California, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, General Plan Guidelines, 1998 
(Appendix A, Figure 2). 


  
 







IV.  ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING, IMPACTS, AND MITIGATION MEASURES 
D.  NOISE 


 
ER0000-25 – 426 Alice Street Draft EIR IV.D-7 ESA / 200177 


PROJECT CONSTRUCTION 


Impact D.1:  Construction activities would intermittently and temporarily generate noise 
levels above existing ambient levels in the project vicinity.  This would be a significant 
impact. 


Construction noise levels at and near locations on the project site would fluctuate depending on 
the particular type, number, and duration of use of various types of construction equipment.  The 
effect of construction noise would depend upon how much noise would be generated by 
construction, the distance between construction activities and the nearest noise-sensitive uses, and 
the existing noise levels at those uses. 


Table IV.D-4 shows typical noise levels generated by construction of commercial buildings. As 
shown in Table IV.D-4, the noisiest phases of construction would generate approximately 89 Leq 
at 50 feet. Demolition activities would primarily be conducted with an excavator. The receptors 
nearest proposed construction activity would be the second-story apartments that face the project 
site, which are located approximately 50 feet from the proposed project site, across 4th Street.  
The duration of excavation and exterior finishing are expected to be approximately three months, 
respectively.  The main noise sources associated with excavation are the operation of excavators 
removing material and trucks hauling excavated materials away. The main noise sources 
associated with exterior finishing would be operation of concrete mixers and pumps for 
application of stucco material to the building exterior. 
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TABLE IV.D-4 
TYPICAL COMMERCIAL CONSTRUCTION NOISE LEVELS 


  


  Noise Level 
 Phase (Leq)a 
  
 
 Ground Clearing 84 
 Excavation 89 
 Foundations 78 
 Erection 85 
 Exterior Finishing 89 
 Pile Driving 90-105 
 
_________________________ 
 
a Estimates correspond to a distance of 50 feet from the noisiest piece of equipment associated with a given phase 


and 200 feet from the other equipment associated with that phase. 
 
SOURCE: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Noise from Construction Equipment and Operations, Building 


Equipment, and Home Appliances, December 1971. 
  
 


Building construction noise during the noisiest phases of construction would be 89 Leq at 50 feet. 
These predicted noise levels would exceed the standards of the Oakland Noise Ordinance, which 
states that, for commercial receptors, the maximum allowable receiving noise for weekday 
(Monday through Friday, 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m.) construction activity of greater than 10 days 
duration is 72 dBA (adjusted ambient noise levels).  For construction activity of 10 days or less 
the residential receiving standard is 85 dBA.  Consequently, the noisiest phases of construction 
would have the potential to exceed the construction noise standard of the City of Oakland’s Noise 
Ordinance. 


During nighttime, temporary construction-related noise could be more noticeable (since 
background noise is lower) given the more sensitive nature of the nighttime period.  Therefore, 
this temporary impact would be significant. 


Based upon recent geotechnical investigation conducted at the project site, pile driving is not a 
necessary component of construction and is not proposed or reasonably foreseeable (Treadwell & 
Rollo, 2001).  Rather, screwed piles, which are not driven, are recommended (see Tipping Mar 
Associates letter in Appendix J).  However, if variations between expected and actual soil 
conditions are encountered during construction, changes in geotechnical recommendations may 
be made, including use of pile driving. If required, pile-driving can generate noise levels of 90 to 
105 dBA at a distance of 50 feet.  Other noise-sensitive uses within approximately 1,600 feet of 
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pile-driving activity could also be substantially affected, depending on the presence of 
intervening barriers or other insulating materials.  Although construction activities would be 
likely to occur only during daytime hours, construction noise would still be disruptive to residents 
and local businesses (Harns, 1979).  At noise levels of 85 dBA, normal conversation is extremely 
difficult, and sleep is impossible for most people.  Intermittent noises such as pile-driving noise 
are more disturbing to many people than typical construction noise.  Without restrictions on the 
hours of pile driving, this impact would be considered significant.  This environmental review 
includes the potential for pile driving during construction activities. 


The contractor will be required to implement the following measures throughout the duration of 
construction activity, and compliance with the noise ordinance may be considered achieved if the 
following mitigation measures are implemented: 


Standard Construction Requirements 


Mitigation Measure D.1a:  Standard construction activities shall be limited to between 
7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m. Monday through Friday.  No construction activities shall be 
allowed on weekends until after the building is enclosed without prior authorization of the 
Building Services and Planning Divisions of the Community and Economic Development 
Agency. 


Mitigation Measure D.1b:  To reduce daytime noise impacts due to construction, to the 
maximum feasible extent, the City shall require the applicant  to develop a site-specific 
noise reduction program, subject to city review and approval, which includes the following 
measures: 
 
• Signs shall be posted at the construction site that include permitted construction days 


and hours, a day and evening contact number for the job site, and a day and evening 
contact number for the City in the event of problems. 


 
• An on-site complaint and enforcement manager shall be posted to respond to and 


track complaints.   
 
• A preconstruction meeting shall be held with the job inspectors and the general 


contractor/on-site project manager to confirm that noise mitigation and practices are 
completed prior to the issuance of a building permit (including construction hours, 
neighborhood notification, posted signs, etc.). 


 
• Equipment and trucks used for project construction shall utilize the best available 


noise control techniques (e.g., improved mufflers, equipment redesign, use of intake 
silencers, ducts, engine enclosures, and acoustically attenuating shields or shrouds, 
wherever feasible). 


 
• Impact tools (e.g., jack hammers, pavement breakers, and rock drills) used for project 


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


 
• Stationary noise sources shall be located as far from sensitive receptors as possible, 


and they shall be muffled and enclosed within temporary sheds, or insulation barriers 
or other measures shall be incorporated to the extent feasible. 


 


Pile-Driving Requirements and Conditions (to be implemented only if pile driving 
required) 


Mitigation Measure D.1c:  If pile-driving and/or other extreme noise generating activities 
greater than 90 dba occur, they shall be limited to between 8:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m., 
Monday through Friday, with no extreme noise-generating activity permitted between 
12:30 and 1:30 p.m.  No extreme noise-generating construction activities shall be allowed on 
Saturdays, Sundays, or holidays. 


Mitigation Measure D.1d:  To further mitigate potential pile-driving and/or other extreme 
noise generating construction impacts, a set of site-specific noise attenuation measures shall 
be completed under the supervision of a qualified acoustical consultant.  This plan shall be 
submitted for review and approval by the City to ensure that maximum feasible noise 
attenuation is achieved.  These attenuation measures shall include as many of the following 
control strategies as feasible and shall be implemented prior to any required pile-driving 
activities:  
 
• Implement “quiet” pile-driving technology, where feasible, in consideration of 


geotechnical and structural requirements and conditions; 
 
• Erect temporary plywood noise barriers around the entire construction site; 
 
• Utilize noise control blankets on the building structure as it is erected to reduce noise 


emission from the site; 
 
• Evaluate the feasibility of noise control at the receivers by temporarily improving the 


noise reduction capability of adjacent buildings; and 
 
• Monitor the effectiveness of noise attenuation measures by taking noise 


measurements. 
 


Mitigation Measure D.1e:  A process with the following components shall be established for 
responding to and tracking complaints pertaining to pile-driving construction noise: 


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


 
• A list of telephone numbers (during regular construction hours and off-hours); 
 
• A plan for posting signs on-site pertaining to complaint procedures and who to notify 


in the event of a problem; 
 
• Designation of a construction complaint manager for the project; and  
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• Notification of neighbors within 300 feet of the project construction area at least 30 


days in advance of pile-driving activities. 
 
Significance after Mitigation:  There may be short-term noise impacts related to construction 
even with implementation of the identified mitigation measures, but they would be of limited 
duration and with the identified mitigation measures are  considered to be less than significant. 


_________________________ 


PROJECT OPERATION 


Impact D.2:  Project-generated traffic would generate noise that would affect nearby 
sensitive noise receptors.  This would be a less than significant impact. 


Using the FHWA traffic-noise prediction model, roadside traffic noise levels were predicted for 
existing, 2005 base, 2005 plus the proposed project, and 2020 cumulative growth conditions.  The 
results of this modeling effort are shown in Table IV.F-4.  For the modeling effort, afternoon 
peak-hour traffic volumes during the weekdays were used and noise levels at about 50 feet from 
the centerline of the roadway were calculated.  As seen from Table IV.D-5, the addition of 
project-related traffic alone would not noticeably increase ambient noise levels (i.e., the project 
would not increase ambient noise levels by 5 dBA, Leq or more).  The estimates provided in 
Table IV.D-5 also indicate that the cumulative increase in traffic noise (i.e., project plus future 
growth) would not increase ambient noise levels by 5 dBA, Leq or more.  Thus, the project-
specific and cumulative impact on traffic noise levels would be less-than-significant. 


TABLE IV.D-5 
ROADSIDE NOISE LEVELS ADJACENT TO NEAREST SENSITIVE USES 


  
  Hourly Noise Level (Leq)a 
 
 
Roadway 


 
Existing 
(2001) 


 
 


2005 Base 


 
2005 Base  
+ Project   


Year 2020 + 
Project + 


Cumulative 
  
 
Jackson Street between 5th and 4th Streets 60.9 62.0 62.1 62.1 
     
5th Street between Alice Street and Jackson Street 62.9 64.0 64.2 64.1 
_________________________ 
 
a Noise levels correspond to a distance of 50 feet from the roadway center.  Traffic volume estimates used as input to 


the noise model are from Section III.B, Traffic, Transportation, Circulation, and Parking. 
 
SOURCE:  Environmental Science Associates. 
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Mitigation Measure:  None required. 


__________________________ 


Impact D.3:  The project would develop a residential land use in an area where noise levels 
would be “normally unacceptable” for such uses.  This would be a less than significant 
impact. 


Monitoring of the project site indicates that the ambient noise environment is about 71 dBA, 
which is within the “normally unacceptable” land use compatibility category for multi-family 
residential land uses.  However, the project will be required to conform to Title 24 of the 
California Code of Regulations, which requires an interior standard of 45 CNEL in any habitable 
room with all doors and windows closed and an acoustical analysis demonstrating how dwelling 
units have been designed to meet this interior standard.  Because interior noise levels would be 
maintained at or below 45 dBA and the proposed project would be consistent with the General 
Plan, no significant noise impacts would result from development of the project on the project site 
noise standards.  


Mitigation Measure:  None required. 


_________________________ 


CUMULATIVE EFFECTS 


Impact D.4:  The proposed project together with anticipated future development in the Jack 
London District as well as Oakland in general could result in long-term traffic increases and 
could cumulatively increase noise levels.  This would be a less than significant impact. 


Noise from cumulative development in the area would primarily occur from increases in motor 
vehicle traffic.  Cumulative noise levels in the project area were estimated in Impact D.3.  
Cumulative increases in traffic on roadways in the project area were projected not to result in a 
cumulative noise impact.  As shown in  the Table IV.D-5, cumulative increases in roadway noise 
level over existing levels would be 1.2 dBA.  Because the project contribution to cumulative 
roadway volumes is minimal, the project’s contribution to the cumulative roadside noise 
environment is also considered not to be cumulatively considerable.  


Mitigation Measure:  None required. 


__________________________ 


Impact D.5:  The proposed project together with concurrent development in the Jack 
London District as well as Oakland in general could result in a cumulative increase in short-
term construction noise levels.  This would be a less than significant impact. 
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Other simultaneous projects, such as 300 Harrison Street, could be under construction at the same 
time as the proposed project.  However, this like any other concurrent construction projects are 
subject to the same noise limitations under the Noise Ordinance as the proposed project. 
Consequently, after accounting for attenuation with distance, cumulative noise increases at a 
given receptor would be less than double the sound energy from the proposed project and would 
not constitute a significant (greater than 5dBA) cumulative increase to noise levels.  


Mitigation Measure:  None required. 


 


__________________________ 
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E.  HISTORICAL RESOURCES 
SETTING 


The project site is located near the Oakland waterfront in the Jack London District’s Waterfront 
Warehouse National Register Historic District (see Figure IV.E-1).  The site contains the one-
story United Grocers Company Warehouse, constructed in 1932, and surveyed as part of the 
Oakland Cultural Heritage Survey (OCHS) in 1983.  This warehouse and other neighboring 
buildings within the District were placed on the National Register of Historic Places and on the 
California Register of Historical Resources in April 2000.  The proposed project would demolish 
the warehouse to construct an eight-story building with housing units, office space, and parking.  
The new building would be about 85 feet, 4 inches in height.   


CITY DEVELOPMENT 


Oakland’s development as a city occurred in several stages that affected the city’s population 
growth and the location of its downtown and waterfront buildings.  Oakland was founded in the 
1850s and sustained a community of around 1,544 residents by 1860.  Its size and population 
remained essentially unchanged until 1869, when Oakland became the terminus of the Central 
Pacific Railroad.  With an accessible harbor, Oakland was strategically located as the gateway to 
inland agricultural areas.  The railroad terminus resulted in a period of rapid population growth, 
and the establishment of civic and commercial infrastructure and buildings.  Development took 
place along Oakland’s Estuary and waterfront areas, extending inland, and included more 
industry as well as additional railroad development.  Early residents lived near the waterfront area 
of West Oakland and today’s central downtown area. 


The 1906 earthquake sent refugees from San Francisco to Oakland, resulting in a wave of 
commercial and residential construction.  World War I also increased the number of industrial 
establishments based in the downtown and waterfront areas, and contributed to a boom in 
residential construction in areas made accessible by the automobile.  Following the economic 
boom, the Great Depression in the 1930s led to a period of financial instability for Oakland, 
followed again by a wave of new economic momentum at the outset of World War II.  From 1940 
to 1945, Oakland’s population increased by one third and by 1950, the population was nearly 
385,000.  Between 1950 and 1980, Oakland’s population steadily decreased, though it again 
began to increase in the 1980s. 


Shifts in the economy and changes in manufacturing methods left many empty warehouses and 
office buildings along Oakland’s waterfront and in the downtown area.  In the late 1980s and 
1990s, many of these buildings were reclaimed for office and residential uses. 
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FIGURE IV.E-1:  JACK LONDON DISTRICT LOCATION MAP 
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PROJECT VICINITY 


Early development in the project vicinity was directly linked to the development of Oakland’s 
Port, changes made to the estuary to improve maritime operations, and the terminus of the 
transcontinental railroad lines.  Port development was “spurred by the expansion of Oakland 
commerce brought on by the exodus from San Francisco in 1906, and by the increase in West 
Coast shipping after the opening of the Panama Canal” (Bagwell, 1982).  Later, at the outset of 
World War II, the expansion of nearby military installations near the Port – the Oakland Naval 
Supply Center, the Oakland Army Base, and the Alameda Naval Air Station – brought increased 
activity to the Port and areas near the Port. 


The Western Pacific Depot opened for passenger service in 1910, and was located near the 
project site at Third and Washington Streets.  Western Pacific’s tracks ran along Third Street1; 
while Southern Pacific2 tracks ran along Second Street.  The warehouse and industrial 
neighborhood that was established in the project vicinity is attributed to the proximity of the 
waterfront and its associated rail yards and ferry docks.  Until recent years, development near the 
project site remained primarily industrial and included scrap metal operations, breweries, a paper 
company, surface parking lots, and wholesale food distributors. 


Following the demise of Western Pacific’s California Zephyr passenger service, the Western 
Pacific Depot closed in 1970, and the Western Pacific tracks along Third Street were removed.  
The Western Pacific Depot was designated a City of Oakland Landmark (Ord. 9032 C.M.S.) in 
1974, and was the first landmark designated by the Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board 
(LM 74-176). In more recent years, as manufacturing and heavy industry has moved from urban 
areas, the area in the project vicinity began to include corporate headquarters, office space, some 
light industrial uses, and loft-style and live-work residences. 


WATERFRONT WAREHOUSE DISTRICT  


The area in the vicinity of the project is known as the Waterfront Warehouse District (District), 
which is generally bounded by Interstate 880 (5th Street) to the north, 2nd Street to the south, the 
Produce Market (Webster Street) to the west, and Jackson Street to the east.  The District was 
originally documented between 1983 and 1985 by the Oakland Cultural Heritage Survey.  The 
original District documentation noted that the district was a fine collection of early 20th century 
industrial building types, with unifying themes including pilaster3 and bay construction; large 
expanses of industrial sash4; restrained decorative detailing on pilasters, cornices5, and wall 
                                                      
1 A Western Pacific mole (wharf) was located at the foot of Adeline Street, and the Western Pacific yard was located 


at 12th and Union Streets. 
2 The Southern Pacific operated two train stations, one located on 16th Street, which in the 1920s was along Bay 


frontage, and the other at 7th and Broadway.  Southern Pacific also later operated the Key Route System, the East 
Bay’s streetcar system. 


3 A “pilaster” is defined as a partial pier or column, often with a base, shaft and capital, that is embedded in a flat 
wall and projects slightly; may be constructed as a projection of the wall itself. 


4 A “sash” is defined as any framework of a window; may be movable or fixed, may slide in a vertical plane, or may 
be pivoted. 


5 A “cornice” is defined as the uppermost division of an entablature; a projecting shelf along the top of a wall 
supported by a series of brackets; the exterior trim at the meeting of a roof and wall, consisting of soffit, fascia and 
crown molding. 
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surfaces of both the early brick and the later concrete buildings; stepped parapets6; predominance 
of truck over pedestrian entrances; and sidewalk canopies (especially on grocery-related 
buildings).  The District is significant as a concentration of well-preserved warehouse building 
types of the past, whose development is connected with significant themes in Oakland economic 
history, and as a currently viable warehouse District perpetuating many of its historic uses.  (1985 
Waterfront Warehouse District Assessment by the Oakland Cultural Heritage Survey). 


The District was placed on the National Register of Historic Places and on the California Register 
of Historical Resources in April 2000 with revisions to the boundaries as originally identified by 
the Oakland Cultural Heritage Survey.  The district boundaries were revised to include the block 
bounded by 4th Street, 5th Street, Jackson and Madison Streets and to exclude the southernmost 
property at 2nd and Harrison Streets.   The District qualified for listing on the National Register 
under two criteria of the Register, Criterion A and Criterion C.   


Criterion A refers to property “…associated with events that have made a significant contribution 
to the broad patterns of our history.”  Under this criterion, the District is eligible for significance 
as the District is associated with Oakland’s industrial development from World War I to shortly 
after World War II.  Before World War I, Oakland’s industrial economy was considered tied 
largely to other East Bay cities.  During and after World War I until a few years after World 
War II, Oakland industry expanded rapidly.  Oakland’s industrial economy stood on its own and 
earned the city the nickname, “Industrial Capital of the West.”  Through the tonnage they shipped 
by rail, water, and land, the businesses that made up the area known today as the Oakland 
Waterfront Warehouse District contributed to Oakland’s industrial development.   


Criterion C refers to property that “…embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or 
method of construction or represents the work of a master, or possesses high artistic values, or 
represents a significant and distinguishable entity whose components lack individual distinction.”  
The District is eligible as it contains an intact concentration of buildings and structures that 
convey through its physical features the City’s industrial past.  The District is distinct in its 
unified architecture of early 20th Century utilitarian with some Beaux Arts Derivative and Art 
Deco inspired elements as well as its physical layout of wide streets, buildings built to the city 
street, and buildings located and designed for access to the Western Pacific Railroad 3rd Street 
tracks.  (1999 National Register Nomination Registration Form Description). 


The National Register Form indicates that of the 31 resources in the District, a total of 26 (or 
approximately 84 percent) are contributor resources (24 are contributing buildings7, one is an 
individually contributing structure8, and one is an individual building listed on the National 
Register of Historic Places, the American Bag Building).  (See Figure IV.E-2 and Table IV.E-1).  
Four are considered individually eligible for listing on the National Register:  (1) the Posey Tube 


                                                      
6 A “parapet” is defined as a low protective wall or railing along the edge of a roof, balcony, or similar structure; in 


an exterior wall, the part entirely above the roof. 
7 As defined by the National Register Bulletin 15, a building is created principally to shelter any form of human 


activity such as a house, barn, church, hotel, or similar construction.  “Building” may also be used to refer to a 
historically and functionally related unit, such as a courthouse and jail or a house and barn. 


8 As defined by the National Register Bulletin 15, the term “structure” is used to distinguish from buildings those 
functional constructions made usually for purposes other than creating human shelter.  
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at 415 4th Street; (2) the former Safeway Stores Corporate Headquarters at 201 4th Street; (3) the 
Western States Grocery Warehouse, otherwise known as Fourth Street Lofts, at 247 4th Street, 
and (4) the C.L. Greeno Building at 255 4th Street.  The American Bag Building at 299 3rd Street 
was placed on the National Register of Historic Places in 1999.   


Of the 31 resources in the District, five have been identified as non-contributors. 


In general, the overall context and character of a neighborhood or historic district relates to the 
historical, architectural, and sociological influences that created the neighborhood.  The 
architectural context of a neighborhood or district may be defined by many factors, including the 
designers, builders, and developers who constructed within the historic district.  The overall 
character of the District can be defined as low to medium-rise concrete or masonry warehouse 
construction.  For the most part, the buildings have little decorative detailing, with the exception 
of the Posey Tube Portal structure on Harrison Street and the C.L. Greeno Building at 
255 4th Street.  Many of the warehouses have industrial sash and stepped or simply decorated 
parapets.  The streets are wide and enclosed by buildings that have no setbacks and which are 
built to the lot lines;  some occupy half or quarter blocks.  The existing buildings are generally 
representative of the economic history of the Port of Oakland and many are excellent examples of 
warehouse construction built during the period 1915 to 1950.   


PROJECT SITE 


The project site is located within the block bounded by Alice, Jackson, 4th, and 5th Streets.  The 
elevated I-880 freeway runs above 5th Street to the north.  The portion of the project block that is 
within the District consists of the United Grocers Company Warehouse at 426 Alice Street 
(1931); the Porthole Building at 220 4th Street (1947); and the Del Monte Meats Company at 401 
Jackson Street (1946).  The northeastern one-fourth of the block is outside the District.  As 
presented in the National Register Nomination Form and consistent with the OCHS9, the Porthole 
Building is not a contributor to the National Register-listed Waterfront Warehouse District; 
however, the United Grocers Company Warehouse (building on the project site) is a contributor 
building.  The Del Monte Meats Company building is also considered a contributor to the 
National District.  Three other small buildings on the project block are located outside the district 
boundaries at the southwest corner of 5th and Jackson Streets.  


                                                      
9 Marvin, Betty, Historic Preservation Planner III, Oakland Cultural Heritage Survey (OCHS), personal 


communication, November 8, 2000.  
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FIGURE IV.E-2 
WATERFRONT WAREHOUSE HISTORIC DISTRICT 
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TABLE IV.E-1 
WATERFRONT WAREHOUSE DISTRICT COMPONENTS 


_____________________________________________________________________________________ 


Map 
Reference 


Street 
Address 


Assessor 
Parcel No(s). 


Historic 
Bldg. Name 


Contributory 
Statusa 


Architectural 
Style Year Built 


_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 


1 201 3rd St/ 
SW corner of 
Jackson St 


001-0157-015 
thru  
001-0157-027 
001-0157-029 
 


W.P. Fuller 
and Co. 
Warehouse 


N Early 20th c. 
utilitarian 


1914 


2 225 3rd St 001-0157-028 W.P. Fuller 
and Co. 
Warehouse 
Annex 
 


C Mid-20th c. 
utilitarian 
warehouse 


1937; 
addition 1945 


& 1950 


3 255 3rd St/ 
SW corner of 
Alice St 


001-0151-009 Unknown C Early 20th c. 
utilitarian w/ 
Gothic/ Art 
Deco 
elements 
 


1926-1927 


4 281 3rd St 001-0151-002 American 
Bag Co. 
Annex 
 


C 20th c. 
utilitarian 


1954 


5 299 3rd St/ 
228 Harrison 
St 


001-0151-046 American 
Bag and 
Union Hide 
Co. Bldg. 
 


C 20th c. 
utilitarian 


1923 


6 200 4th St/ 
400 Jackson 
St/ 175 5th St 


001-0161-001 S&W Fine 
Foods, Inc. 
Warehouse 
 


C Moderne 
warehouse 


1937; 
addition 1946 


7 201 4th St/ 
SW corner of 
Jackson St 


001-0155-008 Safeway 
Stores 
Corporate 
Headquarters 


C Early 20th c. 
utilitarian 
office bldg. 
w/ Beaux Arts 
elements 
 


1929-1930 


8 220 4th St 001-0155-006 Unknown N Late 20th c. 
utilitarian 
 


1947-48 


9 
 


247 4th St 001-0155-010 
thru  
001-0155-050 


Western 
States 
Grocery Co. 
 


C Early 20th c. 
utilitarian 
warehouse 


1926 


10 255 4th St/ 
SW corner of 
Alice St 


001-0153-015 C.L. Greeno 
Co. Pacific 
Coast 
Headquarters 


C Early 20th c. 
comm. bldg. 
w/ Beaux Arts 
derivative & 
Arts & Crafts 
elements 
 


1923 


(Continued) 
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TABLE IV.E-1 (Continued) 
WATERFRONT WAREHOUSE DISTRICT COMPONENTS 


_____________________________________________________________________________________ 


Map 
Reference 


Street 
Address 


Assessor 
Parcel No(s). 


Historic 
Bldg. Name 


Contributory 
Statusa 


Architectural 
Style Year Built 


_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 


11 267 4th St 001-0153-014 Oakland 
Wholesale 
Grocery Co. 
Inc. East 
Annex No.2 


C 1920s 
decorative 
brick 
commercial 


1920 


12 270 4th St 001-0153-008 Nelson Lee 
Paper Co. 


C Early 20th c. 
commercial 


1923 


13 278 4th St 001-0153-009 Makins 
Produce Co. 
Warehouse 


C Early 20th c. 
utilitarian 
warehouse 


1928 


14 283 4th St 001-0153-013 Oakland 
Wholesale 
Grocery Co. 
Inc. East 
Annex No.2 


C Early 20th c. 
utilitarian 
warehouse 


1928 


15 292 4th St/ 
NE corner of 
Harrison St 


001-0153-010 Wright’s 
West 
Warehouse 


C Moderne 
warehouse 


1945 


16 302 4th St/ 
NW corner of 
Harrison St 


001-0147-006 Impurgia 
Warehouse 


C Mid-20th c. 
utilitarian 
warehouse 


1944-1945; 
remodeled c. 


1980 


17 308 4th St 001-0147-007 Oakland 
Poultry Co. 


C Mid-20th c. 
utilitarian 
warehouse 


1940 


18 309 4th St/ 
Harrison St/ 
3rd St 


001-0147-022 
thru 
001-0147-046 


Oakland 
Plumbing 
Supply/ PE 
O’Hair Co. 


C Early 20th c. 
utilitarian 
warehouse w/ 
Beaux Arts 
elements 


1929; 
remodeled 


1998 


19 311 4th St 001-0147-014 
thru  
001-0147-021 


Portico Lofts N Contemporary 
faux-
industrial 


1998 


20 
 


287 5th St/ 
444 Harrison 
St 


001-0153-001 Unknown C Mid-20th c. 
utilitarian 
warehouse 


1950-1951 


21 220 Alice St/ 
SE corner of 
3rd St 


001-0157-001 
and 
001-0157-005 


Prime 
Smoked 
Meats, Inc 
Processing 
Plant 


N Mid-20th c. 
utilitarian 
warehouse 


1953; 
addition 1967 


(Continued) 
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TABLE IV.E-1 (Continued) 
WATERFRONT WAREHOUSE DISTRICT COMPONENTS 


_____________________________________________________________________________________ 


Map 
Reference 


Street 
Address 


Assessor 
Parcel No(s). 


Historic 
Bldg. Name 


Contributory 
Statusa 


Architectural 
Style Year Built 


_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 


22 401 Alice St/ 
NW corner of 
4th St 


001-0153-007 Autocar Sales 
and Service 
Co. 


C Early 20th c. 
commercial 
building 


1920 


23b 426 Alice St/ 
4th St/ 5th St 


001-0155-001 United 
Grocers Co. 
Warehouse 


C Early 20th c. 
utilitarian 
warehouse 
 


1931-1932


24 229 Harrison 
St/ 307 3rd St 


001-0149-006 Poultry 
Producers of 
Central CA 
Distrn. Ctr. 


C Early 20th c. 
utiltiarian w/ 
Art Deco 
elements 


1929 


25 318 Harrison 
St/ SE corner 
of 4th St 


001-0153-
012-01 


Saroni 
Wholesale 
Sugar & Rice 
Warehouse 


N Early 20th c. 
utilitarian 


1922 


26 415 Harrison 
St at R/W line 
of 4th St 


Caltrans 
Route 260 
post  
mile R1.20 


George A. 
Posey Tube 
Oakland 
Portal 


C Beaux Arts 
derivative/ 
Art Deco 


1925-1928 


27 417 Harrison 
St 


001-0147-005 Industrial 
Bearing Co. 
Bldg. 


C Moderne 
industrial 
bldg. 


1946 


28 425 Harrison 
St 


001-0147-004 Western 
California 
Fish Co. 


C Moderne 
industrial 
bldg. 


1947 


29 432-38 
Harrison St 


001-0153-002 Quong Tai 
Shrimp Co. 
 


C Mid-20th c. 
utilitarian 
commercial 
bldg 


1946-1947 


30 401 Jackson 
St/ NW 
corner of 4th 
St 
 


001-0155-005 Unknown C Mid-20th c. 
utilitarian 
warehouse 


1946 


31 300-10 
Webster St/ 
NE corner of 
3rd St 


001-0147-012 Tyre Bros. 
Glass Co. 


C Early 20th c. 
commercial 
warehouse 


1923 


________________________ 
 
a Where C = Contributory Building; N = Non-Contributory Building 
b Proposed project site highlighted in bold print. 
 
SOURCE: National Register Nomination Form 
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The approximately 30,767 square foot project site is fully occupied by the United Grocers 
Company Warehouse, a one-story, reinforced concrete vacant warehouse that is approximately 14 
feet tall (see Figure IV.E-3).  The structure occupies the west half of its block.  Constructed in 
1932, the building was originally occupied by a wholesale grocer warehouse business and 
continued its warehouse use until its recent vacant status.  The existing building was apparently 
constructed in two sections.  The north half has a truss roof and simple concrete pilaster and 
parapet detailing at the 5th Street elevation, while the south half has rolling freight doors and 
small sash windows along 4th Street.  The main Alice Street facade has both pedestrian and 
freight doors and a metal canopy extending most of its length.  This canopy was added in 1955 
according to building permits and the National Register Nomination Form.  At the main Alice 
Street entrance is a triangular parapet feature and a group of three clerestory10 windows that have 
been filled in.  Other doors and windows along the Alice Street facade have also been filled in. 


The United Grocers Warehouse is not considered individually eligible for listing on the National 
Register.  It is important within the District more for its historical associations as a long-time 
wholesale grocers’ warehouse, than for its architectural merit, although it contains a sidewalk 
canopy along Alice Street and triangular pediments that are recurring features in the District.  The 
warehouse is also located at the north end of the District which is characterized by other small-
scaled, one-story warehouse buildings. The warehouse is identified as a contributor building to 
the District, as officially listed in the National Register, and is identified as a contributor building 
to an Area of Primary Importance by the Oakland Cultural Heritage Survey.11   


REGULATORY SETTING 


ARCHITECTURAL AND HISTORIC RESOURCE DESIGNATIONS 


A historical resource under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) is a resource that 
meets any of the following criteria: 


1) A resource listed in, or determined to be eligible for listing in, the National Register of 
Historic Places or California Register of Historical Resources. 


 
2) A resource included in a local register of historical resources, as defined in 
Section 5020.1(k) of the Public Resources Code, unless, the preponderance of evidence 
demonstrates that it is not historically or culturally significant. 


 
3) A resource identified as significant (e.g., rated 1-5) in a historical resource survey 
(Department of Parks and Recreation Form 523), unless the preponderance of evidence 
demonstrates that it is not historically or culturally significant. 
 
 


FIGURE IV.E-3 


                                                      
10 A “clerestory” is defined as an upper story or row of windows rising above the adjoining parts of the roof, designed 


to admit increased light into the inner space of the building. 
11 Evaluation Form for 400-426 Alice Street, Oakland Cultural Heritage Survey, 1985; re-evaluated July 24, 2000. 
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4) Any object, building, structure, site, area, place, record, or manuscript which a lead 
agency determines to be historically significant or significant in the architectural, 
engineering, scientific, economic, agricultural, educational, social, political, military, or 
cultural annals of California, provided the determination is supported by substantial 
evidence in light of the whole record.  Generally, a resource is considered “historically 
significant” if it meets the criteria for listing on the California Register of Historical 
Resources CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5) 
 
5) A resource that is determined by a lead agency to be historically or culturally significant 
even though it does not meet the other four criteria listed here. 
 


Each of these criteria is discussed in greater detail below. 


 


1)  National Register of Historic Places and California Register of Historical 
Resources 


National Register of Historic Places Criteria of Evaluation 
The National Register is the nation’s master inventory of known historic resources.  It is 
administered by the National Park Service (NPS) in conjunction with State Historic Preservation 
Offices.  The National Register includes listings of buildings, structures, sites, objects, and 
districts that possess historic, architectural, engineering, archaeological, or cultural significance at 
the national, state, or local level.  The National Register criteria and associated definitions are 
outlined in National Register Bulletin Number 15:  How to Apply the National Register Criteria 
for Evaluation.  The following is a summary of Bulletin 15. 


Resources (structures, sites, buildings, districts and objects) over 50 years of age can be listed on 
the National Register.  However, properties under 50 years of age that are of exceptional 
importance or are contributors12 to a district can also be included on the National Register.  


The National Register includes four criteria under which a structure, site, building, district or 
object can be considered significant for listing on the Register.  These include: 


A) Resources that are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the 
broad patterns of history; 


 
B) Resources that are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past;  
 
C) Resources that embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of 


construction, or that represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic values, or 
that represent a significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack 
individual distinction; 


                                                      
12 A “contributor” is a building, site, structure, or object that adds to the historic associations or historic architectural 


qualities for which a property is significant.  The contributor was present during the period of significance, relates 
to the documented significance of the property, and possesses historic integrity or provides important information 
about a period; or the contributor independently meets the National Register criteria.  A “non-contributor” does not 
add to the historic associations or historic architectural qualities as it was not present during the period of 
significance; it has experienced alterations, disturbances, additions, or other changes; or it does not independently 
meet the National Register criteria. 
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D) Resources that have yielded or may likely yield information important in prehistory or 


history. 
 
Resources can be listed individually on the National Register or as contributors to an historic 
district.  Specifically, a historic district must possess a significant concentration, linkage, or 
continuity of sites, buildings, structures, or objects historically or aesthetically by plan or physical 
development.  A district derives its importance from being a unified entity and establishing its 
identity from the resources’ relationship with one another; that relationship should convey a 
visual sense of the overall historic environment or should be an arrangement of functionally 
related properties.  Districts are usually considered significant under the last portion of Criterion 
C plus a combination of Criterion A, B, other portions of C, or D.  A District can contain 
buildings, structures, sites, or objects that do not contribute to the significance of the district as 
long as the non-contributors do not adversely affect the district’s integrity.13   


When nominating a resource to the National Register, one must evaluate and clearly state the 
significance of that resource.  A resource can be individually eligible for listing on the National 
Register if it meets any of the above criteria; only one criterion needs to be met to consider 
eligibility.  A resource may be considered significant in American history, architecture, 
archaeology, engineering, and culture if it meets the above listed criteria and it possesses 
integrity.  Historic properties must retain their integrity to convey their significance.  Although 
the evaluation of integrity is sometimes a subjective judgment, it must always be grounded in an 
understanding of the resource’s physical features and how they relate to its significance. The 
National Register recognizes seven aspects or qualities that define integrity: 


• Location.  The place where the historic property was constructed or the place where the 
historic event occurred.   


 
• Design.  The combination of elements that create the form, plan, space, structure, and style 


of a property. 
 
• Setting.  The physical environment of a historic property. 
 
• Materials.  The physical elements that were combined or deposited during a particular 


period of time and in a particular pattern or configuration to form a historic property. 
 
• Workmanship.  The physical evidence of the crafts of a particular culture or people during 


any given period in history or prehistory. 
 
• Feeling.  A property’s expression of the aesthetic or historic sense of a particular period of 


time. 
 
• Association.  The direct link between an important historic event or person and a historic 


property. 
 
To retain historic integrity a resource should possess several of the above mentioned aspects.  The 
retention of specific aspects of integrity is essential for a resource to convey its significance.  For 
                                                      
13 National Register Bulletin Number 15: How to Define Categories of Historic Properties, District, 2000. 
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a district to retain its integrity as a whole, the majority of the components, or individual resources 
that make up the district’s historic character, must possess integrity even if they are individually 
undistinguished.  The relationships among the district’s components must be substantially 
unchanged since the period of significance.  When evaluating the impact of changes upon the 
district’s integrity, the relative number, size, scale, design, and location of the resources that do 
not contribute to the district’s significance should be considered.  A district is not eligible if it 
contains many alterations or new intrusions so that it no longer conveys the sense of the historic 
environment.  


Comparisons with similar properties should also be considered when evaluating integrity as it 
may be important in deciding what physical features are essential to reflect the significance of a 
historic context.  


Resources that meet the criteria and have been determined eligible for the National Register are 
protected under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act when an undertaking 
utilizing federal moneys is proposed.  The National Register affords no protection to resources 
where private funding is used to alter or change those resources.   


California Register of Historical Resources Criteria of Evaluation 
All resources listed in or formally determined eligible for the National Register are eligible for 
the California Register of Historical Resources (California Register).  As such, the Waterfront 
Warehouse Historic District and all its contributors are also listed on the California Register.  The 
California Register is a listing of State of California resources that are significant within the 
context of California’s history.  The California Register is a state-wide program of similar scope 
to the National Register. In addition, properties designated under municipal or county ordinances 
are also eligible for listing in the California Register.  An historical resource must be significant 
at the local, state, or national level under one or more of the following criteria that are defined in 
the California Code of Regulations Title 14, Chapter 11.5, Section 4850. 


• It is associated with events or patterns of events that have made a significant contribution to 
the broad patterns of local or regional history, or the cultural heritage of California or the 
United States; or 


 
• It is associated with the lives of persons important to local, California, or national history; 


or 
 
• It embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of 


construction, or represents the work of a master, or possesses high artistic values; or 
 
• It has yielded, or has the potential to yield, information important to the prehistory or 


history of the local area, California or the nation. 
 
The California Register criteria are similar to National Register criteria, and are tied to CEQA, as 
any resource that meets the above criteria is considered an historical resource under CEQA.   
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The Waterfront Warehouse District was placed on the National Register of Historic Places and on 
the California Register of Historical Resources in April 2000.  The District is a cohesive group of 
buildings over 50 years of age that represent a majority of resources that contribute to the 
District’s overall historic association with Oakland’s industrial economy.  The District is 
considered significant as it meets National Register Criterion C by possessing a concentration of 
early 20th century industrial type and utilitarian design type buildings within a ten-block area.  
The District also meets Criterion A, as the contributing resources are of well-preserved 
warehouse building types that represent a period of Oakland’s industrial economy; the buildings 
have a functional and locational relationship to the Western Pacific Railroad tracks that 
historically existed through the middle of the District along Third Street.  


The United Grocers Company Warehouse, on the project site, has twice been identified as a 
contributor to a historic District, first during the Oakland Cultural Heritage Survey (OCHS) when 
the District was identified as an Area of Primary Importance and subsequently when the District 
was officially listed on the National Register.  As one of the 24 contributor buildings within the 
District, the warehouse is important primarily for its historical association with other long-time 
wholesale grocer warehouses, as it lacks in distinctive design or architectural merit.   


2)  City of Oakland Local Register of Historical Resources 


A “local register of historical resources” means a list of properties officially designated or 
recognized as historically significant by a local government pursuant to a local ordinance or 
resolution, unless the preponderance of evidence demonstrates otherwise. 


In March 1994, the Oakland City Council adopted a Historic Preservation Element of the General 
Plan.  The Historic Preservation Element, amended July 21, 1998, sets out a graduated system of 
ratings and designations resulting from the Oakland Cultural Heritage Survey (OCHS) and 
Oakland Zoning Regulations.  The Element provides the following policy related to identifying 
historic resources under CEQA: 


• Policy 3.8 (Definition of “Local Register of Historical Resources” and Historic 
Preservation “Significant Effects” for Environmental Review Purposes):  For purposes of 
environmental review under the California Environmental Quality Act, the following 
properties will constitute the City of Oakland’s Local Register of Historic Resources: 


 
1) All Designated Historic Properties, and  
 
2) Those Potential Designated Historic Properties that have an existing rating of “A” or 


“B” or are located within an Area of Primary Importance. 
 
Until complete implementation of Action 2.1.2 (Redesignation), the Local Register of Historical 
Resources will also include the following designated properties: Oakland Landmarks, S-7 
Preservation Combining Zone properties, and Preservation Study List properties.   
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Oakland Cultural Heritage Survey (OCHS) 


The project site was assessed by the Oakland Cultural Heritage Survey (OCHS), a project of the 
Community and Economic Development Department, in September 1994.  The OCHS, which has 
been in progress since 1979, is intended to provide an inventory of historic resources throughout 
the city. 


The OCHS uses a five-tier rating system for individual properties, ranging from “A” (highest 
importance) to “E” (of no particular interest), that is incorporated in the Historic Preservation 
Element of the General Plan by reference (pp. 3-1 and 3-2).  This is termed the Individual 
Property Rating of a building, and is based on the following criteria: 


• Visual Quality/Design: Evaluation of exterior design, interior design, materials and 
construction, style or type, supporting elements, feelings of association, and importance of 
designer. 


 
• History/Association: Association of person or organization, the importance of any event, 


association with patterns, and the age of the building. 
 
• Context: Continuity and familiarity of the building within the district. 
 
• Integrity/Reversibility: Evaluation of the building’s condition, its exterior and interior 


alterations, and any structural removals. 
 
Properties with conditions or circumstances that could change substantially in the future are 
assigned both an “existing” and a “contingency” rating.  The existing rating describes the 
property under its present condition, while the contingency rating describes it under possible 
future circumstances, such as if the property were restored.  The existing rating is denoted by an 
upper case letter, and is the present rating of the building.  The contingency rating, if any, is 
shown second, and is denoted by a lower case letter.  Properties are also given a Multiple 
Property Rating (1, 2, or 3) based on an assessment of the significance of the area in which the 
property is located:  properties within an Area of Primary Importance (an area that appears 
eligible for the National Register) are rated “1”; those in an Area of Secondary Importance are 
rated “2”; and those outside an identified district are rated “3.” A plus (+) or minus (-) sign 
indicates whether the property contributes or not to the API or ASI.  


An Area of Primary Importance (API) is an historically or visually cohesive area or property 
grouping that contains a “high proportion of individual properties with ratings of ‘C’ or higher 
and appears eligible for the National Register of Historic Places either as a district or as a 
historically-related complex.”  At least two-thirds of the properties must be “contributors” to the 
API, reflecting the API’s principal historical or architectural themes, and must not have 
undergone major alterations.  An Area of Secondary Importance (ASI) is “similar” to an API, 
however “potential contributors to the ASI are counted for purposes of the two-thirds threshold as 
well as contributors; [and] ASIs do not appear eligible for the National Register. 
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The OCHS surveyed the project site in 1983 and gave the United Grocers Company Warehouse a 
“Dc1+” rating.  The Historic Preservation Element of the General Plan describes D-rated 
buildings as being of Minor Importance and states that they are: 


 Properties which are not individually distinctive but which are typical or representative 
examples of an important style, type, convention or historical pattern.  The great majority 
of Oakland’s pre-1946 properties fall into the “D” category. 


 
The United Grocers Company Warehouse has a contingency rating of a “c,” indicating that if 
restored, the structure could have secondary importance, or could be a property “having sufficient 
historical or visual/architectural value to warrant limited recognition” but which does not “appear 
individually eligible for the National Register.”  However, since no documentation exists of the 
original condition of the United Grocers Company Warehouse, it is not possible to determine 
what a restoration of the structure would involve.  Properties generally appropriate for a “C” 
rating include those which are superior or visually important examples of a particular style, type, 
or convention and most buildings which were constructed prior to 1906” (Historic Preservation 
Element, p. 3-2). 


The Multiple Property Rating of “1,” indicates that the building is located in an Area of Primary 
Importance (API).  Consistent with the information provided in the National Register Nomination 
Form, OCHS information indicates that of the 31 buildings and structures in the API; 24 are 
contributor buildings with individual ratings of either an A, B, C, or D (see Figure IV.E-4), one is 
a local landmark structure (Posey Tube), and one is a local landmark building (American Bag 
Building).  Five buildings are non-contributors, of which four are potentially contributor 
buildings if restored to their original architectural style.  As a result, more than 80 percent (more 
than four-fifths) of the resources in the District are contributors to the API.   


3)  Historical Resource Survey 


A resource evaluated and determined by the State Historic Preservation Office to have a 
significance rating of 1-5 on a Department of Parks and Recreation Form 523 (historic resources 
survey) is presumed to be a historical resource unless the preponderance of evidence 
demonstrates it is not.   


The United Grocers Company Warehouse on the project site, 426 Alice Street, has been identified 
with a significance rating of 1D and listed as a National District contributor in a historical 
resource survey as specified above and thus, is also considered a historic resource based on this 
criteria.  


4)  Meets Criteria for Listing in the California Register of Historical Resources 


As identified above, the California Register criteria are similar to National Register criteria, and 
are tied to CEQA, as any resource that meets the above criteria is considered an historical 
resource under CEQA (see discussion under 1).   All resources listed in or formally determined 
eligible for the National Register are eligible for the California Register of Historical Resources  
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FIGURE IV.E-4 
OCHS INDIVIDUAL PROPERTY RATINGS 
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(California Register).  As such, the Waterfront Warehouse Historic District and all its 
contributors meet the criteria for listing and are listed in the California Register. 


5)  Determined by a Lead Agency to be Historically Significant 


The United Grocers Company Warehouse at the project site is a Potential Designated Historic 
Property in an Area of Primary importance and is listed on the Local Register.  The property at 
the site is a historical resource for CEQA purposes. 


Non-CEQA General Plan Policies Regarding Historic Resources 


There are other General Plan policies that relate to historic resources, but do not involve CEQA 
issues.  Such policies do not provide thresholds of significance for CEQA purposes (as they do 
not meet any of the standards set forth above).  These policies are discussed solely for the benefit 
of the decision-makers who will, as a policy matter, consider and apply them for consistency 
prior to issuing discretionary permits for the project. 


Historic Preservation Element of the General Plan 
In March 1994, the City Council adopted an Historic Preservation Element of the General Plan.  
The Element provides a broad, multi-faceted strategy that seeks to promote preservation of a wide 
range of historically significant older properties and districts in a manner that is reasonably 
balanced with other concerns and consistent with other City goals and objectives. 


• Historic Preservation Policy 1.2 (Potential Designated Historic Properties):  The City 
considers any property receiving an existing or contingency rating from the Reconnaissance 
or Intensive Surveys of “A” (highest importance), “B” (major importance), or “C” 
(secondary importance) and all properties determined by the surveys to contribute or 
potentially contribute to an Area of Primary or Secondary Importance to warrant 
consideration for possible preservation.  Unless already designated as Landmarks, 
Preservation Districts, or Heritage properties pursuant to Policy 1.3, such properties will be 
called “Potential Designated Historic Properties.” 


 
• Historic Preservation Policy 3.1 (Avoid or Minimize Adverse Historic Preservation Impacts 


Related to Discretionary City Actions):  The City will make all reasonable efforts to avoid 
or minimize adverse effects on the Character-Defining Elements of existing or Potential 
Designated Historic Properties which could result from private or public projects requiring 
discretionary actions. 


 
• Historic Preservation Policy 3.4 (City Acquisition for Historic Preservation Where 


Necessary):  Where all other means of preservation have been exhausted, the City will 
consider acquiring, by eminent domain if necessary, existing or Potential Designated 
Historic Properties, or portions thereof, in order to preserve them.  Such acquisition may be 
in fee, as conservation easements, or a combination thereof. 


 
• Historic Preservation Policy 3.5 (Historic Preservation and Discretionary Permit 


Approvals):  For any project involving complete demolition of Heritage Properties or 
Potential Designated Historic Properties requiring discretionary City permits, the City will 
make a finding that: (1) the design quality of the proposed project is at least equal to that of 
the original structure and is compatible with the character of the neighborhood; or (2) the 
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public benefits of the proposed project outweigh the benefit of retaining the original 
structure; or (3) the existing design is undistinguished and does not warrant retention and 
the proposed design is compatible with the character of the neighborhood. 


 
• Historic Preservation Policy 3.7 (Property Relocation Rather than Demolition):  As a 


condition of approval for all discretionary projects involving demolition of existing or 
Potential Designated Historic Properties, the City will normally require that reasonable 
efforts be made to relocate the properties to an acceptable site. 


 


Land Use and Transportation Element of the General Plan 
A policy within the Downtown Section of the Land Use and Transportation Element is of 
particular relevance to the proposed project as it refers to historic structures. 


• Land Use and Transportation Policy D6.2, (Reusing Vacant or Underutilized Buildings):  
Existing vacant or underutilized buildings should be reused.  Repair and rehabilitation, 
particularly of historic or architecturally significant structures, should be strongly 
encouraged.  However, where reuse is not economically feasible, demolition and other 
measures should be considered. 


 


Estuary Policy Plan (Estuary Plan) 
Formally adopted by the City Council on June 8, 1999, the Estuary Policy Plan (the Estuary Plan) 
provides an initial set of objectives, policies and implementation measures to guide development 
of the waterfront along the Oakland Estuary.  The following Estuary Plan objectives and policy is 
relevant to the proposed project: 


•  Land Use Objective 1: Provide for a broad mixture of activities within the Estuary area.  
 
• Land Use Objective 3: Expand opportunities and enhance the attractiveness of the Estuary 


shoreline as a place to live. 
 
•  Land Use Objective 5: Provide for the orderly transformation of land uses while 


acknowledging and respecting cultural and historical resources, when applicable and 
feasible. 


 
• Estuary Policy Plan Policy JL-6:  Encourage the preservation and adaptive reuse of existing 


buildings and new infill development to provide joint living and working quarters, 
residential, light industrial, wholesale, office, and compatible uses that preserve and respect 
the District’s unique character. 


 
Text supporting the policy provides further guidance for the adaptive reuse of existing 
buildings and for new infill developments by stating that they should be compatible with 
adjacent land uses and incorporate measures to reinforce the District’s character, scale, 
historic flavor, and activities including the following: 
 
• Building components should be designed such that building mass or elevations are 


distinguished into different components of approximately one-quarter block or less. 
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• Active, publicly oriented ground-level uses or habitable spaces, build-to-lines along 
streets, and windows and doors oriented to the street should be encouraged and 
maximized. 


 
• On-site parking and loading should be concealed from view from the street and/or 


encapsulated within the building.  Surface parking lots should be well landscaped. 
 
• Allow for flexibility in the zoning regulations to encourage the adaptive reuse of 


existing buildings. 
 
• New development should provide adequate setbacks and separations between 


adjacent buildings. 
 
• Balconies and areas of private open space should be discouraged on the front 


elevations of buildings; rather, they should located in the back of buildings, between 
buildings, or as roof-top terraces.  Balconies should be designed to avoid potential 
privacy impacts on adjacent buildings. 


 
• The use of industrial materials (e.g. concrete, masonry, metal, polychrome brick, 


brick, tile, steel, etc.) should be encouraged to reinforce the interesting mix of 
exterior building materials in the area (e.g. Allied Paper, American Bag Building, 
etc.). 


 
• The use of character-defining elements of the District should be encouraged (e.g. 


multi-paned industrial sash windows; parapets and simple, restrained cornices; 
sidewalk canopies and awnings; flat roofs; industrial-like rooftop features such as 
water towers at Tower Lofts or dust collectors at the American Bag Building; historic 
and modern signs such as Allied Paper and Portico Lofts, etc.). 


 
As discussed in the Land Use, Plans, and Policies Section of the EIR, the General Plan contains 
many policies, which may in some cases address different goals.  The Planning Commission, in 
deciding whether to approve the proposed Conditional Use Permit and Design Review 
application, and any other necessary discretionary actions, must decide whether, on balance, the 
project is consistent with the General Plan.  The General Plan includes the Historic Preservation 
Element as well as the Land Use and Transportation Element, the Open Space, Conservation, and 
Recreational Element, the Housing Element, Noise Element, Environmental Hazards Element, the 
Estuary Policy Plan, and the Bicycle Master Plan. 


On September 28, 1999, Interim Controls were adopted for the Waterfront Warehouse District 
(Ordinance No. 12168 C.M.S.), which established a S-4 Design Review overlay zone to address 
height and other design-related issues and Guidelines for Yard Setbacks.  The City Council, on a 
number of occasions and most recently on November 27, 2001, rejected specific, numeric height 
limits for the District, as well as specific requirements for detailed design guidelines. 
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IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 


SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA 


CEQA Section 21084.1 states that “a project that may cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an historical resource is a project that may have a significant effect on the 
environment.”  CEQA defines substantial adverse change in the significance of a resource as the 
physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource or its immediate 
surroundings such that the significance of the resource is materially impaired (CEQA Guidelines 
15064.5(b)(1)).  The significance of an historical resource is considered to be materially impaired 
when a project demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those characteristics that 
convey its historical significance and that justify its inclusion on an historical resource list 
(CEQA Guidelines 15064.5(b)(2)). 


CEQA Guidelines section 15064 (i)(1) states that “an EIR must be prepared ifthe cumulative 
impact may be significant and the project’s incremental effect, through individually limited, is 
cumulatively considerable.”  CEQA defines cumulatively considerable as incremental effects of 
an individual project that are considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past 
projects, and the effects of probable future projects. 


The Public Resources Code states that an historic district is a “definable unified geographic entity 
that possesses a significant concentration, linkage, or continuity of sites, buildings, structures, or 
objects united historically or aesthetically by plan or physical development” (Cal. Pub. Res. Code 
§ 5020.1(h).  As a listed historic district under National Register criteria, the Waterfront 
Warehouse Historic District is automatically listed in the California Register of Historic 
Resources per California Register regulations (Section 4851 California Title 14 Chapter 11.5 
California Register of Historic Resources). 


In order for a property to be listed on the National Register, it must meet the National Register 
criteria and must have integrity, as integrity is the ability of a property to convey its significance.  
For a district to retain integrity as a whole, the majority of the components that make up the 
district’s historic character must possess integrity even if they are individually undistinguished.  
In addition, the relationships among the district’s components must be substantially unchanged 
since the period of significance.  When evaluating the impact of intrusions upon the district’s 
integrity, the relative number, size, scale, design, and location of the components that do not 
contribute to the significance should be considered. (National Register Bulletin 15, VIII.  How to 
Evaluate the Integrity of a Property) 


Under OCHS criteria, at least two-thirds of the properties within the Area of Primary Importance 
must be contributors to the Area of Primary Importance and reflect the historical or architectural 
themes of the area and have not undergone major alterations. (Oakland General Plan, Historic 
Preservation Element) 
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PROJECT IMPACTS  


Section 15065 of the CEQA Guidelines mandate a finding of significance if a project would 
eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or pre-history.  Impacts 
to resources not determined to be significant according to the significance criteria are not 
considered under CEQA. Generally, under CEQA a project that follows The Secretary of the 
Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for Preserving, 
Rehabilitating, Restoring, and Reconstructing Historic Buildings or The Secretary of Interior’s 
Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Structures is considered 
to have mitigated impacts to a historical resource to a less-than-significant level (CEQA 
Guidelines 15064.5). 


The proposed project has been modified from its original design to respond to comments raised at 
meetings with historic architects and City staff.  As a result of these consultations, the following 
design modifications have been incorporated into the project design. 


 The façade of the top two stories (the concrete moment frame base) has been stepped back 
about 12 inches from the six-story base along 4th and 5th Streets and 6 inches along Alice 
Street. 


 The materials of the top two stories are now proposed to consist of glass and metal panels to 
differ in appearance from the lower stories of the building.  The glazing system has been 
revised to a “front glazed” system which is different from the “center-glazed” system of the 
base windows, and an aluminum cornice (12-inches) has been added to the setback to further 
differentiate the transition between the six-story base and the top two floors. 


 The six-story, concrete base has been made more uniform by increasing of the width of the 
concrete columns and depth of the concrete parapet; reinforcing of a regular rhythm and 
proportion of the openings consistent with the District; bringing the concrete columns to the 
ground in a single bay spacing instead of the double bay spacing; simplifying the window 
types and mullion patterns; and incorporating “awning” type operable vents consistent with 
patterns found in the District.  (The existing façade proportions of all significant, nearby 
structures in the District were studied, and the revised elevations were based on an average of 
dominant proportions found in those structures.) 


 The pattern and assembly of the windows in the lower six floors have been modified to 
correspond more closely to the pattern of fenestration in the District. 


 The building materials have been simplified with stucco infill panels that match the concrete 
structure, in lieu of the previous corrugated metal infill panels. 


 The first two floors have been redesigned for commercial use, and the building façade has 
been brought out to the property line along all street edges. 


 Solid parapets have been provided. 
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 A six-story stainless steel mesh screen has been added to denote the main residential entrance 
to the building and to reinforce the scale of the six-story base.  


 Canopies are located only at the main residential and main office entrances in keeping with 
patterns in the District. 


The following impact and mitigation measures discussion is derived from analysis prepared by 
Architectural Resources Group for the proposed project (see Appendix F).  Mitigation measures 
have been identified to further reduce potential significant environmental effects. 


Impact E.1:  The proposed project would demolish the United Grocers Company 
Warehouse building which is a Potential Designated Historic Property and is listed on the 
Local Register of Historical Resources.  This would be a significant unavoidable impact. 


The United Grocers Company Warehouse has not been individually listed on, or determined 
eligible for, the National or California Registers.  The building at 426 Alice Street gains its 
significance from its associative relationship with the surrounding historic district and the other 
contributors to the District.  It is a district contributor, but not an individual resource in the 
meaning of National Register criteria or California Register criteria. 


However, as noted above, Historic Preservation Element Policy 3.8 states that the City’s Local 
Register of Historical Resources includes all Designated Historic Properties and those Potential 
Designated Historic Properties that have an existing rating of “A” or “B” or are located within an 
Area of Primary Importance.  The United Grocers Company Warehouse is rated “Dc” by the 
OCHS, is a Potential Designated Historic Property as defined by Policy 1.2, and determined by 
the survey to contribute to an Area of Primary Importance.  Thus, its demolition would result in 
an individually significant effect. 


Mitigation Measure E.1a:  The project sponsor shall provide adequate documentation of the 
United Grocers Company Warehouse prior to its demolition.  The documentation shall be 
reviewed by the City of Oakland and found to be adequate prior to issuance of the 
demolition permit.  The documentation shall include a brief history of the property and 
photographic documentation.  The documentation shall be deposited with the Oakland 
History Room in the Public Library. 


Mitigation Measure E.1b:  The project sponsor shall contribute its fair share to be 
determined by the City for the placement of signs or markers throughout the Waterfront 
Warehouse District indicating important structures and features of the district, including a 
plaque or commemorative marker at the project site providing information on the historical 
significance of the resource.   


Significance After Mitigation:  Significant Unavoidable. 


Although Mitigation Measures E.1a and E.1b would recognize and document the historic use and 
characteristics of the United Grocers Company Warehouse, they would not preserve the building 
itself and therefore would not mitigate the impact of its demolition to a less than significant level. 
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_________________________ 


Impact E.2:  The proposed project would demolish the United Grocers Company 
Warehouse, a contributor to a listed National Register Historic District and to an Area of 
Primary Importance in which more than a two-thirds majority of the properties would 
remain contributory.  This would be a less than significant impact.   


While the United Grocers Company Warehouse is a contributor to a National Register-listed 
Historic District and to an Area of Primary Importance, the demolition of this one individual 
district contributor within and on the edge of the Waterfront Warehouse District would not 
significantly affect the historic character of the District.  The removal of this building would not 
materially alter the District’s integrity or eligibility for the National Register, as the District 
would still maintain more than a majority of its existing contributor components that have made 
the District a significant contribution to the broad patterns of our history (Criterion A).  The 
District would also still possess a concentration of resources that is of a distinctive characteristic 
of a type, period, or method of construction (Criterion C).   


The removal of the United Grocers Company Warehouse from the District would not be 
considered to materially impair its significance because the ratio of contributor resources to the 
total resources in the District would remain more than the minimum ratio of two-thirds necessary 
for its recognition as an API and substantially more than the minimum ratio of one-half necessary 
for listing on the National Register.  As a result of the demolition of the warehouse, the ratio of 
contributors in the District would drop from approximately 84 percent (26/31) to approximately 
83 percent (25/30).   


Additionally, as the warehouse is located at the north edge of the district, the loss of this building 
would not materially alter the integrity of the cohesiveness of contributor resources, or 
relationships of those resources to one another within the District.  Thus, the loss of the United 
Grocers Company Warehouse would not result in a significant effect upon the District. 


Mitigation Measure:  None required.   


_________________________ 


Impact E.3:  The proposed project would introduce a new building into a National Register 
historic district and OCHS Area of Primary Importance. This would be a less than 
significant impact. 


The proposed project would introduce a new eight-story residential building into the District.  
The proposed project would contain parking on the first two levels and residential units on the 
upper six floors with one-story, street-level office space along the frontage of Alice Street and 
two-story street level office space along the frontage of 4th Street.  The building would be 
constructed of exposed concrete frame with stucco infill panels and would be designed with a “u” 
shaped footprint around a central interior plaza above the garage.  From 4th and Alice Streets, the 
building footprint would appear rectangular, approximately 150 by 120 feet.  The building would 
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be built to the property lines with the Alice Street and 4th Street elevations containing awning 
style canopies.  Entrances/exits to the parking garage would be on the 5th Street frontage.  As 
described above, the project has been redesigned from its original design to be more sensitive to 
the character of the District.   


Estuary Policy Plan policies declare that new construction within the context of an historic 
district should respect the District’s character (Policy JL-6). Scale and bulk, height, width, 
setbacks, and building materials are important characteristics of an historic district, and the 
introduction of new structures in a historically significant district should be complementary to the 
integrity and original design features of the District, as per the National Register’s evaluation of 
integrity.  New construction should be designed so as to not materially impair the significance of 
the District.  While the project upon completion would be the tallest structure in the District, the 
redesign of the project to include the now proposed setbacks and different materials at the 7th and 
8th stories would aid in diminishing the apparent overall building height and mass. Moreover, a 
variety of heights exist within the District, with the contributors in the District ranging from one-
story to six-stories. The most comparably scaled buildings in the District occupy the block 
directly across 4th Street from the project site (the former Safeway Headquarters Building, at 
approximately 82 feet in height; the Fourth Street Lofts Building, at about 60 feet in height; and 
the new Allegro Building, at about 57 feet in height).  The project would be about 3 feet taller 
than the Safeway Headquarters Building (a contributor building to the District).  The Posey Tube 
Portal, one of more prominent features of the District is 55 feet in height (see Figure IV.E-5).  
The one-story block between the Tube portal, Harrison and Alice Streets would remain intact.   


The proposed project would not result in any other effects that would impair the District’s 
eligibility for listing in the National Register, California Register, local register, or historical 
resource survey (i.e., block views of the Tube from up and down 4th Street nor cast unreasonable 
shadow on nearby buildings). The construction of the proposed project as redesigned, in and of 
itself, would not significantly alter the physical characteristics of the District that convey the 
District’s historic significance.  Thus, the project would result in less than significant effects to 
the District. 


Mitigation Measure:  None required. 


_________________________ 
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FIGURE IV.E-5 
EXISTING BUILDING HEIGHTS 
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Impact E.4:  The proposed project, including demolition of the United Grocers Company 
Warehouse and construction of a new building as proposed, in combination with other past, 
current and reasonably foreseeable new construction and other alterations to the listed 
National Register Waterfront Warehouse District would not result in its loss of eligibility 
for the National Register District.  Thus, the CEQA threshold of significance would not be 
exceeded and there would be less than significant cumulative impacts.  This EIR, however, 
will consider this impact to be a significant unavoidable impact, in the interest of being 
conservative, because the cumulative development would cause alterations and new 
intrusions into the District such that its ability to convey its sense of an historic environment 
would be substantially reduced.  Therefore, this could be considered to be a cumulatively 
significant unavoidable impact.  


The 1999 National Register Nomination Form states that even with the demolition of the Western 
Pacific Freight Depot on 3rd Street between Harrison and Jackson around 1970, the demolition of 
the Cudahy Packing Company Meat Warehouse on 3rd Street between Alice and Jackson Streets 
in the late 1980s, and the removal of the 3rd Street railroad tracks in 1996, most of the District 
appeared in 1999 as it did in 1920-1940s , during the District’s period of significance.  


Three buildings within the District experienced renovations prior to placement of the District on 
the National Register that resulted in their non-contributor status to the 1999 District Nomination:  


 The W.P. Fuller and Company Warehouse, recently known as Brick House Lofts, at 201 3rd 
Street.  Although the District’s oldest warehouse of early 20th century utilitarian design 
built in 1914, the conversion from warehouse to live-work loft condominiums in 1997 
resulted in a number of revisions to the original 30-foot, two-story brick-clad concrete 
frame building.  Another story and mezzanine of wood-frame construction was added to the 
roof and the loading dock doors on 3rd Street were replaced with an aluminum and glass 
storefront. A concrete and brick stair/handicap ramp was also added to the building’s main 
entry. 


 The Porthole Building at 220 4th Street.  This one-story brick and concrete warehouse was 
built in the late 1940s of late 20th century utilitarian design.  A mid-1980s conversion from 
warehouse to office has resulted in significant changes to the original building such as 
partially covering the brick façade with a post-modern stucco cornice and the placement of 
a keystone pediment at the mid-level.  Additional openings were added and the existing 
openings enlarged.  The original industrial sash and roll-up door have been replaced with 
contemporary aluminum sash windows. 


 Saroni Wholesale Sugar and Rice Warehouse at 318 Harrison Street.  One of the first 
warehouses in the District built for wholesale grocery business in 1922, this building was 
originally built in two separate sections with the early 20th century utilitarian design.  The 
1980s remodel from warehouse to office significantly altered the appearance of the 
building by joining the two warehouses and creating a common entrance at the center of the 
Harrison Street façade with a postmodern exterior stucco tower that is capped with a 
pyramidal green metal roof.  Bands of stucco were wrapped along the street sides of the 
building, the historic metal canopy at the sidewalk was removed, and all the loading doors 
were removed.  The loading dock facing the former railway spur was filled with brick. 


Two buildings in the District have a non-contributor status due to their recent construction dates 
as follows: 
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 Portico Lofts at 311 4th Street.  The one-story and mezzanine live-work lofts building was 
constructed in 1998 on a former storage yard for the adjacent Oakland Plumbing 
Supply/P.E. O’Hair Company.  The relatively new construction consists of a series of 
setbacks along the façade made of stucco above aluminum-framed windows and mounted 
corrugated metal with metal downspouts that lead to a drainpipe beneath the sidewalk.  
Four lofts have wood entrances of the street. 


 
 Prime Smoked Meats at 220 Alice Street.  The one-story concrete and concrete-block 


warehouse contains irregularly distributed doors and windows and was constructed in 1953 
with an addition in 1967.  Although the scale and use of the building is compatible with the 
District, its dissimilar appearance adds to its non-contributor status. 


 
Since listed on the National Register in April 2000, it is important to note that the District 
continues to evolve as it faces increasing development pressures.   


The Safeway Building at 201 4th Street is under construction and will be modified to include an 
additional story above the existing building.  The project is being completed according to The 
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and will maintain its status as a contributor to the District.  
The Allied Paper Company Warehouse at 283 4th Street is also being rehabilitated to The 
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and will maintain its status as a contributor to the District. 


The Allegro Project, however, is new construction and will introduce a sixth non-contributor 
building to the District.  Currently under construction, one of the three Allegro buildings is 
located within the District on a formerly vacant, half city block with a full block frontage on 3rd 
Street from Alice to Jackson Street.  The other two buildings are located outside the District 
boundaries.  This building introduces an approximately 60-foot tall residential building of wood-
frame construction on a concrete podium at the ground floor.  The facade contains a concrete-like 
façade appearance built to the property line with a simple cornice line.  A break in the 3rd Street 
façade occurs on the upper floors closer to Alice Street where a catwalk between the floors exists.  
Generally, this building is not characteristic of the District and detracts from the District setting.  
The visual impact on the District impairs to a certain extent, the Districts’ significance and 
integrity.    


It is reasonably foreseeable that the last remaining vacant lot in the middle of the District, on 
Third Street between Harrison and Alice Streets, would also be developed in the near future, as a 
development proposal is already being considered by the City.   The current  300 Harrison Street 
proposal would provide about 91 residential units in a six story (about 62 feet), concrete and 
cement plaster building with an additional story set back from the property lines, 10 feet from the 
front and sides and 21 feet from the rear.  This would result in a building about 70 feet, 9 inches 
at the top floor.   


The National Register Nomination Form identifies five of the 31 resources in the District as non-
contributor buildings, and 25 buildings and one other structure as contributor resources to the 
District.  Thus, approximately 84 percent of the resources in the District are contributors, more 
than a majority, as required by the National Register, and more than two-thirds, as required by the 
OCHS.  Since placement of the District on the National Register, the addition of the Allegro 
Project and a potential development on the last remaining vacant site would increase the number 
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of buildings and structures in the District to 33, of which 26 would be contributors (79 percent) 
and seven (21 percent) would be non-contributors.  From a cumulative perspective, it should be 
noted that within the District boundary, there are 33 parcels (including the Portal) containing the 
26 current District contributors.  The demolition of the United Grocers Company Warehouse 
building and the construction of the proposed project building would maintain the 33 resources in 
the District, of which 25 (76 percent) would be contributors and eight would be non-contributors 
(24 percent).  This would not result in a cumulatively considerable effect with respect to the 
number of contributor resources within the District.  The loss of one contributor building and the 
addition of a new non-contributor building would not reduce the number of contributors to less 
than a simple majority, as required by the National Register, and would not reduce the number of 
contributors to less than a two-thirds majority, as required for API status by the OCHS. 


Although the District would, after construction of the proposed projects at 426 Alice and 300 
Harrison Street and other past, current and reasonably foreseeable projects, still maintain its 
National Register eligibility, the district’s integrity may nonetheless be compromised.  It can be 
fairly argued that the cumulative development may physically alter the District’s integrity related 
to the numbers of contributors, as well as building size, scale, design, and character such that its 
ability to convey its sense of an historic environment may be substantially reduced.  Thus, the 
effect of this project in combination with effects of the other past, current, and reasonably 
foreseeable future alterations to the District may therefore be cumulatively considerable.  
However, the District would still maintain its eligibility for the National Register. 
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FIGURE IV.E-6 
POTENTIAL CUMULATIVE SETTING 
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F.  VISUAL QUALITY, SHADOW, AND LIGHT AND GLARE 


SETTING 


VISUAL QUALITY 


In a developed urban area, assessment of visual attributes focuses on the built environment.  
Although landform can be an important element of scenic quality in urban settings, topography is 
not as important in the project area in downtown Oakland, which is generally flat. 


The project site is within a relatively densely developed area of mostly low- and mid-rise 
buildings in the Jack London District, between the Interstate 880 freeway to the north and the 
Oakland Estuary to the south.  The project site is located in the northeastern portion of the 
Waterfront Warehouse District, a subarea of the Jack London District.  The Waterfront 
Warehouse District is about a ten-block area generally extending to the Produce Market area to 
the west, Madison Street to the east, Third Street and mid-blocks between Second and Third 
Streets to the south, and 5th Street to the north.  The Waterfront Warehouse District is an area 
where several former industrial and warehouse buildings have been converted to residential lofts 
in recent years.  The adaptive reuse of older structures – sometimes including additions to the 
older buildings – has allowed for the preservation of several older buildings, permitting the 
Waterfront Warehouse District to maintain its historic status as a historic district while the uses 
and population of the area have been changing.  Recent projects include the former Safeway 
Headquarters Building, approved for conversion to 46 residential units, and the Fourth Street 
Lofts; each of which is directly across 4th Street from the project site.  Other adaptive reuse 
projects over the years, although preserving older buildings, have not been sensitive to the 
historic character of the District (see Chapter IV.E: Historic Resource Section). 


In addition, new residential and live-work developments of a relatively greater mass and scale 
than most nearby older buildings are now under construction.  For example, the Allegro Project is 
a new residential development located on three separate blocks south and southeast of the project 
site.  One of the three Allegro buildings is located within the Waterfront Warehouse District 
directly south of the project site, on the same block containing the Fourth Street Lofts and former 
Safeway Headquarters Buildings.  The other two Allegro buildings are located just outside the 
boundaries of the Waterfront Warehouse District within the surrounding area known as the Mixed 
Use District.  Another recently completed residential development, in the Mixed Use District two 
blocks east of the project site, is known as the 311 Oak Street project.  


Most existing buildings in the Waterfront Warehouse District are less than 50 feet tall with the 
exception of two buildings directly across 4th Street from the project site to the south (see 
Figure IV.E-5); the Fourth Street Lofts (about 60 feet) and the former Safeway Headquarters 
Building at 4th and Jackson Streets (soon to be about 82 feet) with an addition of a recently 
approved new floor. In addition, the ventilator structure above the Posey Tube, at 4th and Harrison 
Streets, reaches a height of about 55 feet.  The Allegro building, within the Waterfront 
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Warehouse District, will be about 57 feet tall, and the two other Allegro Project buildings that are 
located just outside the district boundaries will be about 59 feet and 65 feet tall.  


The most visually cohesive portion of the Waterfront Warehouse District (a designated historic 
Area of Primary Importance, see Historical Resources Section) begins at 4th Street south of the 
project site, where older three-, four-, and five-story brick and concrete warehouse buildings 
predominate.  Ornamentation is typically simple and normally limited to the principal facade or 
main entrance, befitting the buildings’ utilitarian design.  Most buildings have some detailing at 
the cornice and parapet.  Large expanses of glass, in regular bands of large industrial sash 
(divided panes of glass) windows provide light to interior spaces. 


One- and two- story brick and concrete warehouse buildings are located on the most northern 
portion of the District between 4th and 5th Streets with exception to the Posey Tube structure 
which is taller, as noted above.  These buildings also emulate the prevalent utilitarian design 
character of the district but with simpler ornamentation; there are typically no cornices or 
parapets, smaller spans of industrial sash windows, and roll-up, metal doors. 


The project site itself is occupied by a vacant, single-story, former warehouse building that is 
similar to other one- and two- story warehouse buildings between 4th and 5th Streets.  This 
building formerly known as the United Grocers Company Warehouse, is built to the lot line on all 
four sides of the project site, is of concrete construction, and contains roll-up doors, but has fewer 
windows and other openings (refer to Figures IV.E-3).  


As the existing warehouse building is built to the property lines, no vegetation exists on the 
project site; the only vegetation is weedy species growing at the edges of paved areas.  No street 
trees exists adjacent to the project site, and there are no street trees on the project block itself, on 
the north side of 4th Street, nor on either side of Alice Street.  


Views in the area are limited because of the urban context.  Generally, the taller buildings in the 
Waterfront Warehouse District are visible from locations where low-rise buildings and/or parking 
lots permit partially unobstructed sight lines, or down street rights-of-way.  Views within and 
outside of the District are generally limited by existing buildings and the flat topography of 
surrounding areas, as well as the I-880 freeway just north of the project site.  As there are no 
scenic highways in the proximity of the project site, there are no views from such vantage points.  


There are also no major public open spaces in the project vicinity.  Estuary Park is located along 
the estuary shore more than six blocks to the southeast, and other public plazas located in Jack 
London Square are located about four blocks south and west of the project site. 


SHADOW 


The existing warehouse building on the project site, which is situated on western portion of a city 
block and is a single story tall, casts minimal shadow off of the project site in the very early 
morning and late afternoon.  No trees or other landscape exist on or along the project site. 
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LIGHT AND GLARE 


The project site is in a built out urban area, among a variety of existing sources of light and glare 
from associated industrial, warehouse, residential, commercial, and live-work loft uses.  The site 
is also situated in a context of local roadways and is adjacent to the I-880 freeway where street 
lighting projects light and glare during evening and nighttime hours.  


IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 


SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA 


Visual Quality 


A project would be considered to have a significant effect if it would: 


 have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista;  


 substantially damage scenic resources; or  


 substantially degrade the existing visual character of the site and its surroundings.   


Shadow 


A project would have a significant impact if it would unreasonably block sunlight for neighboring 
buildings or open space (see Section IV.A: Land Use, Plans and Policies). Specifically, a project 
would unreasonably block sunlight for neighboring buildings if it would: 


• introduce landscape that would now or in the future cast shadow on existing solar collectors 
(in conflict with California Public Resource Code Section 25980-25986); 


• casts shadow that substantially impairs the function of a building using passive solar heat 
collection, solar collectors for hot water heating, or photovoltaic solar collectors; 


• casts shadow that substantially impairs the beneficial use of any public or quasi-public park, 
lawn, garden, or open space; or 


• casts shadow on a historic resource, as defined by CEQA Section 15064.5(a), such that it 
would substantially diminish/impair its eligibility for listing in the National Register of 
Historic Places, California Register of Historical Resources, or in a local register of historical 
resources or a historical resource survey as defined by the Public Resource Code. 


In addition, if a project requires an exception (variance) to the policies and regulations in the 
General Plan, Planning Code, or Uniform Building Code, a project would have a significant 
impact (i.e., unreasonably block sunlight) if it would: 
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• fundamentally conflict with policies and regulations in the General Plan, Planning Code, and 
Uniform Building Code addressing the provision of adequate light related to appropriate uses.  


Light and Glare 


A project would have a significant effect if it would create a new source of substantial light or 
glare which would adversely affect daytime or nighttime views in the area. 


IMPACTS 


Visual Quality 


The project was initially determined to have less-than-significant impacts on scenic vistas or 
scenic resources (see Appendix B).  Therefore, this analysis focuses on whether the proposed 
project would substantially degrade the existing visual character of the site and its surroundings. 
(See Section IV.E for impacts related to historic resources.)  The analysis incorporates visual 
simulations of the proposed project in its surroundings.  The simulations are based on the 
elevations of the project design as provided by the project architect.  Some of the simulations also 
include massing diagrams representing approved projects and projects currently under 
construction to provide a future cumulative context for the proposed project in its surroundings. 


Impact F.1:  The project would result in a change in the visual character of the project site 
and surrounding area as the project would include demolition of an existing building.  This 
would be a less than significant impact. 


With the demolition of the United Grocers Company Warehouse, the project would result in a 
visual change to the site and surrounding Waterfront Warehouse District.  The existing 
warehouse building is a one-story, reinforced concrete warehouse of about 14 feet in height.  As 
documented by the Oakland Cultural Heritage Survey, the building was constructed solely to 
serve as a wholesale grocers warehouse with simple concrete pilaster and parapet detailing, 
rolling freight doors, small metal sash windows, and a metal canopy.  The former use as a 
wholesale grocer adds to the continuity of other similar uses in the area, but the building itself 
lacks distinctive design.  The building lacks a distinct architectural design in a built-out urban 
area of the downtown and Jack London District with buildings comprised of varying urban design 
elements.  The building does not constitute a significant visual resource and its removal would 
not substantially degrade the visual character of the site or surroundings (refer to Section IV. E 
regarding the building’s contribution to the historic character of the District).  The demolition of 
the building would therefore not be considered a significant visual quality impact. 


Mitigation Measure:  None required. 


_________________________ 
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Impact F.2:  The project would construct a building of greater height than existing nearby 
buildings.  This would be a less-than-significant impact. 


The proposed project, with a building height of about 85 feet, 4 inches would be the tallest 
structures in the Waterfront Warehouse District.  The project would be 3 feet taller than the next 
tallest building, the former Safeway Headquarters Building at 4th and Jackson Streets after the 
approved construction of an additional story.  The proposed project would be about 27 feet taller 
than the Fourth Street Loft Building, directly south of the project site and adjacent to the former 
Safeway Headquarters Building.  The proposed project would be considerably taller than 
buildings immediately to the east and west, as none of these existing buildings is taller than two 
stories.  The additional height would be apparent from surrounding buildings and would most 
directly be seen from the Fourth Street Loft building and former Safeway Headquarters Building.  
As the proposed project is located to the north of both the Fourth Street Loft and former Safeway 
buildings, direct access to sunlight would generally not be affected.  There are no major public 
open spaces in the vicinity of the project site and the proposed project would be constructed 
within an increasingly dense urban area.  The proposed building would not obstruct any publicly 
available scenic views or have a substantial adverse effect on any scenic vista.  Furthermore, the 
project site is located at the northern edge of both the Waterfront Warehouse District and the 
overall Jack London District and adjacent to an elevated I-880 freeway.  As such, any 
development here would have less potential to affect surrounding properties than would a project 
at the center of the District.   


In addition, the proposed project would cover half a city block; thus, its building footprint would 
be larger than most other buildings in the Waterfront Warehouse District.  The building footprint 
of the proposed project, however, is comparable to those of recently approved projects in the 
vicinity, as discussed below.   


From long-range vantage points, as new construction is currently underway in the Waterfront 
Warehouse District and just outside the District in the area known as the Mixed Use District, the 
proposed project’s height and building mass would be generally consistent with other nearby 
buildings.  Four buildings are currently under construction in the vicinity of the project site: 
Building 1 of the Allegro Project which is about 65 feet in height and encompasses an entire city 
block bounded by 2nd, 3rd, Jackson and Madison Streets; Building 2 of the Allegro Project which 
is about 57 feet in height and encompasses half a city block bounded by 3rd, 4th, Alice, and 
Jackson Streets; Building 3 of the Allegro Project which is about 63 feet in height and 
encompasses half a city block bounded by 3rd, 4th, Jackson and Madison Streets; and 311 Oak 
Street Project which is about 94 feet in height and encompasses an entire city block bounded by 
3rd, 4th, Madison, and Oak Streets.  The former Safeway Headquarters Building (about 82 feet in 
height) is being rehabilitated with an additional floor and encompasses a quarter city block 
bounded by 3rd, 4th, Alice and Jackson Streets (refer to Figures IV.F-1 through IV.F-10b). 


The project would incorporate certain characteristics of an industrial architectural style in the 
Waterfront Warehouse District and Jack London District that contain buildings of varying 
architectural styles and urban elements.  The exterior of the building would consist of an exposed 
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concrete frame with stucco infill panels that would match the concrete structure and would 
contain large spans of industrial-style windows.   The project would be built to the property line 
on all sides adjacent to sidewalks and would emulate a flat “box”-type design with simple 
ornamentation, typical of other structures in the surrounding area. 


The project would continue a trend of residential construction in the Jack London District that 
continues to alter the visual character of the area, both by enlarging older buildings and by 
construction of new buildings at a larger scale than many existing structures.  Also part of this 
trend is the renovation and upgrading of older buildings that are adaptively reused.  The 
cumulative effect of this increased level of activity and new construction in the area has 
incrementally altered the scale and appearance of the neighborhood (see Section IV.E).   


Although visual quality is subjective, given that the project site is at the edge of both the 
Waterfront Warehouse District and Jack London District and immediately adjacent to I-880, it 
cannot be concluded that the proposed building would result in a substantial, demonstrable 
negative aesthetic effect, or that it would substantially degrade the existing visual character of the 
site and its surroundings. 


Mitigation Measure F.2:  None required. 


_________________________ 
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FIGURE IV.F-1 + 2: EXISTING VIEW AND CORRESPONDING 
SIMULATION 
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FIGURE IV.F-3 + 4: EXISTING VIEW AND CORRESPONDING 
SIMULATION 
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FIGURE IV.F-5 + 6A: EXISTING VIEW AND CORRESPONDING 
SIMULATION 
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FIGURE IV.F-5 + 6B: EXISTING VIEW AND CORRESPONDING 
SIMULATION 
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FIGURE IV.F-7 + 8A: EXISTING VIEW AND CORRESPONDING 
SIMULATION 
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FIGURE IV.F-7 + 8B: EXISTING VIEW AND CORRESPONDING 
SIMULATION 
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FIGURE IV.F-9 + 10A: EXISTING VIEW AND CORRESPONDING 
SIMULATION 
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FIGURE IV.F-9 + 10B: EXISTING VIEW AND CORRESPONDING 
SIMULATION 
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Shadow 


Impact F.3:  The project would create additional shadow on adjacent blocks to the west1, 
north, and east (under I-880) including casting shadow on historic contributor resources, 
but would not introduce landscaping conflicting with the California Public Resource Code; 
not cast shadow on buildings using passive solar heat,  solar collectors for hot water heating, 
or photovoltaic solar collectors; and not cast shadow that impairs the use of any public or 
quasi-public park, lawn, garden, or open space.  This would be a less than significant 
impact. 


The project would cast new shadow on surrounding streets, sidewalks, and on buildings on 
adjacent blocks.  A computer-generated shadow analysis (see Figure IV.F-11 through IV.F-13) 
indicates that the project would cast most of its shadow during the winter, when the sun is the 
lowest.  These shadows would occur to the north on properties between 4th and 5th Streets and to 
the east under I-880. During the summer, when the least amount of shadow would occur, most of 
4th Street and both sidewalks immediately to the west and most of Alice Street and sidewalk 
immediately to the north would be in shade in the early morning.  At other times during the day, 
the southern sidewalk of Alice Street and western sidewalk of 5th Street would be shade in the 
summer months.   


During the spring, most of 4th Street, both sidewalks, and portions of properties fronting Alice 
Street would be in shade in the morning hours.  Alice Street and southern sidewalk is in shadow 
in the midday, and 5th Street and western sidewalk is in shadow in the afternoon. 


During the fall, most of the shadow is cast in the early morning on properties between 4th and 5th 
Streets as well as on properties on the northwest corner of Alice and 4th Streets.  Similar to the 
spring months, Alice Street and southern sidewalk is in shadow during the midday, and 5th Street 
and western sidewalk is in shadow in the afternoon.  


Although the proposed project would cast shadow on nearby buildings, it does not result in an 
unreasonable blocking of light to these properties as it was observed that none of the affected 
adjacent buildings were designed for passive solar heating or are equipped with photovoltaic or 
solar hot water collectors.  As there are no public or quasi-public parks, lawn, garden, or open 
space affected by the project’s shadow, there would be no shadow impacts that would impair 
these areas’ use. The project would not introduce landscape that would now or in the future cast 
shadow on any existing solar collectors.  


                                                      
1  For purposes of this shadow analysis, true compass directions (north, south, east, and west) were used – the rest of 


the DEIR followed the Oakland convention.  Following Oakland convention, the hills are to the north; therefore, 
Broadway and streets parallel to it run north-south, and numbered streets run east-west. 
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FIGURE IV.F-11 A + B: COMPUTER-GENERATED SHADOW 
DIAGRAMS-EARLY MORNING 
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FIGURE IV.F-11 C + D: COMPUTER-GENERATED SHADOW 
DIAGRAMS-EARLY MORNING 
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FIGURE IV.F-12 A+ B: COMPUTER-GENERATED SHADOW 
DIAGRAMS-MIDDAY 
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FIGURE IV.F-12 C+ D: COMPUTER-GENERATED SHADOW 
DIAGRAMS-MIDDAY 
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FIGURE IV.F-13 A+ B: COMPUTER-GENERATED SHADOW 
DIAGRAMS-MID-AFTERNOON 
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FIGURE IV.F-13 C+ D: COMPUTER-GENERATED SHADOW 
DIAGRAMS-MID-AFTERNOON 
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However, the project would result in shadow cast on historic resources, as defined by CEQA 
Section 15064.5(a), by shadowing contributor buildings to a National Register District and Area 
of Primary Importance.  As analyzed in Section IV.E, Historic Resources, the resulting shadow 
would not substantially diminish/impair the Waterfront Warehouse District’s eligibility for listing 
in the National Register of Historic Places, California Register of Historical Resources, or 
identification as an Area of Primary Importance. Thus, the resulting shadow would not affect the 
historic character of the District or its eligibility for listing.  As the project would not result in 
unreasonably blocking of sunlight for neighboring buildings as per the significance criteria, it can 
be concluded that the project would result in less than significant effects. 


Mitigation Measure:  None required. 


_________________________ 


Impact F.4:  The project requires a conditional use permit for the siting of parking within 
the 75 feet of the front property line but would be consistent with policies and regulations 
addressing the provision of adequate light.  This would be a less than significant impact. 


The project requires a conditional use permit for site parking within 75 feet of the front lot line; 
thus, this analysis includes an assessment on whether the proposed project is consistent with 
policies and regulations regarding the provision of adequate light and ventilation. 


Although the proposed project requires review regarding the placement of parking within 75 feet 
of the front lot line, the proposed project is generally consistent with relevant policies that address 
the provision of adequate light and ventilation.  The proposed project is consistent with the 
General Plan regarding the overall orientation of residential development (LUTE N3.9) and 
provision of useable open space (OSCAR OS4.1).  The project complies with all required setback 
and height requirements specified in the zoning regulations; no yard setbacks or height 
requirements are prescribed in this zone.  The project is consistent with the light and ventilation 
section for residential uses (Section 1203) of the Uniform Building Code.  Operable exterior 
windows off the interior courtyard are designed to code.  Windows along the interior property 
line are not operable.   


Although the proposed project would cast shadow on nearby buildings particularly during the 
winter and fall seasons, indirect sunlight would still be available to windows of nearby buildings.   


The project is consistent with relevant policies and regulations regarding the provision of light 
and therefore would not have a significant impact. 


Mitigation:  None required. 
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_________________________ 


Light and Glare 


Impact F.5:  The project would increase the amount of light and glare emitted from the 
project site.  This would be a less-than-significant impact. 


The project would be a more intensive use than the existing, vacant warehouse building.  It would 
be a larger building with more sources of light.  The amount of light and glare emitted from the 
site would therefore be increased.  However, this incremental increase would not substantially 
increase the overall ambient light levels in the project area, as light and glare produced from the 
proposed project would be typical of residential and live-work loft structures nearby, and 
throughout the Jack London District and greater downtown area.  Although the building contains 
large industrial size windows, the majority of the building’s exterior facades is comprised of non- 
or low-reflective materials, concrete frame with stucco and metal infill panels of a galvanized 
finish.  The project would therefore not produce obtrusive glare that would substantially affect 
other properties. 


The project is located in an built-out urban area that includes increasingly intensifying existing 
sources of light and glare from industrial, warehouse, residential, commercial, and live-work loft 
uses.  The site is adjacent to local roadways and a major freeway where street lighting projects 
light and glare during evening hours.  The proposed project would not include any new open 
surface parking areas nor would it necessitate extensive outdoor lighting for operational or 
security purposes.  The proposed project would include some fixed indirect exterior lighting, 
particularly at building and parking garage entrance points, to promote resident and automobile 
safety.   


As the project would use non- to low reflective exterior building materials and include lighting 
that would be typical of other residential buildings in the area, it cannot be concluded that the 
proposed building would result in substantial negative light or glare impacts. 


Mitigation Measure:  None required. 


_________________________ 


REFERENCES – Visual Quality, Shade, and Light and Glare 


Bagwell, Beth, Oakland: The Story of a City, 1982. 
 
City of Oakland, Oakland Estuary Policy Plan, June 8, 1999. 
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CHAPTER V 
ALTERNATIVES 


INTRODUCTION 


The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires an evaluation of the comparative 
effects of a range of reasonable alternatives to the project that would feasibly attain most of the 
basic objectives of the project and reduce or eliminate one or more significant effects of the 
project (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6).  The range of alternatives is governed by the “rule 
of reason” that requires the EIR to set forth only those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned 
choice (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)).  Evaluation of a No Project Alternative and 
identification of an environmentally superior alternative are required.  The significant effects of 
the alternatives may be discussed in less detail than the significant effects of the project (CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.6(d)). 


This section addresses four alternatives to the proposed projects:  (1) a No Project Alternative; (2) 
a Preservation Alternative; (3) a Mitigated Preservation Alternative; and (4) a Reduced 
Residential Density Alternative.  The components of these alternatives are described below, 
followed by a discussion of their impacts and how they would differ from those of the proposed 
project.   


This section evaluates alternatives that avoid one or more significant impacts generated by the 
proposed project.  The Preservation Alternative and the Mitigated Preservation Alternative would 
not have a significant unavoidable impact related to demolition of the United Grocers Company 
Warehouse.  The significant unavoidable effects related to traffic would also be lessened with 
these two alternatives, though they would not be avoided.  Unlike the Preservation Alternative, 
the Mitigated Preservation Alternative also avoids a significant parking demand impact and is 
therefore the environmentally superior alternative.   


The No Project alternative is an alternative that would avoid the significant historic resource, 
traffic, and parking effects of the proposed project, as the site would remain vacant and 
unchanged.  Any occupancy on the project site regardless of the type and intensity of use would 
add to traffic delays at the intersection of 5th and Jackson Streets resulting in LOS F.  Existing 
conditions at the intersection are already operating at low levels of LOS E.  In addition, with 
exception to the Mitigated Preservation Alternative, any occupancy would create a significant 
unavoidable impact related to parking as on-site parking would not be provided to accommodate 
any new parking demand.   
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ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT REJECTED AS INFEASIBLE 


GROCERY RETAIL USE 


None of the alternatives examined consider a grocery retail use within the existing warehouse 
because this scenario would not meet project objectives for developing residential units to help 
meet housing demand in Oakland. Moreover, a grocery retail use creates a demand for convenient 
parking that is higher than that for most other commercial uses.  For a grocery retail space of 
30,000 square feet, the peak weekday parking demand would be approximately 86 spaces (ITE, 
Parking Generation Manual).  This parking demand would be somewhat higher during the 
weekend. As the existing warehouse is built out to all property lines, no on-site parking could be 
provided on site.  No vacant site in the area is available for parking, as the project site is located 
in a built-out urban area.  A proposal for development is being considered for the only remaining 
vacant site (300 Harrison Street).  Long-term availability of the space under Interstate 880 cannot 
be ensured for parking to serve the grocery retail use due to Caltrans’ auction process to lease 
these areas for a limited duration of time.  Even if parking could be provided off-site, its 
inconvenience would likely be too great to attract potential patrons; making the space undesirable 
for a grocery store of this size (about 30,000 square feet).  The potential for providing valet 
parking for this type of use is not feasible given the average high turnover of parking spaces, the 
cost versus the return on food sales, and the fact that it would not likely meet the project 
sponsor’s objective to develop a project that would cover costs and provide a reasonable return on 
investment. 


REDUCED DENSITY 


None of the alternatives consider a reduced density with four floors of new construction (wood-
frame) over a one-story concrete garage podium located on the ground floor and with residential 
space provided along the street frontages.  Although this scenario could consist of about 70 
residential units including 10 units on the ground floor along 4th and Alice Streets, and parking on 
the remaining ground floor space, it would not be feasible to construct under the Unified Building 
Code (UBC).  The UBC does not allow the construction of four floors of wood-frame 
construction above a concrete podium structure that contains residential space. 


OFF-SITE 


None of the alternatives consider relocating the United Grocers Company Warehouse to an 
alternative site.  As the warehouse is a contributor building to the Waterfront Warehouse District, 
an alternative site would need to be acquired within the District by the City of Oakland or the 
project sponsor to maintain its contributor status.  There is currently only one remaining vacant 
site within the District boundaries, at 300 Harrison Street.  Aside from a separate project currently 
being proposed on that site, the configuration of the site would not accommodate the warehouse 
(about 150 feet by 200 feet).  Although Policy 3.4 of the Historic Preservation Element provides 
the City a means to consider preservation of the United Grocers Company Warehouse on its 
current site through eminent domain procedures, the policy is intended to be applied “only to the 
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most important properties (e.g. existing or eligible Class 1 landmarks).”  The United Grocers 
Company Warehouse is not considered a Class 1 landmark; rather, it is designated Dc1+ by the 
Oakland Cultural Heritage Survey. 


In addition, none of the alternatives consider building the proposed project in an alternate location 
and leaving the United Grocers Company Warehouse on its current site.  The project sponsor 
does not have control over any other site in the area, and such a scenario would not meet project 
objectives to develop residential units within the downtown and Jack London District areas or 
provide a development that creates habitable space for an active pedestrian environment within 
the Waterfront Warehouse District.  This scenario would also be financially unfeasible, as the 
project sponsor would need to purchase a second piece of property and leaving the primary site 
undeveloped.  The current site is adequately serviced by available infrastructure, is consistent 
with the General Plan and zoning regulations, and addresses the City’s initiatives for increasing 
housing in the downtown and Jack London District areas. 


A.  ALTERNATIVE 1: NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE 


DESCRIPTION 


Under the No Project alternative, demolition of the existing 30,000 square-foot, vacant structure, 
the United Grocers Company Warehouse would not occur. The warehouse would be retained and 
would remain vacant1 (refer to Figure V-2).  Although continued use as a grocer warehouse or 
similar type use would be permitted in the General Plan and zoning regulations, recent 
development trends in the area indicate that residential and commercial related uses are more 
likely to be proposed for the project site.  Adaptive reuse of the warehouse building with these 
various uses are addressed in the Preservation Alternative and Mitigated Preservation Alternative.    


IMPACTS 


Under this alternative, historic resource and traffic impacts associated with the project would not 
occur, and site conditions would remain essentially as discussed in the setting sections of 
Chapter IV.  The United Grocers Company Warehouse is rated Dc1+ by the Oakland Cultural 
Heritage Survey.  With this rating, the building is a Potential Designated Historic Property and a 
contributing resource to an Area of Primary Importance (API), the Waterfront Warehouse 
District.  The building is included on the City’s Local Register of Historical Resources, as per 
Historic Preservation Policies 2.1 and 3.8.  In addition, the Waterfront Warehouse District was 
recently listed on the National Register of Historic Places in 2000.  The a.m. and p.m. peak-hour 
traffic levels of service would remain at LOS E or better at intersections of 5th and Jackson Streets 
and at the p.m. peak-hour at 6th and Jackson Streets. 


This alternative would not appear to meet applicable Oakland plans and policies.  This 
alternative, unlike the project, would not provide additional residential units near the downtown 
                                                      
1 Although the site is currently being used on a temporary basis by a non-rent paying community non-profit agency, the 
warehouse is considered vacant for purposes of this EIR. 
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or habitable space on the ground floor of the Waterfront Warehouse District as required by the 
Estuary Policy Plan.  The building would remain vacant, and no improvements or modifications 
would be made to the existing warehouse regarding the provision of transparent windows or other 
openings along public streets.  Currently, there are four windows and three roll-up doors along 4th 
Street, and a few openings along Alice Street. 


Given the location of the project site in an area that has seen substantial and recent construction 
of live-work and residential units in both new and renovated buildings, a project similar to the 
proposed project might be proposed for the site if the proposed project is not constructed. If such 
a project were proposed, its impacts could be expected to be similar to those of the proposed 
project.  Demolition of the United Grocers Company Warehouse and new construction would 
likely be proposed given the current building trends in the area.  Beyond the historic resource 
impacts, other impacts may differ in degree generally according to the use and density of the 
subsequent project, the amount of parking that would be provided, and the proposed design. 


B. ALTERNATIVE 2: PRESERVATION ALTERNATIVE 


DESCRIPTION 


Under this Alternative, the United Grocers Company Warehouse would be preserved and 
adaptively reused for either office or residential use. Consistent with the Secretary of Interior 
Standards for Alterations to Existing Facilities, if possible. The structure would need to be made 
habitable by the provision of adequate electricity, plumbing (water and sewer), and ventilation, as 
required by the Uniform Building Code.  Further structural assessment and any necessary 
improvements including seismic retrofit and ADA compliance work would be required prior to 
issuance of building permits. As office use, this alternative would contain approximately 22,000 
square feet of space. If reused for residential and designed similarly to the ground floor of the 
proposed project, this alternative could provide about 20 residential units.  The existing interior 
configuration of the warehouse space and the eastern portion of the building would not be 
conducive to residential use since openings would be limited or not allowed.  Under the Uniform 
Building Code, openings are not permitted on a façade located on an interior property line.  Thus, 
a center courtyard space could be created to allow for desired light to the spaces within the 
warehouse. Either office or residential use could take design advantage of the high ceiling within 
the interior space with its exposed trusses.  Regardless of the use, parking would not be provided 
on site as the building is built to the property lines.  Parking would not be required for the newly 
occupied space as per Zoning Code Section 17.116.020(a). 


The basic stucco facades would be retained and previously blocked openings would be reopened 
along 4th Street.  The building elevations could be modified to include transparent openings along 
Alice Street where few openings now exist.  The existing openings for the roll-up doors along 4th 
Street could be modified to become transparent that would complement the existing windows 
(refer to Figure V-3).   
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IMPACTS 


This alternative, like the No Project Alternative would avoid demolition of the United Grocers 
Company Warehouse, although historic resource impacts could still be significant if the proposed 
alterations are found not to be consistent with the Secretary’s Standards.  However, this 
alternative would not likely result in significant impacts related to the cumulative effect on the 
integrity of the historic district, unlike the project. Historic resource and shade impacts associated 
with the alternative would be less or would not occur because the building would be retained 
although altered.  Unlike the project, this alternative would not appear to meet the General Plan 
policies or initiatives to encourage housing in the downtown or Jack London District.  However, 
similar to the project, this alternative would provide habitable space on the ground floor along the 
front property line as required by the Estuary Policy Plan and Zoning Ordinance.  For residential 
use, the existing structure would not be required to provide open space as per the zoning 
regulations.  


As would be the case for the proposed project, both residential and office use in this alternative 
would result in significant impacts related to parking, but because no on-site parking would exist 
to meet parking demand generated by the residential or office use, the impact would be 
significant and unavoidable (i.e., no mitigation measure is available as it would be for the 
project).  With more office square footage than the proposed project, this alternative would result 
in greater impacts associated with parking.  With the residential scenario, although this alternative 
would contain substantially fewer units than the proposed project, there would still be impacts 
related to parking for the same reasons; no parking would be provided on site.   


For a residential scenario, impacts related to vehicle trips would be less than the proposed project 
with a less intensive residential development (74 fewer residential units than the proposed 
project), but the near-term (2005) a.m. peak-hour level of service at the 5th/Jackson Streets 
intersection would degrade from LOS E to F with a residential scenario, which would be a 
significant impact (same as with the project).  On the other hand, for an office scenario, while 
total peak-hour vehicle trips would be about 45 to 55 percent less than with the project, the 
directional split of those trips would be different than for the project (e.g., more morning trips 
inbound to the project area than for the project), and the degradation of a.m. peak-hour level of 
service (from LOS E to F) at 5th/Jackson would be greater than with the project because vehicle 
delay would be higher than with the proposed project.  


C. ALTERNATIVE 3: MITIGATED PRESERVATION ALTERNATIVE 


DESCRIPTION 


Under this alternative, the exterior building shell of the United Grocers Company Warehouse 
would be retained and two or three floors would be constructed above the warehouse, consistent 
with the Secretary of Interior Standards for Alterations to Existing Facilities, if possible.  This 
alternative would include about 8,000 square feet of retail space along with parking spaces on the 
ground floor level within the rehabilitated warehouse.  The newly constructed upper floors would 
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accommodate about 30 residential units (64 fewer units than the proposed project) for a total of 
about 73,000 gross square feet.  About 60 parking spaces would be provided: 42 spaces for the 
residential units, which would result in a parking ratio or 1.4:1; and 18 spaces for the retail use.   
Parking would be accessed from the existing openings on 5th Street.  The upper floors of the new 
construction would be recessed from the 4th Street property line about eight feet and configured 
similarly to that of the proposed project, in a “u”-shaped design around a central courtyard above 
the existing warehouse.  The addition of the upper floors would result in a height of about 36 feet 
along 5th Street and about 46 feet along 4th Street (see Figure V-4).  The design of the addition 
would have the appearance of a solid structure with punched openings and industrial sash 
windows in a rhythm consistent with other buildings in the District.   


Similar to the Preservation Alternative, the existing warehouse would need to be made habitable 
as per the Uniform Building Code.  Structural assessment and improvements to the warehouse 
and its foundation would more than likely be required, as the additional floors would add loads on 
the warehouse structure and its foundation.  


IMPACTS 


This alternative, like the No Project and Preservation alternatives, would avoid demolition of the 
United Grocers Company Warehouse.  Historic resource impacts would be reduced as the 
building would be reused with new construction built above, although historic resource impacts 
could still be significant if the proposed alterations are found not consistent with the Secretary’s 
Standards.  Similar to the project, this alternative would appear to meet the General Plan policies 
and City initiatives for encouraging housing in the downtown and Jack London District areas, 
although this alternative is providing fewer units.  This alternative would result in less than 
significant impacts related to the cumulative effect on the historic district due to a less intense 
development, unlike the project.  


Similar to the proposed project, both the residential and retail uses would create habitable space 
along the ground floor and would be consistent with the General Plan.  This alternative would 
result in less visual change and would create less shadow in the District than would the proposed 
project, as the building’s mass and height would be three and four floors, compared with eight 
floors of the proposed project.   


Unlike the proposed project, this alternative would not result in parking impacts, as demand 
would be met by on-site parking provided within the warehouse building. Impacts related to 
vehicle trips would be less than the proposed project because peak-hour vehicle trips would be 
about 60 to 65 percent less than with the project.  However, the near-term (2005) a.m. peak-hour 
level of service at the 5th/Jackson Streets intersection would degrade from LOS E to F, which 
would be a significant impact (same as with the project).   


As this alternative would not demolish the United Grocers Company Warehouse and new 
construction would not adversely affect the character of the District, it would avoid significant 
unavoidable impacts related to historic resources.  Thus, this alternative would be 
environmentally superior. 
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 D.  ALTERNATIVE 4:  REDUCED DENSITY ALTERNATIVE 


DESCRIPTION 


This alternative would have a lower residential density than the proposed project.  It would 
consist of new construction with four floors of wood-frame construction over a one-story 
concrete garage podium located on the ground floor. This alternative would be approximately 
53 feet in height, compared to approximately 85 feet, 4 inches with the proposed project.  This 
alternative would consist of 60 residential units on the proposed site, rather than the proposed 
project of 94 units.  This variant would include 80 parking spaces located within the ground floor 
parking garage, resulting in a parking ratio of 1.33:1 (refer to Figure V-5).   


IMPACTS 


Under this alternative, impacts associated with historic resources (demolition of the building and 
the cumulative effect on the integrity of the district would be similar to those of the proposed 
project.  The United Grocers Company Warehouse would be demolished, as with the proposed 
project.  As identified under the proposed project, demolition of this structure, in and of itself, 
would be a significant unavoidable impact, and the impact of demolition on the Waterfront 
Warehouse District would be less than significant.  


This alternative would have 34 (36 percent) fewer units than the proposed project, and due to the 
reduced number of units, it would have lower parking demand than the project.  This alternative 
would provide adequate parking spaces within the entire ground floor garage podium to fully 
accommodate parking demand (providing 80 parking spaces on-site at a parking ratio of 1.33:1) 
unlike the project.  However, this alternative would result in less than significant effects, similar 
to the project with implementation of the identified mitigation measure. Like the proposed 
project, the residential use for this alternative would be consistent with applicable land use 
policies and plans. This alternative, however, would not not appear to meet a suggestion in the 
text of Policy JL-6 of the Estuary Policy Plan to use industrial materials to reinforce the character 
of the Waterfront Warehouse District, as this alternative would be constructed with a wood-frame 
over a concrete parking garage podium.  This type of construction does not permit the use of large 
spans of multi-paned industrial windows, which is suggested in the text of Policy JL-6.  This 
alternative would also not provide habitable space on the ground floor within the District as per 
the Estuary Policy Plan. Like the project, this alternative would require demolition of the existing 
structure, and construction activities would generate short-term emissions of criteria pollutants; 
although, effects would be less than significant with mitigation.  Operational project-specific air 
quality impacts, including emissions of criteria air pollutants, effects on local carbon monoxide 
concentrations, and effects related to the parking garage (which is assumed to have mechanical 
ventilation as with the proposed project), would be somewhat less intensive than those of the 
project because of the fewer number of units and corresponding decrease in vehicle trips.  These 
impacts would be less than significant, as with the project.  Like the proposed project, this 
alternative would contribute incrementally to cumulative regional air quality effects, although, the 
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contribution would be incrementally smaller than that of the proposed project and, as with the 
project, would not be significant.  


Construction impacts would be similar to those of the proposed project and would be less-than-
significant with mitigation, because construction would occur over a comparable length of time.  
Operational effects would be incrementally less substantial than those with the project due to the 
reduced number of units, and would be less than significant, as with the project.  Under this 
alternative, the height of the proposed structure would be lessened by 3 stories, compared to 8 
stories with the proposed project.  The building under this alternative would therefore be more 
comparable in height to buildings within the Waterfront Warehouse District.  The building would 
be slightly shorter than 4th Street Lofts at 4th and Alice Streets and considerably shorter than the 
former Safeway headquarters building at 4th and Jackson Streets.  Thus, this alternative would be 
less prominent than the proposed project and cast less shadow than would the project.  
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FIGURE V-1: PROPOSED PROJECT ALTERNATIVE 
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FIGURE V-2: NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE 
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FIGURE IV-3 PRESERVATION ALTERNATIVE 
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FIGURE V-4: REDUCED DENSITY ALTERNATIVE 
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FIGURE V-5: MITIGATED PRESERVATION ALTERNATIVE 
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__________________________________ 
  
Comparisons to Setting 
 LS Less-than-significant adverse impact after mitigation
 S Significant 
 N No impact or negligible impact 
 
a Significance levels for the project and the alternatives reflect the levels of significance after mitigation.  Symbols indicate maximum impact during buildout and operation, unless otherwise 


specified. 
b Alternative 3 is environmentally superior. 
c LS if implemented by Caltrans. 
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TABLE V-1  
SUMMARY OF KEY IMPACTS: PROPOSED PROJECT AND ALTERNATIVES 


  
 Proposed Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3b Alternative 4 
Impacta Project No Project Preservation Mitigated Preservation Reduced Density 
 94 units and 


9,800 s.f. Office 
 123 parking sp. 


85’4’’ tall 


Vacant 
Building 


0 parking sp. 
20’ tall 


20 units or  
22,000 s.f. Office 


0 parking sp. 
20’ tall 


30 units and  
8,000 s.f. Retail 
60 parking sp. 
36’ to 46’ tall 


60 units 
 


80 parking sp. 
50’ tall 


 


 


  


A.  Land Use  


None identified.  


B.  Transportation, Circulation, and Parking  


B.1: Traffic at local intersections SUc N SUc SUc SUc


B.2: Traffic on regional roadways LS N LS LS LS


B.3:  Parking Demand  LS N SU LS LS


B.4:  Cumulative Parking Demand LS N SU LS LS


B.5:  Configuration of Existing On-Street Parking LS N LS LS LS


B.6:  Transit Ridership LS N LS LS LS


B.7:  Traffic Conflicts LS N LS LS LS


B.8:  Creating Driveways for On-Site Access LS N N LS LS
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TABLE V-1 (Continued) 
COMPARISON OF KEY IMPACTS: PROPOSED PROJECT AND ALTERNATIVES 


 
  
 Proposed 


Project 
Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3b Alternative 4 


Impacta No Project Preservation Mitigated Preservation Reduced Density 
 94 units and 


9,800 s.f. Office 
123 parking sp. 


85’4” tall 


Vacant 
Building 


0 parking sp. 
20’ tall 


20 units or  
22,000 s.f. Office 


0 parking sp. 
20’ tall  


30 units and  
8,000 s.f. Retail 
60 parking sp. 
36’ to 46’ tall 


60 units 
 
80 parking sp. 


50’ tall 
 


 


  
 


__________________________________ 
  
Comparisons to Setting 
 LS Less-than-significant adverse impact after mitigation
 SU Significant and unavoidable adverse impact after mitigation
 N No impact or negligible impact 
 
a Significance levels for the project and the alternatives reflect the levels of significance after mitigation.  Symbols indicate maximum impact during buildout and operation, unless otherwise 


specified. 
b Alternative 3 is environmentally superior. 
c  LS if implemented by Caltrans. 
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B.9:  Project Construction Impacts LS N LS LS LS


B.10:  Cumulative Traffic at Local Intersections SUc N SUc SUc SUc


C.  Air Quality 


C.1: Construction activity/short-term emissions LS N LS LS LS


C.2: Project-related criteria pollutant emissions  LS N LS LS LS


C.3:  Project traffic impact on local carbon monoxide 
concentrations 


LS N LS LS LS


C.4: Project vehicles impact on carbon monoxide 
concentrations within garage 


LS N N LS LS


C.5:  Cumulative impacts on air quality LS N LS LS LS


D.  Noise  


D.1:  Construction activities/temporarily noise levels LS N LS LS LS


D.2:  Project-generated noise LS N LS LS LS
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TABLE V-1 (Continued) 
COMPARISON OF KEY IMPACTS: PROPOSED PROJECT AND ALTERNATIVES 


 
  
 Proposed 


Project 
Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3b Alternative 4 


Impacta No Project Preservation Mitigated Preservation Reduced Density 
 94 units and 


9,800 s.f. Office 
123 parking sp. 


85’4” tall 


Vacant 
Building 


0 parking sp. 
20’ tall 


20 units or  
22,000 s.f. Office 


0 parking sp. 
20’ tall  


30 units and  
8,000 s.f. Retail 
60 parking sp. 
36’ to 46’ tall 


60 units 
 
80 parking sp. 


50’ tall 
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Comparisons to Setting 
 LS Less-than-significant adverse impact after mitigation
 SU Significant and unavoidable adverse impact after mitigation
 N No impact or negligible impact 
 
a Significance levels for the project and the alternatives reflect the levels of significance after mitigation.  Symbols indicate maximum impact during buildout and operation, unless otherwise 
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b Alternative 3 is environmentally superior. 
c  LS if implemented by Caltrans. 
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D.3:  Introduction of residential land uses LS N LS LS LS


D.4:  Long-term traffic and cumulatively noise levels LS N LS LS LS


E.  Historic Resources 


E.1:  Demolish warehouse building SU N N N SU


E.2:  Demolish warehouse contributor to the District LS N N N LS
E.3:  New construction LS N N LS LS


E.4:  Cumulative contribution to the District SU


 


N N LS SU


 


F.  Visual Quality, Shadow, and Light and Glare  


F.1:  Demolish an existing building LS N N N LS


F.2:  New construction with greater mass and bulk LS N N LS LS


F.3:  Additional shadow LS N N LS LS
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TABLE V-1 (Continued) 
COMPARISON OF KEY IMPACTS: PROPOSED PROJECT AND ALTERNATIVES 


 
  
 Proposed 


Project 
Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3b Alternative 4 


Impacta No Project Preservation Mitigated Preservation Reduced Density 
 94 units and 


9,800 s.f. Office 
123 parking sp. 


85’4” tall 


Vacant 
Building 


0 parking sp. 
20’ tall 


20 units or  
22,000 s.f. Office 


0 parking sp. 
20’ tall  


30 units and  
8,000 s.f. Retail 
60 parking sp. 
36’ to 46’ tall 


60 units 
 
80 parking sp. 


50’ tall 
 


 


  
 


__________________________________ 
  
Comparisons to Setting 
 LS Less-than-significant adverse impact after mitigation
 SU Significant and unavoidable adverse impact after mitigation
 N No impact or negligible impact 
 
a Significance levels for the project and the alternatives reflect the levels of significance after mitigation.  Symbols indicate maximum impact during buildout and operation, unless otherwise 


specified. 
b Alternative 3 is environmentally superior. 
c  LS if implemented by Caltrans. 
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F.4:  Consistency with provisions of adequate light LS N LS LS LS


F.5:  Light and glare LS N LS LS LS
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CHAPTER VI 
IMPACT OVERVIEW 


INTRODUCTION 


This section summarizes the findings of this EIR with respect to significant unavoidable 
environmental impacts, cumulative impacts, and growth-inducing impacts of the proposed 
project. 


A.  SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 


Two significant, unavoidable environmental effects have been identified:  


Impact B.1:  The project would increase traffic at local intersections in the project 
vicinity. 


As stated in Section IV.B, Traffic, Circulation, and Parking, the intersection of 5th and Jackson 
Streets would degrade from existing conditions of LOS E to LOS F during the a.m. peak hour.  
An identified  mitigation measure that would lessen the impacts to less than significant effects 
would require Caltrans’ approval.   As the measure cannot be directly implemented by the City, 
or required by the City to be implemented by others, its implementation cannot be assured, and, 
the project-generated increase must be considered a significant, unavoidable impact. 


 Impact E.1:  The proposed project would demolish the United Grocers Company 
Warehouse building which is a Potential Designated Historic Property and is listed on the 
Local Register of Historical Resources. 


As stated in Section IV.E, Historic Resources, the United Grocers Company Warehouse building 
gains its significance from its associative relationship with the surrounding historic district and 
other contributors to the District.  As a district contributor (with a “Dc” rating) to an Area of 
Primary Importance, the building is a Potentially Designated Historic Property as defined by 
Policy 1.2.  As per the Historic Preservation Element Policy 3.8, all Potential Designated Historic 
Properties within an Area of Primary Importance are included in the City’s Local Register of 
Historical Resources.  Even with the mitigation measures to lessen the impact, the loss of this 
warehouse building would constitute a significant, unavoidable impact. 
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B.  CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 


CEQA defines cumulative impacts as two or more individual effects which, when considered 
together, are considerable or which compound or increase other environmental impacts.  The 
cumulative analysis is intended to describe the “incremental impact of the project when added to 
other, closely related past, present, or reasonably foreseeable probable future projects” and can 
result from “individually minor but collectively significant projects taking place over a period of 
time (Guidelines Sec. 15355). 


The project’s contribution to cumulative traffic and historic resource impacts are considered 
significant and unavoidable: 


Impact B.10:  The project would contribute to cumulative increases in traffic at local 
intersections in the project area in 2020. 


As stated in Section IV.B, the project’s contribution to the LOS F conditions at the intersection of 
5th and Jackson Streets would be cumulatively considerable.  Similar to Impact B.1, as the 
identifed mitigation measurewould improve both the a.m. and p.m. peak-hour levels of service to 
an acceptable LOS E or better, it is not certain whether the improvements could be made (this 
mitigation measure depends on Caltrans approval).  The project’s contribution to the cumulative 
impact is considered cumulatively considerable and thus, significant and unavoidable.  


Impact E.4:  The proposed project, including demolition of the United Grocers Company 
Warehouse and construction of a new building as proposed, in combination with other 
past, current and reasonably foreseeable new construction and other alterations to the 
listed National Register Waterfront Warehouse District would not result in its loss of 
eligibility for the National Register District.  Thus, the CEQA threshold of significance 
would not be exceeded and there would be less than significant cumulative impacts.  This 
EIR, however, will consider this impact to be a significant unavoidable impact, in the 
interest of being conservative, because the cumulative development would cause 
alterations and new intrusions into the District such that its ability to convey its sense of 
an historic environment would be substantially reduced. Therefore, this could be 
considered to be a cumulatively significant unavoidable impact.  


As stated in Section IV.E, Historic Resources, it can be argued that the integrity and significance 
of the Waterfront Warehouse District, a National Register-listed District, could be further 
materially affected by the contribution of this project along with currently proposed projects and 
other past, current, and foreseeable alterations to the District.  Although the project’s effect would 
not be considered individually significant, the project’s contribution to the adverse cumulative 
effect could be considerable and would therefore result in a significant unavoidable impact.  


Other cumulative impacts that may occur as a result of the project are discussed in the appropriate 
topical issue sections of Chapter IV of this report. In summary, cumulative effects to which the 
project would contribute include: effects upon the traffic-generated air emissions levels 
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(Impact C.5) and traffic-generated noise (Impact D.4).  None of the project’s contributions to 
these cumulative impacts are considered cumulatively considerable and therefore none are 
considered significant and unavoidable.  


C.  GROWTH INDUCING IMPACTS 


The 426 Alice Street project would be built in a developed urban area, and no expansion of the 
municipal infrastructure not already under consideration would be required to accommodate new 
development nor be induced by the project. 


The project would be developed in an area where there has been and continues to be development 
of residential projects, both as rehabilitation of older buildings and as new construction.  As such, 
the proposed project would be a result of, rather than a cause of, already existing growth in the 
apparent demand for residential and office use.  Construction of the proposed 426 Alice Street 
project, therefore, would not be likely to have a substantial effect on whether subsequent 
development of this type would occur.  As noted in Section IV.A, Land Use, the project would be 
part of the growing residential community in the Waterfront Warehouse District and in the 
surrounding Mixed Use District of downtown Oakland’s Jack London District.  Project residents 
could increase demand for certain urban and community amenities, such as shopping and 
entertainment venues.  The project’s residential and office uses would benefit residents of nearby 
developments by potentially helping to increase the vibrancy of the neighborhood.  Such impacts 
would be consistent with policy direction for the Jack London District as advocated in the Land 
Use and Transportation Element and in the Estuary Policy Plan of the Oakland General Plan.  As 
such, these impacts would not normally be considered significant.  Further, any subsequent 
development project in the area that could generate potentially significant impacts would be 
subject to a project-specific environmental review. 
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CHAPTER VII 
REPORT PREPARATION 
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APPENDIX A 
NOTICE OF PREPARATION  
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APPENDIX B 
RESPONSE LETTERS TO NOTICE OF PREPARATION 
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APPENDIX C 
IMPACTS INITIALLY REVIEWED AND FOUND TO BE LESS 
THAN SIGNIFICANT 


The following environmental issues were initially reviewed and found to be less than significant. 


 
AESTHETICS  
 
The proposed project area is located in a built-out urban area, immediately adjacent to Interstate 
880 and surrounded by industrial and warehouse structures.  The estuary is located approximately 
three to four blocks from the project site with industrial and warehouse structures between the 
project site and the estuary.  Although the proposed project will be about 85 feet tall at the 
roofline, the project will be located on a relatively flat, infill urban site in an area that is already 
well developed with existing buildings.  Thus, the proposed project will not result in significant 
impacts with respect to scenic vistas nor substantially degrade any scenic resources.  
 
 Source: 
 Project Description and Plans. 
 Field Survey. 
 
 
AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES  
 
The proposed project will be located in a built-out urban area that contains a variety of industrial, 
warehouse, commercial, residential, and joint living and working uses.  Neither the project site 
nor any adjacent land has been identified as an agricultural resource, and there are no agricultural 
uses in the vicinity.  The proposed project would therefore not have any impact on agricultural 
resources. 


 
Source: 
Oakland General Plan: Open Space, Conservation, & Recreation Element, June 1996. 
Oakland General Plan: Land Use & Transportation Element, March 24, 1998. 
Field Survey. 
Project Description and Plans. 


 
 
BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES  
 
The project area is located in a built-out urban area that contains a variety of industrial, 
warehouse, commercial, residential, and joint living and working uses.  The proposed project will 
be replacing a previous warehouse use.  As the existing structure is built out to the property lines, 
the project site contains no trees or other plants and is not within a riparian corridor.  The site 
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does not provide a habitat for any plant or animal species and is not located within a designated 
habitat area.  Given the existing urban setting and more than 60 years of motor vehicle traffic in 
the area, the site is unlikely to be a part of an established native resident or migratory wildlife 
corridor.  The project would not conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting 
biological resources.  Thus, the proposed project will not result in significant impacts with respect 
to biological resources.   
 
 Source: 


Oakland General Plan: Open Space, Conservation and Recreation Element, June 1996. 
Oakland General Plan: Land Use and Transportation Element, Oakland Environmental 


Factors Analysis Technical Report 6, October 1995. 
Oakland General Plan: Open Space, Conservation and Recreation Element, Plant and 


Animal Resource Technical Report 6, October 1992. 
Oakland General Plan: Open Space, Conservation and Recreation Element, Water 


Resources Resource Technical Report 5, March 1993. 
Field Survey. 
 


CULTURAL RESOURCES  
 
The proposed project will be located in an urban area and will be replacing a former produce 
warehouse building.  The California Historical Resource Northwest Information Center indicates 
no recorded native American or archaeological resources on the project site.  As the project area 
has been subject to continuous urban development over the past century, any archaeological 
remains would be buried by fill.  As the proposed project will result in demolition and some 
grading activities on site, the following measures are identified to ensure that if any such 
archaeological or paleontological resources or human remains are encountered during excavation 
or construction activities on site that such resources would be addressed to lessen any potential 
adverse effects. 


 
 If archaeological or paleontological resources or human remains are discovered 


during the project excavation or construction, the project sponsor shall ensure that 
excavation or construction work is halted and a qualified cultural resource consultant 
has evaluated the situation, can assess the significance of the find, and provide 
mitigation recommendations, if warranted.   


 
 Any identified cultural resources found shall be recorded on DPR 523 (historic 


properties) forms. 
 


Source: 
California Historical Resources Information System, Northwest Information Center, 


Sonoma State University, September 25, 2000. 
Project Description and Plans. 
Field Survey. 


 
 
GEOLOGY AND SOILS  
 
The project site is not in an Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zone, and no known active fault 
exists on or in the immediate vicinity.  The closest active fault is the Hayward fault, located 
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approximately 4 miles northeast.  Other notable active faults include the Calaveras fault, 
located 13 miles southeast, the Concord-Green Valley fault located approximately 12 miles 
east, and the San Andreas Fault located approximately 15 miles southwest.  As the site is not 
located on an active or potentially active fault, potential impact resulting from surface fault 
rupture is less than significant. 
 
Similar to the entire San Francisco Bay Area, the project site is subject to groundshaking in the 
event of an earthquake on these and other active and potentially active faults, although surface 
rupture at the site is unlikely.  Groundshaking can result in significant structural damage or 
structural failure in the absence of appropriate seismic design.  The project would therefore be 
constructed to meet the 1997 Unified Building Code (UBC) standards that require a seismic 
evaluation and particular seismic design criteria to reduce groundshaking effects.  Although the 
potential for damage and injury from seismic groundshaking can not be eliminated, adherence 
to the UBC and other City building codes would reduce the potential to less than significant. 
 
A geotechnical investigation was conducted for the property in March 1999.  The investigation 
evaluated subsurface conditions to develop conclusions and recommendations regarding 
foundation upgrades for the existing warehouse structure at the project site. An updated 
geotechnical report, prepared in August 2000, used previous soil and seismic data to develop 
new foundation and building design recommendations for the proposed redevelopment project. 
Information presented below is taken from the geotechnical investigation reports. 
 
The project site is lies east of the historic shoreline along the Oakland waterfront, 
approximately 12 to 15 feet above mean sea level and is covered by approximately 4 feet of 
sandy, artificial fill.  Beneath the fill are approximately 50 feet of loose, fine-grained beach, 
lagoon, and wind blown sand deposits, known as San Antonio Formation.  These sands are 
underlain by 50 to 110 feet of silty clay referred to in this area as Yerba Buena Mud (older Bay 
mud).  The older Bay mud consists of over-consolidated marine clay with lenses of sand and 
typically has higher strength and density and lower moisture and compressibility than the 
younger deposits of Bay mud found regionally at shallower depths.1  The Alameda Formation, 
a stiff to hard clay and silt underlies the older Bay mud.  Groundwater at the site was 
encountered at 7.2 feet.  
 
The project site is immediately adjacent to a Seismic Hazard Study Zone for liquefaction, as 
designated by the California Division of Mines and Geology (CMDG).2 The proximity of the 
Seismic Hazard Study Zone indicates that a significant liquefaction hazard could exist at the 
site. The geotechnical report identifies the soils between 14 to 16 feet, and 24 to 30 feet as 
zones of medium dense sand, silty sand, sandy silt, and clayey silt that are subject to 
liquefaction and cyclic densification.3  The geologic hazards associated with these soil 
conditions include seismically induced settlement and differential settlement.  To accommodate 
the geologic and seismic hazards of liquefaction, seismically induced settlement and 
differential settlement, the geotechnical report presented several foundation design options. Of 
these, the preferred design was a deep footing system bearing on the underlying dense sand 
                                                      
1 Treadwell and Rollo, Updated Geotechnical Investigation, 426 Alice street, Oakland, California, August 31, 2000.  
2 California Division of Mines and Geology, Seismic Hazard Zone Map of Parts of the Oakland West Quadrangle, 


March 30, 2000.  The CDMG notes that the Seismic Hazard Zone maps may not show all areas that have the 
potential for liquefaction and that single earthquake capable of causing liquefaction will not affect the entire area 
zoned. 


3 Cyclic Densification is seismically induced compaction or densification of non-saturated sand due to earthquake 
vibrations that can cause differential settlement. 
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layer.  This foundation will require excavation to approximately 5.5 to 9 feet for footings, and 
that the upper 3 feet of soil be over-excavated and re-compacted.  The recommended 
foundation design is anticipated to reduce settlement to approximately ¾ inches.  Over-
excavation and re-compaction is expected to reduce settlement caused by cyclic densification to 
¼ inch.  Although the project site is in an area adjacent to a Seismic Hazard Zone for 
liquefaction and could be susceptible to cyclic densification and settlement, the geotechnical 
recommendations are intended to minimize these potential hazards thereby reducing the risk of 
seismically-related ground failure to less than significant.  
 
In addition to compliance with the UBC standards and incorporating a foundation design 
intended to minimize seismically-related ground failure, the applicant would also be required to 
submit an engineering analysis along with detailed engineering drawings to the Building 
Services Division prior to excavation, grading, or construction activities on the site.  This is 
consistent with standard City practices to ensure that all buildings are designed and built in 
conformance with the seismic requirements of the City of Oakland Building Code.  
Considering that the proposed project would be constructed in conformance with the City of 
Oakland Building Code, the project would not result in any significant impacts with respect to 
rupture of a known earthquake fault, ground shaking, or seismic-related ground failure. The 
project sponsor will be required to submit an engineering analysis report along with detailed 
engineering drawings and relevant grading or construction activities on the project site to 
address constraints and incorporate recommendations identified in the geotechnical 
investigations.  In addition, the required submittals would ensure that the buildings are designed 
and constructed in conformance with the requirements of all applicable building code 
regulations, pursuant to standard City procedures. 
 
Considering the design requirements and guidelines required by the City of Oakland and the 
UBC, potential impacts resulting from the geologic and seismic hazards discussed above would 
be reduced to less than significant. 
 
The project site is located in an area of Oakland designated as least susceptible to landslides.  
The site is not subject to contributing factors such as slopes over 15 percent or a history of 
landslide problems, and is an in-fill urban site within a built-out environment. Furthermore, the 
project applicant would be required to comply with all applicable City regulations and 
standards to address potential geologic and soils impacts, as required prior to the issuance of 
grading or building permits.  Therefore, because the project site and surrounding area 
topography is relatively level with no abrupt changes in slope, there are no landslide impacts 
associated with the project.   
 
The project site is located on a relatively flat property within a built out urban environment, and 
the existing structure has been utilized as a warehouse for more than 25 years with no 
landscaping.  The proposed project will involve the removal of the existing warehouse building 
and extensive excavation to accommodate construction of the foundation footings.  The 
applicant will be required to obtain all necessary grading and excavation permits to ensure that 
the appropriate measures are undertaken to address soil displacement from the proposed 
excavation and any disruption of soils on the site. 


 
The entire existing site is currently covered by a structure.  The proposed project will therefore 
not increase the area of impervious surface on the site, and no significant loss of topsoil is 
expected as a result of the project.  The proposed project will also introduce landscaping within 
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the central courtyard and along portions of the street frontage that will add potential absorption 
areas to the project site and reduce the amount of surface runoff currently produced by the 
project site. 
 
In order to minimize wind or water erosion on the site during construction, the applicant shall be 
required to submit a construction period erosion control plan to the Building Services Division for 
approval prior to the issuance of grading and building permits, consistent with standard City 
practices.  The plan shall be in effect for a period of time sufficient to stabilize the construction 
site throughout all phases of the project if more than one phase is proposed.  Furthermore, storm 
drainage facilities shall be designed to meet applicable regulations.  Thus, the proposed project 
would not result in significant impacts with respect to erosion. 
 
As discussed above, liquefaction, landsliding, lateral spreading, subsidence and collapse have 
been determined to be less than significant because the project will conform to applicable City 
regulations, the UBC, and will incorporate the structural recommendations in the geotechnical 
report for the project site. 


 
According to the USDA Soil Conservation Service (1981), the soils in the project area are 
classified as Urban Land-Danville complex.  This soil series has some development limitations 
due to depth to bedrock, expansive soils (exhibiting shrink-swell behavior), and low strength.  
Slope may also be a development limitation of this soil series; however, since the project site has 
less than a 5 percent slope, slope of the project site would not in itself be considered a 
development limitation.  These limitations are addressed in the required geotechnical studies and 
would be addressed in the project engineering to be prepared for the proposed project.  In 
conformance with current codes and regulations, the applicant shall be required to submit 
detailed engineering drawings and design specifications to the Building Services Division prior 
to excavation, grading, or construction on the sites to ensure that all buildings are designed and 
built in conformance with the requirements of the City of Oakland Building Code.  Therefore, 
the proposed project would not result in substantial risks to life or property. 
 
Because the project site is located in a built-out, urban area that has previously been developed, 
the proposed project would be able to connect to the existing sewer system, which provides 
wastewater collection service for the City of Oakland.  The proposed project would not make use 
of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems.  The project would therefore not 
require soils capable of supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal 
systems. 
 
 Source: 


California Department of Conservation Division of Mines and Geology (CDMG), 
Earthquake Planning Scenario, Special Publication 78, 1987.  


California Department of Conservation Division of Mines and Geology (CDMG), Map of 
Seismic Hazard Zones: Parts of Oakland East, Briones Valley and Las Trampas Ridge 
Quadrangles, March 29, 2000. 


Treadwell and Rollo, Updated Geotechnical Investigation – 426 Alice Street, Oakland, 
California, August 31, 2000. 


Treadwell and Rollo, Geotechnical Investigation – 426 Alice Street, Oakland, California, 
April 15, 1999. 


U.S. Department of Agriculture Soil Conservation Service, Soil Survey of Alameda County, 
California, Western Part, March 1981. 


Oakland General Plan: Open Space, Conservation, and Recreation Element, June 1996.  
Oakland General Plan Update: Land Use & Transportation Element, Oakland Community 


Services, Technical Report #5, October 1995. 
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Oakland Environmental Factors Analysis, Technical Report #6, October 1995. 
Oakland General Plan, Environmental Hazards Element, September 1974. 


 Project Description and Plans. 
Field Survey. 


 
HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS  
 
The proposed project entails a residential use with the potential for some joint living and working 
quarters; therefore; the routine transport, use or disposal of hazardous materials, or accidents 
involving the release of hazardous materials, would not be expected to occur in conjunction with 
the proposed use.  Some hazardous substances may be used during construction, however, and 
could expose workers to potential health hazards.  The applicant would be required to comply 
with all applicable OSHA regulations regarding worker safety, consistent with standard City 
practices.  Thus, the proposed project would not create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment. 
 
An environmental site assessment for the project site was completed in December 1999.  A 
records database search conducted as part of the assessment indicates that the site was not listed 
as a hazardous materials site pursuant to Government Code Section 6596.5. The site was used as 
a food products warehouse since 1973, and is not listed as having underground storage tanks.  In 
addition, the underground storage tanks located in the near vicinity are not anticipated to affect 
the groundwater beneath the project site.   A site reconnaissance associated with the 
environmental site assessment found no hazardous materials or wastes at the site.  However, due 
to the site’s previous use and the age of the building, asbestos may possibly exist in the interior 
spaces.  The environmental assessment report recommended sampling and analyses of any friable 
asbestos that may be encountered during demolition activities.  As earlier stated, the applicant 
will be required to comply with all applicable OSHA regulations regarding worker safety, 
consistent with standard City practice.  The demolition of buildings containing asbestos requires 
retaining contractors who are licensed to conduct asbestos abatement work and notifying the Bay 
Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) ten days prior to initiating construction and 
demolition activities. All identified asbestos containing materials would be removed and 
appropriately disposed of by a state certified asbestos contractor, pursuant to an asbestos 
abatement plan developed by a state-certified asbestos consultant.  The possible presence of 
friable asbestos would therefore not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment. 
 
The project site is not located within two miles of a public airport, public use airport, or any 
airstrip.  The Metropolitan Oakland International Airport is located approximately five miles 
south of the project site, and the San Francisco International Airport is located over 15 miles 
southwest of the project area.  Thus, the proposed project would not result in a safety hazard for 
people residing or working in the project area. 
 
Upon review of the City of Oakland’s Multi-Hazard Functional Plan, (“City Emergency Plan”), 
the proposed project would not significantly interfere with emergency response plans or 
evacuation plans.  The City of Oakland Fire Services Agency (Fire Department) is responsible for 
first response in an emergency (Bell, 2000).  Standard notification procedures required by the 
City are designed to ensure that the Fire Department is notified if construction traffic would block 
any city streets.  Specifically, the job site supervisor is required to call the Fire Department’s 
dispatch center any day construction vehicles would partially or completely block a city street 
during the construction process (Rainera, 2000).  Therefore, assuming compliance with the City’s 
notification requirements, project construction would not significantly interfere with emergency 
response plans or evacuation plans, nor adversely affect the City’s response and operational 
procedures in the event of a large scale disaster or emergency.  
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The project area is located in a built-out, urban area and is not intermixed or located adjacent to 
wildlands.  Any new structures built on the site would be required to comply with all applicable 
Fire Code and fire suppression systems, as routinely required by the City.  Therefore, the 
proposed project would not expose people or structures to significant risks associated with 
wildland fires. 


 
Source: 
Treadwell and Rollo, Geotechnical Investigation, August 31, 2000. 
Treadwell and Rollo, Geotechnical Investigation, April 15, 1999. 
Aqua Science Engineers, Inc., Phase I Preliminary Site Assessment, December 31, 1999. 
Oakland General Plan Update: Land Use & Transportation Element, Oakland Community 


Services Analysis, Technical Report #5, October 1995. 
Bell, Coleen, Emergency Planning Coordinator, Oakland Fire Department Office of 


Emergency Services, personal communication, March 24, 2000. 
Rainera, Dennis, Battalion Chief, Oakland Fire Department, personal communication, 


March 29, 2000. 
Draft Multi-Hazard Functional Plan, City of Oakland, 1993. 
Project Description and Plans. 
Field Survey. 


 
HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY  


 
Water application, such as dust control, may be required during on-site demolition or construction 
activities.  Depending on the seasonal groundwater level and depth of construction excavations,  
construction dewatering maybe required to maintain groundwater below the level of excavation.  
Neither watering nor dewatering is anticipated to substantially affect the groundwater level or 
permanently affect the groundwater level.  The local shallow water table is not considered potable 
and is not utilized in the public drinking water supply.  The applicant shall be required to comply 
with all applicable regulatory standards and regulations pertaining project-related grading and 
excavation prior to issuance of grading and building permits, consistent with standard City 
practices.  Thus, the project would not result in significant impacts on water quality or on 
groundwater supplies. 
 
The project area is located on an existing urban in-fill site north of the Oakland-Alameda Inner 
Harbor.  The project site is not located within an existing known drainage system including a 
river or stream.  The nearest waterway is the Lake Merritt Channel that connects Lake Merritt to 
the estuary and is located approximately a half-mile east of the project site. In addition, the 
proposed project would be connected to the City of Oakland’s stormwater drain system.  Thus, 
the proposed project would not substantially increase or lessen the amount of runoff, and 
therefore should not result in flooding on- or off-site. 
 
The amount of impervious surface area on the project site would not change as a result of the 
project as it is located within a built-out urban area and currently contains a structure built to the 
property lines.  Therefore, the project would not substantially increase or decrease the amount of 
runoff to the City’s stormwater drainage system.  In order to minimize any construction-related 
or long-term impacts on surface water quality or quantity, the applicant shall be required to 
comply with applicable standards and regulations which typically include the applicants 
payment of fees for the cost of any system upgrades, grading to control surface drainage and 
redirect surface water away from areas of activity during excavation and construction, and 
compliance with applicable provisions of the Clean Water Act with regard to preparing a storm 
water discharge plan. 







VIII.  APPENDICES 
 


 
ER0000-25 – 426 Alice Street Draft EIR VIII.C-8 ESA 200177 


In addition, consistent with current regulations, the applicant will be required to submit on-site 
grading and drainage plans to the Building Services Division for review prior to commencement 
of construction or grading activities on site, to ensure that surface runoff during construction and 
operation of the project is adequately controlled.  Thus, the proposed project would not result in 
significant impacts with respect to erosion, flooding, stormwater drainage system capacity, 
surface water quality or quantity. 
 
According to the FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) Floodplain Map, the project area is 
located within Area C, which indicates that the site is neither in a 100-year or 500-year 
floodplain.  In addition, the project site is not located in an area subject to flooding as a result of 
dam or levee failure.  Therefore, the project would not result in exposure of people or structures 
to the risk of flooding. 
 
The project area is not located in an area subject to inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow.  
Constraints related to the Danville-Urban Land type soil is addressed in the geotechnical studies 
and will be addressed in the project engineering prepared for the proposed project.  The project 
sponsor shall be required to comply with applicable City regulations and standards to address 
potential geologic and seismic impacts prior to the issuance of grading or building permits, 
consistent with standard City practices.  The proposed project would therefore not result in 
significant impacts as a result of unstable soils or seismic-related flood hazards. 
 


Source: 
City of Oakland CEDA, Building and Engineering Services Divisions. 
Oakland General Plan: Open Space, Conservation and Recreation Element, June 1996. 
Oakland General Plan: Open Space, Conservation and Recreation Element, Water 


Resources Technical Report 5, 1993. 
Oakland Environmental Factors Analysis, Technical Report #5, October 1995. 
Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) Floodplain Map, Federal Emergency Management 


Administration (FEMA). Effective date 9/30/82.   
Association of Bay Area Governments, Dam Failure Inundation Hazard Maps, 


http://www.abag.ca.gov/bayarea/eqmaps/damfailure/, accessed March 23, 2000. 
Project Description and Plans. 


 Field Survey. 
 


 
LAND USE AND PLANNING  


 
The proposed project will not physically divide an established community as the proposed uses 
are consistent with land uses in an already built-out urban area.  The project area is located in a 
built-out, urban area and is not governed by any habitat conservation plan or natural community 
conservation plan.  Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with any applicable 
habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan affecting the area.  
 


Source:  
Oakland General Plan: Land Use and Transportation Element, March 1998. 
Oakland General Plan: Open Space, Conservation and Recreation Element, June 1996. 
Project Description and Plans. 
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MINERAL RESOURCES  
 
The proposed project would be located in an urban area and would replace an existing warehouse 
building.  The project site has no known existing mineral resource.  The project would not require 
quarrying, mining, dredging, or extraction of locally important mineral resources on site, nor 
would it deplete any nonrenewable natural resource.   
 


Source:   
Oakland General Plan: Open Space, Conservation, and Recreation Element, June 1996. 
Project Description and Plans. 
 


 
NOISE  


 
The proposed project area is not located within two miles of a public airport, or in the vicinity of 
a private airstrip.  The Metropolitan Oakland International Airport is located approximately five 
miles south of the project site, and the San Francisco International Airport is located over 15 
miles southwest of the project site.  The project would therefore not expose persons residing at 
the project site to excessive noise levels as a result of proximity to an airport or landing strip. 
 


Source:   
Oakland General Plan: Land Use and Transportation Element, March 1998. 
Project Description and Plans. 
Field Survey. 


 
 
POPULATION AND HOUSING  
 
The proposed project would result in the construction of approximately 94 additional residential 
units with some potential for commercial space and 123 parking spaces in an urban area.  The 
proposed project will replace an existing vacant warehouse building.  The proposed project is 
consistent with the General Plan Land Use and Transportation Element which encourages infill 
housing opportunities in close proximity to employment centers and alternative transportation 
options.  In addition, the proposed project will provide additional residents to help support areas 
being planned for more intense retail, dining, and entertainment activities in the Jack London 
Square and Lower Broadway in accordance with the Estuary Policy Plan.  The proposed project 
will not result in a significant impact related to population growth and would have no impact on 
housing or population displacement. 
 


Source:  
Oakland General Plan: Land Use and Transportation Element, March 1998. 
Oakland Estuary Policy Plan, June 1999. 
Oakland Trends Report, Technical Report #2, March 1995. 
Project Description and Plans. 
U.S. Census, 1990. 


 
 
PUBLIC SERVICES  


 
The proposed project site is located in a completely developed urban area already served by 
public services.  Fire protection and emergency medical response services would be provided to 
the project site by the Oakland Fire Services Agency.  The nearest fire station, Station 12, is 
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located within a mile from the project site at 822 Alice Street, Oakland.  The estimated response 
time to the project site is less than a minute.  In compliance with Oakland’s Building Code, the 
proposed project would contain a full sprinkler system, and the stairwells would be fire-walled 
and smoke proof.  All of the responses have been generated by responses to alarms resulting from 
the monitored smoke detectors.  In accordance with standard City practices, the Fire Services 
Division will review the project plans at the time of building permit issuance to ensure that 
adequate fire life safety measures are designed into the project, in compliance with all applicable 
state and city fire safety requirements.  


 
Police protection services would be provided to the project site by the Oakland Police Services 
Agency, headquartered in downtown Oakland at 455 Seventh Street.  The project site is located 
within the Police Services Agency’s Community Policing Area 1 and in Beats 1 and 2.  
Community Policing beats normally circumscribe an area with 5,000 to 7,000 residents and 
serves a Neighborhood Crime Prevention Council.  A Neighborhood Services Coordinator is 
assigned to Beats 1 and 2 to work with residents, businesses, schools, and other institutions to set 
priorities and develop strategies to improve public safety and crime.  


 
The Oakland Unified School District (OUSD) operates public schools within the vicinity of the 
project site.  The project site lies within the boundaries of the Lincoln Elementary School located 
to the north and within the boundaries of Westlake Middle/Junior High School further to the 
north along Harrison Street.  The project site also lies within the boundaries of Oakland Technical 
High School located near Broadway and 42nd Street.  Although the proposed project entails the 
construction of 91additional residential units with some two- and three- bedroom units, this is 
considered a minimal increase of families with children.   Therefore, the project would not cause 
any significant increase in enrollment at nearby public schools, nor would the project interfere 
with the operations of existing schools.   In addition, the project sponsor would be required to pay 
school impact fees of $1.93 per square foot since the project is considered a residential or 
commercial project to offset any impacts to school facilities from the proposed project.  


 
The City’s Open Space, Conservation, and Recreation Element (OSCAR) provides a citywide 
goal of establishing 10 acres of total park acreage for each 1,000 residents, with 4 acres of that 
total being in local-serving parks.  As identified in the OSCAR, the existing Citywide total park 
acreage average is 8.26 acres, and the local-serving average is 1.33 acres per 1,000 residents.  The 
Central area (including the Jack London District) has a higher than average existing local-serving 
park acreage of 1.65 acres per 1,000 residents.  The OSCAR recognizes the difficulty in meeting 
the established goals, especially in built-out urban areas, but states that major gains toward the 
goal can be made through the expansion of existing parks, improvement of creek and shoreline 
access, acquisition of vacant parcels, and incorporation of new parks in major redevelopment 
projects.  The proposed project site is located in an urban area of downtown Oakland that is 
served by a number of parks in the area including nearby Estuary Park located a few blocks to the 
southeast and Lake Merritt located a few blocks to the north of the project site.  Implementation 
of the shoreline access and public space plan identified in the Estuary Policy Plan (EPP) would 
add to the area’s public open space and would include the expansion of Estuary Park, 
development of a Meadow Green located a few blocks to the southwest of the project site, and 
development of a Marina Green located a few blocks to the south of the project site.  Further, an 
uninterupted, public access walkway along the estuary shoreline and the future development of 
the Oak to Ninth Avenue District would provide additional public open spaces and recreational 
facilities for nearby residents, providing a system of open spaces and recreational facilities along 
the estuary.  The City and Port of Oakland have committed resources for the initial 
implementation of this system of public open spaces.  A project manager/open space planner has 
been hired to implement the open space plan.  Through grants, State park bonds, private 
initiatives, potential local bonds, and other sources the City is actively working toward funding 
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and implementation of the open space goals outlined in the OSCAR and the EPP.  The additional 
persons generated by the project site would represent a small incremental increase to the existing 
population already served by public parks, recreational facilities and open space.  In addition, the 
proposed project includes required open space through the project’s approximately 8,700 square 
foot, landscaped courtyard and through private balconies.     


 
Lastly, the proposed project would be considered “infill development.”  The Community Services 
Analysis prepared for the Land Use and Transportation Element of the General Plan stated that 
future in-fill development through the General Plan horizon year of 2015 would not be likely to 
impose a burden on existing public services.  Therefore, the proposed project is not anticipated to 
result in significant impacts on public services. 
 


Source: 
Oakland Fire Services Agency, telephone conference, March 24, 2000 and July 5, 2000. 
Oakland Police Services Agency, telephone conference, March 24, 2000, July 5, 2000, 


August 8, 2000. 
General Plan: Open Space, Conservation, and Recreation Element, June 1996. 
Oakland General Plan: Land Use & Transportation Element, Community Services 


Analysis, Technical Report 5, October 1995. 
Oakland Estuary Policy Plan, June 1999. 
Project Description and Plans. 


 
 
RECREATION  
 
The proposed project would provide an approximately 8,700 square foot, landscaped central 
courtyard and private balconies as required open space for the residential units as well as provide 
a community/meeting room located off the courtyard area.  In addition, the proposed project is 
located in the urban area of downtown Oakland that is already served by the existing parks and 
plazas in the downtown and estuary area.  As mentioned above, the implementation of the 
shoreline access and public access plan identified in the Estuary Policy Plan would enhance the 
existing recreational facilities for nearby residents.  Thus, the proposed project would not result in 
significant impacts on existing parks or recreational facilities such that substantial deterioration 
would occur or be accelerated, nor would recreational facilities need expansion.   


 
Source: 
General Plan: Open Space, Conservation, and Recreation Element, June 1996. 
Oakland General Plan: Land Use & Transportation Element, Community Services 


Analysis, Technical Report 5, October 1995. 
Project Description and Plans. 


 
 
UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS  


 
The proposed project site is located in an urban area already served by utilities and service 
systems. The existing project site connects to an eight-inch line located under Alice Street.  The 
line ends just east of the site and flows in the westerly direction.  Based on the assumption that 
the line flows downstream, the line is expected to accommodate the estimated flow from the 
project (16,500 gallons per day (gpd) 55 gallons per minute (gpm) peak).   
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Surface water flows from the project site are directed into the storm sewer system at curb inlets 
at the corner of Alice and Fourth Streets and at curb inlets along Jackson Street.  The proposed 
project is anticipated to connect to the existing curb inlet at Alice and Fourth Street which is 
connected to a 12-inch lateral and ties into a 30-inch line.  Due to the scale of the project, this 
change in drainage flow patterns is considered minor and therefore, not significant.  In addition, 
the project site is currently completely impervious; thus, not adversely affecting future storm 
sewer capacity in the area. 


 
The existing waterlines serving in Alice, Fourth, Fifth, and Jackson Streets are connected to the 
project site.  The lines in Alice and Fourth Streets are 8-inch which connect to a 24-inch main 
trunk line.  Based on an estimated demand of 20,500 gpd and a peak rate of 69 gpm, these 
waterlines appear sufficient to provide average daily and peak domestic water demand flows to 
the project. 


 
Public Works Agency, Design and Construction concurs that the square footage of the proposed 
project are within the anticipated growth allowances for the relevant sub-basin 64-01.  This sub-
basin is also tentatively scheduled for rehabilitation in fiscal year 2005-20064.  If sufficient 
distribution capacity in existing water, wastewater, and storm water drainage facilities is not 
available to serve the proposed project, the project sponsor would be required to provide any 
infrastructure improvements and pay required installation and hookup fees to the affected 
service providers to ensure provision of adequate service, prior to service connection. Further, as 
part of standard development practices, the project sponsor would need to contact East Bay 
Municipal Utility District to address service needs required for the project.  Thus, the proposed 
project would not result in significant impacts related to the utilization of water supplies, 
wastewater treatment facilities, or storm water drainage facilities.  


 
Assembly Bill 939 requires that all cities divert 50 percent of their solid waste from landfills by 
December 31, 2000.  The current waste diversion rate in the City of Oakland is only 40 percent. 
The project sponsor shall be required to comply with the City’s construction and demolition 
debris recycling ordinance, which requires submittal of a plan to divert at least 50 percent of the 
construction waste generated by the project from landfill disposal.  Compliance with this 
ordinance would result in less-than-significant short-term impacts on solid waste.  In addition, 
the following measure shall be implemented to avoid adverse long-term solid waste disposal 
impacts: 


 
• The project sponsor shall submit a plan which demonstrates a good faith effort to 


divert at least 50 percent of the solid waste generated by demolition, construction, and 
operation of the project from landfill disposal.  


 
The above measure would reduce the potential long-term impacts of the proposed project on 
solid waste disposal to a less-than-significant level. 
 


Source: 
Oakland General Plan: Land Use & Transportation Element, Community Services 


Analysis, Technical Report 5, October 1995. 
Oakland General Plan: Land Use and Transportation Element Environmental Impact 


Report, February 1998.  


                                                      
4 Lorraine Purcell, Design and Construction, Public Works Agency, Telephone Correspondence, January 11, 2002. 
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Oakland Community Services Analysis, Technical Report #5, October 1995. 
URS Civil Engineers Memorandum, August 11, 2000. 
City of Oakland, Public Works Agency, Design and Construction Services Division 


Memorandum, August 21, 2000. 
City of Oakland, Public Works Agency, Environmental Services Division. 
Project Description and Plans. 
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APPENDIX D 
OAKLAND CULTURAL HERITAGE SURVEY FORMS 
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APPENDIX E 
NATIONAL REGISTER NOMINATION FORM FOR 
WATERFRONT WAREHOUSE DISTRICT 







VIII.  APPENDICES 
 


 
ER0000-25 – 426 Alice Street Draft EIR VIII.F-1 ESA 200177 


APPENDIX F 
OFFICE OF HISTORIC PRESERVATION LETTER 
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APPENDIX G 
 ARCHITECTURAL RESOURCES GROUP LETTER 
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APPENDIX H 
SHARED PARKING SCENARIO 


The attached worksheet depicts a reasonably foreseeable scenario for a Parking Management Plan 
for the 426 Alice Street project, using information in Shared Parking, a publication by the Urban 
Land Institute (ULI).  The ULI report is recognized within the transportation engineering 
profession as a reliable resource for understanding how different land uses can share parking 
spaces in a common on-site area, and for computing reasonable scenarios for a reduced demand 
for parking spaces because of staggered peak periods of parking demand for each of the 
individual land uses.  Analytical information contained in the ULI report is based on data 
collected at numerous locations (both single-use sites and mixed-use sites).   
 
Shared parking is defined as parking space that can be used to serve two or more individual land 
uses without conflict or encroachment.  Because peak demand for residential parking occurs 
during the overnight period, and peak demand for office parking typically occurs during the 
midday period, there are opportunities to reduce the area needed for parking by implementing 
shared parking operations.   
 
The scenario depicted on the attached worksheet shows that the proposed on-site parking supply 
of 105 independently-accessible spaces (of 123 total spaces), per the August 17, 2001 parking 
summary plans submitted by the project sponsor and the parking demand estimated for the two 
proposed land uses, would fully accommodate the parking demand during all time of the day, 
except during the evening/overnight periods when on-street parking occupancy within a two- or 
three-block radius of the project site is about 35 percent.  The unmet demand of about five spaces 
during the evening/night periods would be accommodated using the managed use of the 
18 dependent spaces that are part of the proposed tandem spaces.  The Parking Management Plan 
for 426 Alice Street would need to be flexible to adjust the Assign and Unassigned parking spaces 
to actual travel mode patterns exhibited by project residents.   
 
The attached worksheet reflects parking demand for each land use by hour of day, based on 
empirical data collected for the ULI report.  The hourly percent parking accumulation for the 
residential use is for ULI’s Non-CBD category (i.e., for areas where more residents use their 
autos [and conversely fewer residents walk or use public transit] than do residents in city 
downtown areas).  As shown, during midday hours (when the highest office parking demand 
occurs), the accumulation of residential parking demand is about 60 to 68 percent of the peak 
demand in this scenario, and the composite (shared) parking demand for the project would be 
about 100 spaces.  The peak composite demand would occur during late night / overnight hours, 
when about 110 spaces would be needed.  To the degree that the above-described 18 dependent 
spaces were not available when the peak composite demand occurred, spillover of parking 
demand into on-street spaces would be accommodated with the low (35 percent) parking 
occupancy rate, and the impact would be less than significant.   
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INSERT SPREADSHEET  
DEPICTING THE ABOVE-DESCRIBED SCENARIO 
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APPENDIX I 
CUMULATIVE TRAFFIC ANALYSIS SCENARIO 


Intersection traffic volumes for 2020 conditions were derived through the use of the Alameda 
County Congestion Management Agency’s [CMA] computer model, with land uses within 
Oakland modified by Hausrath Economic Group to reflect the City’s updated cumulative growth 
scenario  It is generally accepted that “raw” turning volumes out of a regional travel model are 
not suitable for analysis.  In practice, the raw model volumes are adjusted using a validated base 
year model that is calibrated to replicate existing traffic count data.  However, the base year 
available from the CMA model is 1990, which is not current enough for accurate use.  In 
addition, the CMA Countywide Transportation Demand Model was validated for link (roadway 
segment) volumes, and therefore is not designed for producing volumes at the intersection turning 
movement level.  So the City of Oakland, in conjunction with traffic consultants working in the 
City, established the following analysis methodology to address these issues.   


The analysis methodology relies on a combination of data, including CMA model assignment 
intersection turning movement output for 2005 and 2020, existing intersection counts, near-term 
growth factors, and furness adjustment5 of turning volumes by approach and departure legs of the 
intersections.  The resulting 2005 and 2020 turning movement volumes are then used to calculate 
the intersection level of service.  The method uses a combination of software programs 
(EMME/2, Excel, LOS and TRAFFIX).   


The intention of implementing this process is to maintain the overall patterns of the existing 
intersection counts in the study area, while introducing the changes and diversions produced by 
the CMA model for the forecast years.   


The step-by-step procedure is summarized as follows (with supporting documentation on-file at 
the Oakland Community and Economic Development Agency): 


• Adjust CMA Model roadway network in study area to better reflect correct network 
configuration;  


• Run EMME/2 Model for study intersection turning volumes for the a.m. and p.m. peak hours 
for 2005 and 2020;  


• Import model turning volumes from EMME/2 into LOS software;  


                                                      
5 The furness adjustment (balancing) technique is used to modify projected (future) intersection turning movement 


volumes based upon a comparison of existing traffic volumes and the computer model calibration results.  It uses 
mathematical formulae to balance roadway volumes approaching, and departing from, the intersection, and thus 
balances turning volumes that make sense compared to the counts and model calibration turns.  In this way, the 
level of confidence of the future turning movement volumes is improved.   
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• Export model turning volumes from LOS software and import into Excel spreadsheet;  
• Calculate model turning volume increment (differences) from 2005 to 2020 in Excel;  
• Cap negative numbers to zero (i.e., where 2020-2005 < 0) in Excel;  
• Import existing counts into LOS software (needed for furness process);  
• Export existing counts from LOS software and import into Excel spreadsheet;  
• Factor existing counts for near-term growth to 2005 in Excel spreadsheet (29.1% per 


Hausrath Economic Group’s near-term growth estimates for Oakland);  
• Add model increment to “growthed” 2005 counts in Excel;  
• Compute intersection approach and departure “link” volumes from growthed 2005 + 


increment turning volumes using Excel;  
• Use approach and departure link volumes computed above to estimate 2020 furnessed turning 


volumes using feature in LOS software; and  
• Import final furness-adjusted 2020 turning volumes into TRAFFIX software to compute 


intersection levels of service.  
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APPENDIX J 
TIPPING MAR ASSOCIATES LETTER 


 





