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RE: Public Hearing, Report And Resolution On Recommendations From The Parks
And Recreation Advisory Commission, The Landmarks Preservation Advisory
Board, And The Planning Commission For The City Council To Adopt The
Preferred Land Use Alternative For The Central Estuary Specific Plan And To
Have That Preferred Alternative Subject To California Environmental Quality
Act Review. The Preferred Alternative Includes: (1) West Subarea, Mixed-Use
Infill, Maintain Specialty Food Producing Industrial Area; (2) Central West
Subarea, Preserve The Existing Neighborhood Including Live/Work Uses; (3)
Central East Subarea, New Mixed-Use Residential Development; And (4) East
Subarea, Industrial Uses And Limited Residential Development Buffered By
Research And Development

SUMMARY

The Strategic Planning Division of CEDA and its team of consultants developing a Specific Plan
for the Central Estuary area have completed the development of land use and transportation
concepts for the Plan Area and recommend that the City Council approve the preferred
alternative that would form the basis of the Specific Plan and the review under the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The Central Estuary Plan Area is generally encompassed
by 19" Avenue to the north, 54" Avenue to the south, I-880 to the east and the Oakland Estuary
to the west (Aftachment A). Through an extensive community outreach and involvement
process, including a senies of six community workshops attended by between 40 to 70
participants, three draft alternative development concepts and a draft preferred alternative for the
area have been developed.

The three draft alternatives offered a variety of different configurations of proposed future land
uses and street networks and included extensive analysis of transportation, economic,
demographic, public health, and sustainability impacts. Based on these alternatives, the
community expressed preferences for maintaining and expanding industry and jobs that have
economically and environmentally beneficial impacts. Additionally, participants supported the
creation of targeted opportunities for redevelopment to support the expansion of the existing
Kennedy Tract neighborhood and provide healthier, safer and higher-quality conditions for the
neighborhood, the Plan Area, the City and the region. In a well-attended and interactive
workshop, diverse interest groups including residents, business owners and interested advocacy
groups coalesced around a preferred alternative that reflects these priorities.
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The community-preferred alternative is a hybrid of the three draft land use alternatives,
incorporating certain components from each alternative. The preferred alternative includes: (1)
West Subarea, mixed-use infill, maintain specialty food producing industrial area; (2) Central
West Subarea, preserve the existing neighborhood including live/work uses; (3) Central East
Subarea, new mixed-use residential development; and (4) East Subarea, industrial uses and
limited residential development buffered by research and development.

The adoption of a preferred alternative does not commit the City Council to a particular course of
action, nor does it prevent the City Council from making changes to the draft or final specific
plan, including selecting a new preferred alternative, provided appropriate CEQA review is
conducted for the new preferred altemative.

In addition to holding community workshops to develop a community-preferred vision and land
use development pattern for the area, the three land use alternatives and the preferred alternative
were presented to the City’s Parks and Recreation Advisory Commission, Landmarks
Preservation Advisory Board, and Planning Commission. The following summarizes the
substantive comments from each body.

Parks and Recreation Advisory Commission Substantive Comments

The PRAC recommended adoption of the draft community-preferred alternative with
consideration given to possibly accommodating a playing field at its December 9, 2009 meeting.
Much of the discussion was around the concept of a large publicly accessible waterfront park at .
the existing location of Alameda Avenue which is relatively near the existing Union Point Park.
The PRAC noted that Union Point is underutilized. A proposed park in close proximity may not
add much value; however, it may add value if it has facilities or other amenities that compliment
Union Point Park, such as a playing field. The Commission suggested one alternative would be
to change from a linear waterfront park to more of a square shape with some waterfront in order
to accommodate some type of field or court. Discussion revolved around which type of sports
field would be best. It was noted that soccer may be needed, but that there wasn’t enough
parking in the area to support it. Baseball was also suggested; however the Commission noted
that there was already a sufficient baseball field nearby. Basketball was the tentatively preferred
activity. The commission ultimately decided that the City’s Office of Parks and Recreation
{OPR) staff be consulted to determine if a playing field is needed in the area, and if so, which
kind of field needs to be incorporated.

After discussion with OPR staff it was decided that the existing configuration of the park, as
proposed, would work to accommodate the needed facilities. OPR staff recommended that the
linear park be designed to use a third of the area for a junior soccer field, a third of the area for
swings and a play structure and a third of the area for a basketball court or hitting wall for tennis
practice.
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Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board Substantive Comments

At its December 14, 2009, meeting, the LPAB approved the draft community-preferred
alternative with recommendations relating to identifying CEQA resources, sites to re-locate
historic structures and reducing the amount of retail proposed in the Plan Area. The LPAB
directed that the entire study area be considered as having the potential for prehistoric
archeological resources and that during the CEQA analysis, it would be essential to obtain
information from the Northwest Information Center, an institution which provides information
on historic resources, regarding recorded sites and areas studied. In general, there was a lot of
discussion about using the State of California’s Office of Historic Preservation ratings to
determine California Environmental Quality Act significance. The Board directed that historic
ratings be carefully reviewed for accuracy to determine those resources subject to CEQA.
Qakland Cultural Heritage Survey (OCHS) staff will work with Strategic Planning staff in
review of the data to ensure that the information is consistent with OCHS records.

It was noted that the many vacant lots in the 36™ Avenue/East 8™ Street “Area of Secondary
Importance” would be desirable destination locations for moved historic structures. Finally, the
LPAB members supported including only a small amount of retail in the Plan Area. The thought
behind this opinion is that new retail locations will attract retail currently residing in historic
buildings in other parts of the City, thereby reducing the viability of using historic buildings and
creating no overall net increase in tax revenue.

Planning Commission Substantive Comments

The Planning Commission requested additional information before it could decide whether to
recommend adoption of the draft community-preferred alternative to the City Council at its
December 16, 2009 meeting. The Commission’s request for additional information included the
economic assumptions that went into the economic analysis of the three alternatives and a
comparison of the relative impacts of the three alternatives with respect to jobs, conversion of
industrial land, amount of new retail, etc. The Commissipn’s final recommendations will be
provided in a Supplemental Report.

The Commission’s preliminary comments included improving access to the waterfront and
completing the Bay Trail in the Plan Area. Improving the circulation patterns throughout the
Plan Area was also stressed. The Commission was interested in the way land uses will be
defined, and encouraged planning for new industrial uses, as opposed to outdated, obsolete uses.

This agenda report presents alternatives and recommendations for the Community and Economic
Development (CED) Committee’s consideration. City staff requests that the Committee
recommend adoption of the draft preferred alternative to the City Council. Based on input from
the advisory bodies, Planning Commission and City Council, the preferred alternative will be
refined and a draft Specific Plan prepared including proposed land uses, as well as design
standards and guidelines reflective of community and City priorities. Once the draft Specific
Plan is prepared, it will be presented to the advisory bodies, Planning Commission and City
Council for comment; the comments will be incorporated into the final Specific Plan. The Final
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Specific Plan, along with the Specific Plan EIR, will be presented to the City Council for
adoption.

FISCAL IMPACT

A projection of potential fiscal impacts found that the three Plan Alternatives, described below,
would have widely disparate impacts on the overall fiscal health of the city. At build out—
which will be achieved in 2035—the development outlined in Alternative 1 would have the
largest positive fiscal impact, with a cumulative, net increase of revenue to the General Purpose
Fund of $2,736,000.

In contrast, Alternative 2 would generate more new costs than new revenue, leading to a net loss
of $285,000. This is partly due to a lack of Sales Tax-generating land uses and an overall lower
level of new, Real Estate Transfer Tax-generating development. Given that small changes to the
development or cost assumptions can shift revenues or expenditures by a half a million dollars, it
18 possible that Alternative 2 could be fiscally neutral to the General Purpose Fund with only
minor changes. For instance, either dropping the assumed average household size from 2.44 to
2.00 or the residential holding period from 7 years to 5 years causes all three alternatives to be
fiscally positive throughout the duration of the projection.

Finally, while the additional expenditures entailed by the plan for Alternative 3 would be higher
than either of the other alternatives, they would be more than offset by the additional revenues,
leading to a net increase of $1,047,000. However, each of these varies considerably over time.
Because all three alternatives are highly dependent on the Real Estate Transfer Tax, the timing of
development plays a critical role in determining whether net revenue is positive or negative in a
given year, including at build-out.

Fiscal impact analysis of the preferred alternative will be presented in a supplemental agenda
report.

BACKGROUND

The Oakland Estuary waterfront is a significant citywide and regional resource that connects the
City of Oakland and the surrounding region to the San Francisco Bay. The Central Estuary, the
focus of this Plan, offers substantial opportunity for new residential and industrial development,
infrastructure and open space improvement, and general quality of life gains. As a result of the
Industrial Land Conversion Policy discussion, City Council directed that a Specific Plan be
developed for the Central Estuary Plan Area, which is generally encompassed by 19th Ave. to
the north, 54th Ave. to the south, I-880 to the east and the Oakland Estuary to the west. The
Central Estuary Plan, including a Specific Plan and EIR for the Central Estuary Area, aims to
develop a coordinated vision for the future development of the area that supports both Citywide
. and neighborhood priorities.
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A series of CED Committee and City Council meetings were held between July, 2007 and
March, 2008, to discuss the need for a Central Estuary Plan. The City Council directed staff to
develop a proposal for a scope of work, budget and steering committee to direct a Specific Plan
and EIR process. Staff convened three community meetings to develop the scope of work and to
discuss merits of a Specific Plan steering committee. Ultimately, both staff and the community
agreed that a steering committee was unnecessary. At its December 2008 meeting, the City
Council approved Resolution 81696 C.M.S. and Oakland Redevelopment Agency Resolution
2008-0099 C.M.S., which authorized the allocation of $2,113,024 for the preparation of the
Specific Plan and EIR; with 90% of the funds from the Coliseum Redevelopment Project Area
and 10% of the funds from the Central City East Redevelopment Project Area. In January 2009,
after a competitive bidding process, the City of Oakland entered into a Professional Services
Contract with the firm of Community Design + Architecture to work with the City to prepare the
Specific Plan and related EIR.

The Plan Area 15 roughly 416 acres, of which approximately 319 acres are made up of individual
parcels and the remainder is public rights-of-way. For the purpose of this study, the area has been
divided into four Subareas representing fairly distinct districts within the Plan Area (Attachment
A). A detailed description of the existing conditions, challenges and opportunities within the Plan
Area is available as a separate Existing Conditions report.

Redevelopment Plans

The Central Estuary Plan Area falls within the boundaries of two separate Redevelopment Areas
(Attachment B). The plan area is primarily located within the Estuary subarea of the Coliseum
Redevelopment Area. The goals of the Coliseum Redevelopment Area Plan (adopted 1995;
amended through May 2007) are to stimulate business opportunities for industrial, research and
development and commercial activities by improving infrastructure; provide long-term job
training and employment; and enhance residents’ quality of life through public safety
improvements, homeownership opportunities and neighborhood revitalization efforts. Some of
the specific goals include elimination of blighting influences; correction of environmental
deficiencies; mitigation of inadequate or deteriorated public improvements, facilities and
utilities; revitalization of stagnant and underutilized locations; reinvigoration of existing retail
and industry; and involvement of the community. The plan contains a variety of proposed
strategies and public improvements to help achieve these goals. Most notably, the plan provides
for acquisition, management, assembly, rehabilitation, redevelopment, demolition, and/or
disposition of property or structures within the plan area for uses in accordance with the plan.
The plan also maintains a strong stance in favor of creating opportunities to involve area owners,
tenants, and residents in the revitalization efforts and preventing resident displacement.

A small portion of the Central Estuary Plan Area is located in the Central City East
Redevelopment Area (CCE). The goals of the CCE Redevelopment Plan (adopted 2003;
amended through May 2007) are to stimulate infill development, adaptive reuse and preservation
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in the study area; create new housing and employment opportunities; and improve transportation,
infrastructure, open space, parking, and other public facilities in the CCE Plan Area. The CCE
Plan also seeks to attract new businesses and retain existing businesses in the area, providing job
training and employment opportunities for area residents. Finally, the CCE Plan seeks to
stimulate home ownership opportunities in the Project Area and improve the quality of the
residential environment by assisting in new construction, rehabilitation and conservation of
living units in the area, including units affordable to low and moderate income households.

General Plan Analysis

A number of the Elements of the General Plan include policies and detail applicable to the
Central Estuary Plan Area, most notably the Estuary Policy Plan (EPP). The Land Use and
Transportation Element (LUTE) recommends that future residential growth in Oakland be
targeted to areas with high transit connectivity (Transit Oriented Districts) and the waterfront,
and suggests that land uses, densities, and transportation systems be planned to support increased
development in these areas. It also identifies the importance of regional commercial uses in
Oakland’s future, and suggests the waterfront as one opportune location for these uses. A number
of goals and policies related to the waterfront are elaborated in Chapter 2 of the LUTE, “Policy
Framework.” Key goals and policies address the importance of increasing public access to the
waterfront and better connecting waterfront areas to the rest of the city, integration of mixed-use.
development with adjacent land uses, defining the type, density, and quality of development that
should be encouraged along the waterfront.

The Shoreline and Creeks section of the Open Space and Conservation and Recreation Element
(OSCAR) includes policies and actions that emphasize the Jack London to High Street
waterfront as an opportunity area for improved public access, recreational amenities, and land
uses which capitalize on the waterfront's presence. This section recognizes two significant
challenges to improving the waterfront: the tenuous balance between the importance of
increasing access to the waterfront without interrupting active and essential maritime uses, and
the challenge of creating linkages to bring the rest of the City to the waterfront. The section
proposes the promotion of some beneficial waterfront uses, such as maritime industry, and
coordinated waterfront planning in balance with the increased dedication of accessible shoreline.

Because of the long history of the Central Estuary as a vibrant industrial and residential district
of the City, a number of policies of the Historic Preservation Element also apply to the area. In
recent decades, large numbers of Oakland’s historic properties have been allowed to deteriorate,
expertence adverse alterations or be demolished. The Element envisions that preservation and
enhancement of significant historic properties could contribute to Oakland's economy, affordable
housing stock, overall image, and quality of life. The Element also aims to clarify and revise
many of the City's past historic preservation regulations that created unnecessary burdens and
uncertainties for property owners and developers.
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The General Plan established important general goals and policies for the waterfront and created
a single broad land use designation, “Waterfront,” which is applied to the entire Estuary
waterfront, including the Plan Area. The EPP, adopted in June 1999, is an element of the General
Plan that sets forth policies and principles to guide development in the Estuary area, refining and
superseding the policy guidance for this area contained in the City’s General Plan Land Use and
Transportation Element. The EPP divided the Estuary Area into three districts: Jack London,
Oak to Ninth, and San Antonio/Fruitvale. The Central Estuary Plan Area is entirely within the
San Antonio Fruitvale District. The EPP also recommended nineteen unique land use
designations for the Estuary Waterfront, which supersede and subdivide the broad Waterfront
designation of the General Plan into more fine-grained land use areas. Nine of these designations
are found in the Central Estuary Plan Area. The existing EPP land use designations for the area
consist of Light Industrial, Planned Waterfront Development, Residential Mixed Use, Heavy
Industrial, General Commercial and variations thereof (Aftachment C). The EPP included a
recommendation to prepare an “implementation guide” to provide specific strategies and
standards to guide the initiation and evaluation of waterfront-related projects. This Oakland
Central Estuary Plan is intended to serve as that implementation guide for the waterfront area
generally bounded by I-580, 19th and 54th Avenues.

Zoning Analysis

Much of the zoning for the Central Estuary Plan Area, largely put in place in the 1960’s, was
never updated to be in conformance with the EPP land use designations. The existing zoning for
the Plan Area is primarily M-40, Heavy Industrial, with a designation of HBX-3, Housing and
Business Mix in the residential area known as the Kennedy Tract (Attachment D). The HBX-3
zone is intended to provide development standards for areas that have a mix of industrial, heavy
commercial and higher density residential development. This zone is intended to promote
housing with a strong presence of commercial and industrial activities. The specific purposes of
the Housing and Business Mix (HBX-3) zone are to:

* Allow for mixed use districts that recognize both residential and business activities.

= Establish development standards that allow residential and business activities to
compatibly co-exist.

s Provide a transition between industrial areas and residential neighborhoods.

* Encourage development that respects environmental quality and historic patterns of
development.

= Foster a variety of small, entrepreneurial, and flexible home-based businesses.
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Citywide Industrial Land Use Policy

As numerous areas throughout the region and the City have converted from industrial to
residential use, a relatively permanent conversion, industrial land and employment have become
both increasingly scarce and increasingly important to maintaining the city’s diversity.
Maintaining a diversity of good jobs in Oakland is a priority for policymakers and residents, as it
is key to maintaining the city’s attractiveness to employers, social and economic diversity, and
livability. As a result, in 2008 the City established a Citywide Industrial Land Use Policy, based
on City Council direction, aimed at preserving certain industrial areas and establishing a more
integrated and predictable approach to the management of industrial lands in Qakland.

Though the Industrial Land Use Policy followed and largely deferred to the Estuary Policy Plan,
both provided flexible guidance on future land uses, which has resulted in conflicting opinions
about how these policies might be interpreted. While the EPP suggested that many industrial
areas might eventually change from industrial to other uses, such as residential or office, it also
afforded the flexibility for existing industrial uses to stay and for other industrial uses to replace
them. The ongoing redevelopment of the Jack London district and the planned development of
Oak to 9™, resulted in the loss of a significant amount of waterfront industrial use prior to the
establishment of the Industrial Land Use Policy. The Industrial Land Use Policy respects the
prescriptions of the EPP, but the policy is structured to encourage preservation of remaining
industrial Jands, while calling for the development of a structured basis by which to approach
decisions to allow conversions to other uses. The Central Estuary Plan process is designed to
develop the structured, or criteria-based, approach to making conversion decisions and to refine
the EPP policies regarding which areas should remain industrial and which areas should convert
to other uses, if and when the existing industrial uses depart.

The industrial areas of the city were divided into 17 Sub-Areas for analysis purposes
(Attachment E). The Central Estuary Plan Area is divided between Sub-Areas 4 and 11a in the
recommendations of the Policy. Sub-Area 4, which falls in the Central Estuary Plan’s East
Subarea, was identified in the Estuary Policy Plan as moving towards industrial business park.
The Industnal Land Use Policy found that industrial uses on the upper part of High Street
between Tidewater and the I-880 will likely remain, as more intense uses including residential
would further aggravate the existing traffic congestion at High Street and I-880 caused by
commuters crossing the High Street Bridge from the City of Alameda. The industrial blocks of
Malat/Lesser Streets would be best improved with more intense and light-impact industrial uses,
including enclosed warehouse facilities, as they have direct access to [-880 to the south.

The Policy recommends that Sub-Area 11a, which includes the Central Estuary Plan’s West and
Central-West Subareas, retain the core industrial uses south of Embarcadero Cove through
Kennedy Tract north (Park Street Bridge) due to the importance of the area for the food
production, warehousing and distribution sector, a strong and growing part of the Oakland
industrial economy. It also cites the growing presence of craftsmen and artisans in the
Jingletown/Kennedy Tract area and their growing importance in Oakland, as well as the need for
the material industries that support them.
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In the final 2008 report recommending the adoption of the Policy, staff recommended that the
City Council not make a recommendation about the future of Sub-Area 11a or the part of Sub-
Area 4 that falls within the Central Estuary Plan Area, as the Central Estuary Plan process would
analyze them in depth-and make recommendations regarding appropriate uses.

Environmental Determination

The City has determined that an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is required. The EIR
process will commence after selection of the preferred alternative, and will be prepared
concurrently with the draft and final specific plans.

KEY ISSUES AND IMPACTS

The following key issues and impacts are 1llustrated in the preferred alternative, included as
Attachment F, and described below under Program Description.

1. Preserving and strengthening quality industry and jobs

Throughout the extensive community outreach process, perhaps the clearest message
expressed by area residents and property owners was strong support for maintaining certain
unique area conditions that were well-regarded including industries considered to be strong
‘contributors to the local economy and good employers. Specifically:

= The food-oriented industrial cluster in the West Subarea, anchored by the ConAgra
flour mill and including numerous specialty food producers, is a source of good revenue,
high-wage jobs and area pride. As a result, the preferred alternative proposes to protect
this area from further residential encroachment, which has recently been a threat to the
area’s long-term survival as an industrial node.

= Existing industry in the East Subarea (east of High Street) enjoys the significant
strategic benefit of being centrally-located in the region, with good truck access to
markets and suppliers in the I-880 corridor as well as barge access. However, poor
infrastructure quality and uncertainty about future land use policy regarding the area has
limited new investment and reinvestment. As such, in the preferred alternative, key
industries such as Gallagher and Burke Asphalt and Hanson Aggregates would be
preserved, and much of the area would retain its light industrial zoning designation. To
support the future viability of this area, 21¥ century R&D light industrial would be
recommended for certain areas, and the 18-acre underutilized PG&E site, which
redundant with another nearby facility, would be proposed for redevelopment as light
industrial R&D/flex space anchored by a green industry incubator, to support business
development spin-offs from regional institutions and spur reinvestment in the area with
new industrial jobs.
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As a result, despite a projected overall loss of approximately 770,000 square feet of
industrial space at full build out (approximately 20% of a total of 3,965,000 sq ft of
existing industrial space), the preferred alternative would provide capacity for a
substantial increase in jobs in the Plan Area. Employment estimates for the preferred
alternative are being developed and were not available at the time this report was
published. Much of the net loss in industrial square footage is due to the assumed
redevelopment of the underutilized Owen-Brockway industrial facility, which is over
850,000 square feet but employs only about 185 people. With the exception of that facility,
the preferred alternative would actually provide more industrial space, and far more
efficient and contemporary industrial space, than previously existed in the area.

Targeting redevelopment to support historic community and Citywide goals

The preferred alternative assumes substantial redevelopment in the near- to long-term of
roughly 100 of the 416 acres included in the Plan Area. Development proposed for selected
properties upon redevelopment by their owners adds approximately 2,500 new residential
units to expand the Kennedy Tract neighborhood. Highlights of the preferred alternative
include:

Creation of a pedestrian-oriented neighborhood main street along Fruitvale Avenue
would meet a number of the goals expressed by the community. Specifically,
redevelopment along this corridor would provide opportunities for neighborhood serving-
retail, better walking and biking conditions to the Fruitvale BART station, increased '
connectivity for pedestrians and bicycles, and increased density to provide the necessary
levels of transit ridership to support enhanced transit service. Current Caltrans projects at
the 23™ and High Street I-880 ramps will allow some Alameda vehicle traffic to be
shifted away from the Fruitvale corridor to those corridors, helping to create a more
pedestrian-oriented environment on this neighborhood main street. Design standards and
guidelines for new development and the public realm along this corridor would help
create a unique place that builds on the vibrancy of the adjacent Kennedy Tract
neighborhood.

Primary redevelopment focused on a key opportunity site seeking to vacate:
Redevelopment is targeted to the 26-acre Owens-Brockway glass plant and light
industrial and warehousing between Fruitvale Avenue and High Streets. The Owens-
Brockway plant is a heavy-industrial facility that has shed jobs significantly in the last
decade, even previous to current economic turmoil, and made multiple attempts to market
the property in recent years. As currently configured, the site provides little reusable
function to other desirable industry and will require complete redevelopment by any new
owner. Conversion to residential use with ancillary retail uses and open space will
support community goals described above, including support for increased transit service
and retail provision, as well as increased street connectivity to provide better walking and
biking routes through the area. Other parcels that would be anticipated to redevelop
include warchouses and light industrial uses between Alameda Avenue and High Street,
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allowing better connection across the Plan Area for the Bay Trail and area streets.
Redevelopment of all parcels described would be by decision of the property owners; no
taking of properties is proposed.

» Enhancement of 42"° Avenue Improvements Project would be achieved by
normalizing the City street grid in the area between Alameda Avenue and High Street
during potential future redevelopment. As a result, the City’s investment in this project
could be capitalized upon by giving this new street direct views to the Estuary and better
access to area retail, as well as more significant circulation improvements for the area.

* Creation of additional regional-serving retail in the area off of the planned interchange
improvements at High Street and 42™ Avenue would support the City tax base by
providing highly-visible and easily-accessible sites to attract major retail, enticing more
Alameda traffic to spend money along the High Street Corridor, and providing additional
services for new area residents and workers.

PROGRAM DESCRIPTION

Based on the priorities expressed by local residents, business owners, and policymakers and the
results of the economic and potential for change assessments (Attachment G), consultants
developed three alternative development concepts for the Plan Area (Aftachment H). Each
alternative represents a market-feasible possible development scenario. The alternatives are
illustrative, meaning that each alternative is not intended to represent exactly which land uses or
building configurations would be allowed on particular parcels, but rather to illustrate a range of
possibilities for development and investment, providing a basis for the analysis of potential
benefits and drawbacks of a range of possible futures. Extensive analysis of the effects of the
Alternatives included transportation, economic, fiscal impact, demographic, public health and
sustainability analyses, the results of which are available in a stand-alone Alternatives Report
{which is available on the project website at: www.oaklandnet.com/central_estuary_plan). A
summary of the economic assumptions and comparison of economic impacts for the three
alternatives is contained in Attachment I. In general, the results of the analysis were mixed, with

" each Alternative performing well in some areas but poorly in others, illustrating the complex
trade-offs among the many policy factors that determine land use.

1. Description of Alternatives

Elements common to all the Alternatives include maintaining a mix of housing and industry;
maintaining food-related industry in the West Subarea, preserving and creating more
opportunities or small businesses; maintaining the eclectic character of the Kennedy Tract
Neighborhood; encouraging the re-use of existing buildings where possible to create a unique
and distinct character for each subarea and to improve sustainability; creating more housing
opportunities near parks and the waterfront; continuing to connect the Bay Trail and connect
people to the two major waterfront parks; and improving connectivity, particularly for
walking, biking and transit access.
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= Alternative 1 strikes a balance between industrial and residential development by
securing an industrial future in the west Subarea and at the Owens-Brockway site, while
allowing intensive residential development in the eastern end of the Plan Area. This
alternative secures the food-related industry in the West Subarea by maintaining the
ConAgra facility to discourage residential expansion and restricting new residential
development in existing food-related industrial areas. It also provides new smaller-format
industrial space at the Owens-Brockway site to accommodate new and growing
businesses in the Plan Area. Alternative 1 adds the most retail of any alternative,
providing a major new retail center north of Tidewater Avenue in the East Subarea. New
waterfront residential development is concentrated south of the Tidewater area where
there is easy access to the Martin Luther King Shoreline Park and in the waterfront area
between Alameda Avenue and High Street.

* Alternative 2 strikes a balance between industrial and residential development by
allowing new mixed-use development and planned waterfront development in the
western half of the Plan Area and focusing industrial development and job growth in the
eastern Subareas, New waterfront residential development at the location of the ConAgra
facility and near Union Point Park expands the Kennedy Tract residential neighborhood
to the West. The Owens-Brockway site is redeveloped as light-industrial and R&D space
around a technology incubator that helps generate new businesses to reinvest in not only
that site, but also the industrial areas between Alameda Avenue and High Street and also
to the South of High Street. This alternative adds the fewest new residents, loses the least
industrial space, and adds the most jobs of any alternative.

= Alternative 3 maximizes waterfront residential development opportunities while
providing targeted industnal space for the two major industrial opportunities — green and -
biotechnology startups and food production — in the Plan Area. Alternative 3 provides the
necessary development opportunities and associated revenues to potentially facilitate the -
creation of a continuous Embarcadero Boulevard as envisioned by the Estuary Policy
Plan, which could dramatically improve walking, biking and transit availability in the
Plan Area. Alternative 3 provides the most new residential development of any
alternative, focusing new residential on locations near parks and the waterfront including
the ConAgra site and the area south of Tidewater. In the area north of Tidewater,
industrial space targeted to green business and R&D startups is provided to capture
spinoff businesses from an R&D incubator space that is potentially located on PG&E’s
facility. This alternative adds the most new residents and loses the most industrial space.
However, it still loses less than half of the total existing industrial space and will likely
add more jobs than it loses due to the addition of higher intensity industrial and office
uses being proposed.
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2. Preferred Alternative

A community workshop on November 14, 2009 was devoted to identifying a preferred
alternative. The workshop was attended by approximately 40 members of the community,
including property owners, developers, area architects and representatives of advocacy
organizations. The majority of participants had participated in one or more of the previous
five workshops in which the vision statement and draft alternative development concepts,
described above, were developed. Attendees participated in a hands-on map-based activity to
develop a preferred alternative in small groups, then came together as a large group to
reconcile the four plans and develop a consensus plan representing the preferred alternative
(see Appendix D to the Altemmatives report linked above, the Preferred Alternative Map). The
community-preferred altemnative is a hybrid of the three land use alternatives, incorporating
certain components from each alternative. The participants reached general consensus on the
future of each subarea, as well as some key ambitions to improve the Plan Area as a whole,
as described below.

* Area-Wide Concepts. The key area-wide concepts espoused by the community and
reflected in the draft preferred alternative have to do with increasing connectivity through
the area, especially for pedestrians and bicycles, and creating a distinctive place reflective
of the unique area character at the center of the Plan Area. Throughout the process of
developing the Plan, the community has supported new development and increased
density in certain areas as a means to achieve goals elaborated in the vision statement,
including increased access to the waterfront, better connectivity through the Plan Area for
all modes, increased transit service and more neighborhood-serving retail. The provision
of a continuous west-east roadway was a recommendation of the Estuary Policy Plan that
has continued to have strong community support throughout the community process. The
preferred alternative provides such a roadway and will set standards for landscaping and
pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure to ensure that it is an attractive and safe facility.
Additionally, the desire to convert Fruitvale Avenue into a more local-serving pedestrian
and bicycle-friendly corridor 1s supported by providing opportunities for the desired
neighborhood-serving retail on that corridor. Anticipated redevelopment of a number of
the parcels along this corridor, and the potential opportunity to convert the unused rail
spur to Alameda into community-serving open space create a unique opportunity to
redefine this area and better connect the immediate neighborhood and the Fruitvale
neighborhood to the north of the waterfront.

* West Subarea. In the West Subarea, mixed-use infill would be allowed to continue
around the Embarcadero Cove area, but the growing specialty food producing industrial
area east of Dennison Street, and the ConAgra flour processing facility would be
maintained and protected. Because over 90% of the flour produced at the ConAgra
facility 1s used within 25 miles of the site, the community agreed that the economic and
environmental benefits of this use should be maintained. However, the community
stressed the importance of beautifying the streetside appearance of the facility and of
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providing a Bay Trail connection along the waterfront edge of this facility within their
parcel if possible, or, if food security issues will not permit that alignment, on an isolated
pier-supported structure, as s currently being implemented further east at the site of the
Oakland Museum of California’s Women’s Board Warehouse.

* (Central West Subarea. In the Central West Subarea, preservation of the existing
neighborhood and its eclectic character including live/work uses, was a priority.
Additionally, the residents indicated acceptance of some additional residential and
neighborhood retail development in order to increase vibrancy in the neighborhood and
improve neighborhood convenience, area security and transit availability. To this end,
existing waterfront warehouse uses that do not take best advantage of their location or
allow waterfront access were determined to be good candidates for redevelopment, as
medium-density residential development with landscaped and publicly accessible
waterfront setbacks. However, re-use of some waterfront warehouses, or components
thereof, could be encouraged in the Plan, to improve the sustainability of development
and to provide a unique character for new development. New retail and north-south
pedestrian and bicycle connections could be provided along Fruitvale Avenue, as
described above.

= Central East Subarea, Inthe Central East Subarea, the Owens Brockway glass
manufacturing plant is a key opportunity site that is over 25 acres and has sought to
relocate numerous times in recent years. The community felt this site presented the best
opportunity for new residential development, as it would expand the existing Kennedy
Tract neighborhood and provide the density needed to achieve various community goals.
The preferred alternative for this site includes a large publicly accessible waterfront park
at the existing location of Alameda Avenue. In addition, the illustrative development
concept also includes an approximately 1-acre urban park within the redeveloped Owens
Brockway site. If their relocation proved feasible, components of the Owens Brockway
site, such as the large concrete smoke stacks, could potentially be re-used as sculptures in
the park. The community expressed a preference for mixed-use development with ground
floor retail uses, which may be achievable in limited amounts due to economic
constraints on retail uses. Retail located in this area could front onto an improved
Fruitvale Avenue, creating a vibrant main street through the area that better connects the
Kennedy Tract to the new residential development and creates a pedestrian corridor
linking the Plan Area to Fruitvale BART and to Alameda. Regional-serving retail to
provide jobs and convenient services could be located along High Street near the existing
Home Depot center, expanding that retail center near the reconfigured I-880 interchange
and capturing Alameda traffic. Redevelopment throughout this area not only provides the
opportunity for a substantial waterfront park and continuous Bay Trail connection, but
also creates a significantly more interconnected street grid that allows for more
convenient pedestrian and bicycle access across the Plan Area.

= East Subarea. The East Subarea currently supports a number of light industrial
employers as well as some regionally-significant heavier industries, all of which the
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community hoped to preserve, while revitalizing industry, providing improved Bay Trail
connections, and creating an opportunity for limited residential development adjacent to
the Martin Luther King Regional Shoreline Park to take better advantage of the scenic
location and existing park. The preferred alternative reflects this mix of desires in a
carefully constructed balance that hinges on redevelopment of the nearly 20-acre PG&E
facility as a green jobs incubator surrounded by light industrial space to provide new
jobs. The new residential development fronts onto the expanded East Bay Regional Parks
District (EBRPD) park and is buffered from industrial uses by R&D employment uses.

SUSTAINABLE OPPORTUNITIES

Economic:

The creation of a green industry incubator to support emerging businesses in innovative and
environmentally-oriented industries with an economically-viable future is a major focus of the
plan. This facility, a business development center that would be developed in partnership with a
major regional institution and/or employer, would build upon and support this area’s existing
proven track record of generating small-business start-ups, and would provide needed space and
resources for them.

As described under key impacts, despite potentially losing up to roughly 20% of existing
industrial building space, the plan would create new quality jobs by providing development
standards for redevelopment that would result in industrial space in need in Oakland and the
region. Note that the heavily underutilized Owens-Brockway glass plant, which would be
redeveloped, includes over 850,000 square feet of industrial space but employs fewer than 200
people, so more efficient and flexible 21% century light industrial work space would be replacing
older lower intensity heavy industrial space.

Additionally, to support the City’s economy, new locations for regional-serving retail would be
located in highly-desirable locations off the 42™ street interchange and High Street corridor if
and when existing property owners relocate. These locations would provide high visibility from
the freeway and a major corridor to Alameda, which would likely attract high quality retailers to
the area that would support the City’s tax base. Additionally, small retail sites in mixed-use
buildings would provide neighborhood-serving retail with some benefit to City revenues, and the
up to 2,500 new residential units would generate new property taxes.

Environmental:

The preferred alternative responds to significant analysis by the City’s consultant team that
recommends the maintenance of regionally-significant industries in order to decrease the carbon
footprint associated with regional goods-movement. A recent Goods Movement/Land Use report
by the Metropolitan Transportation Commission stressed the environmental significance of
maintaining regionally central goods movement hubs and the importance of certain industries in
order to reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT), and the Plan Area is a testament to the findings of
the report. For example, the ConAgra flour processing facility receives wheat efficiently by train,
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which it processes into flour. Over 95% of the flour created there is used within 25 miles of the
plant, and much of it in the industrial bakeries within the Plan Area’s West Subarea.
Displacement of such a facility or the bakeries and other industries it serves would have
significant environmental impacts in the form of higher carbon footprint caused by increased
VMT and regional freeway congestion. Another example is Hanson Aggregates, which
efficiently barges in raw material and supplies aggregates to the adjacent Gallagher & Burk
asphalt plant, minimizing transport costs and providing a needed building material in a
regionally-central location. This factor was a stgnificant motivation in the preservation of certain
industries in the Plan Area.

A unique aspect of the consultant team’s analysis to date and intentions for development
standards is the focus on planning for improved public health. Proximity to the freeway and
heavy industry, soil and groundwater contamination resulting from historic industrial use,
inconvenient conditions for walking and biking as well as transit due to poor roadway
connectivity, and other factors with direct implications on public health are major concemns in the
area. The preferred alternative and the development standards that will be included in the plan
will reflect the input of public health experts and will result in development with a focus on
issues important to creating a healthier environment, residential and employee populations.
Specifically, increased open space accessibility, better connections for walking and biking, and
residential development located as far from the freeway as possible and as densely clustered
together to support transit ridership and walkable services are all features that the buildout of the
plan would implement.

Social Equity:

The preferred alternative’s focus on preserving and creating high-quality industrial jobs in new
healthier industries is an important step to ensuring that Oakland and the Plan Area in particular
remain affordable and livable to people reflecting a wide range of socic-economic strata.
Keeping industrial jobs in the area and in proximity to affordable housing and good transit is
critical to keeping the housing and transportation cost of Oakland’s workers affordable. The
preferred alternative would achieve this goal by maintaining the thriving industry in the West
Subarea and encouraging substantial reinvestment in the industry of the East Subarea, which
would preserve and enhance the high- and medium-wage paying light industrial jobs in the area,
and add many entry-level service jobs in the new regional-retail in the Central East Subarea.

In consideration of the area’s existing mixed-income population, the preferred alternative
maintains the live-work focus in existing residential areas to minimize displacement pressure in
those areas. The existing conditions and alternatives reports included extensive analysis of area
demographics and potential pressures on existing renters and owners. Maintaining the mix of
industry and housing would preserve affordable housing in the Plan Area. Additionally, new
residential development recommended by the preferred alternative would include a reasonable
share of affordable housing.
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DISABILITY AND SENIOR CITIZEN ACCESS

Design standards and guidelines that will be included in the Specific Plan will include
accessibility requirements that would ensure improved and ADA-compliant accessibility to new
buildings and major redevelopments in the Plan Area. Further, the Specific Plan will include
substantial design standards for the public realm that would make new and reconstructed streets
and public spaces throughout the Plan Area accessible to disabled and senior citizens. This point
is critically important in this area, as one of the most notable deficiencies in the area today is the
lack of easy circulation due to low street connectivity, numerous streets well below City
standards, and general difficulty of circulation for all users.

One of the primary considerations of the preferred alternative is the provision of a safer, clearer
and more continuous street network. New streets created or substantially redeveloped subsequent
to the plan would be guided by high-quality standards for the pedestrian realm that account for
the needs of senior citizens and the disabled. It is worth noting that the lead design firm on the
City’s consultant teamn, Community Design + Architecture, has a national reputation for the
development of pedestrian-oriented design of streets based on award-winning technical
guidelines such as the Santa Clara Valley VTA’s Pedestrian Technical Guidelines and San
Diego Region’s SANDAG Planning and Designing for Pedestrians guidelines. These documents
and numerous implemented projects designed by the firm create a high quality pedestrian realm
that balances the needs of all modes including the disabled and seniors. This expertise will be
reflected in the plan.

RECOMMENDATION(S) AND RATIONALE

Staff recommends that the City Council adopt of the draft preferred land use alternative for the
Central Estuary Plan Area.

As discussed above, the consultant team has solicited feedback from the Landmarks Preservation
Advisory Board, the Parks and Recreation Advisory Commission, and the Planning Commission,
and six community input meetings have been held to date. Based on this outreach and on
additional input pending from the Planning Commission and the City Council, the preferred
alternative will be refined and a draft Specific Plan prepared, including proposed land uses,
design standards, and guidelines reflective of community and City priorities. Once the draft
Specific Plan is prepared, it will be presented to the advisory bodies, Planning Commission and
City Council for comment; the comments will be incorporated into the final Specific Plan.

The next public workshop (the seventh of a total of eight) will be held in March, when key
elements of the drafi Specific Plan will be presented for public input. The public review draft
Specific Plan is anticipated to be circulated in April and presented to the City advisory bodies,
Planning Commission and City Council for review and comment in May. Based on this input, a
revised public review draft will be prepared and circulated in June, and following inclusion of
public and City comments, the Specific Plan will be finalized. Development of the EIR will
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begin after the preferred alternative is selected. Once the Specific Plan and EIR are complete,
adoption hearings will be held before the advisory bodies and the City Council.

The adoption of a preferred alternative does not commit the City Council to a particular course of
action, nor does it prevent the City Council from making changes to the draft or final specific
plan, including selecting a new preferred alternative, provided appropriate CEQA review is
conducted for the new preferred alternative.

ACTION REQUESTED OF THE CITY COUNCIL

Staff requests that the City Council approve the resolution adopting of the draft preferred land use
alternative for the Central Estuary Plan Area.

Respectfully submitted,

[ hee,

Yvalter S. Cohen, Director
Community and Economic Development Agency

-

Reviewed by:
Eric Angstadt, Deputy Director, CEDA

Prepared by:
Alisa Shen, Planner I11
Strategic Planning

APPROVED AND FORWARDED TO THE
COMMUNITY NOMIC DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE:

Office of the City Administrator

ATTACHMENTS:

Plan Area and Subareas Map

Redevelopment Areas

Estuary Policy Plan Land Use Designations Map
Existing Zoning Map

Citywide Industrial Policy Subareas Map

Preferred Alternative Map

Potential for Change Assessment

Draft Alternatives Maps

Summary of Economic Impacts of Land Use Alternatives
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Attachment B. Redevelopment Areas
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Attachment C. Estuary Policy Plan Land Use Designations
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Attachment D. Existing Zoning
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Attachment E. Industrial Subareas
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Attachment H. Draft Alternatives Maps

Ao e s et
. ng,\,, i

!

N

N e 4 PRy 3% Y
DI TN z W fEIN &
SR B w REREN

Alternative 2

TR T

-m.-.-»
k=
¥

et e
o O TR Gl
SN

¥

T - S

4
1 s - Py
4 ‘; o = I—'.‘;{i"'bi'?.}f:
T o L . o
N X -
A hy PN A el ; 1
. i .\!‘ ‘ f ”» ) l-!ls-.-;..
¢ — R&Office)]e
N RN T 7= Hi
) N RN R ef| P et 1 i o]
) . e A et HawS e s ¥ .
o N e o ;! A b S N
X 1 ? LR TR ) ]
- ~ - Tt @ A Sl - Ul .
- . . e PR B 7/ 5 :
.
Alternative 3
Legend Source: Community Design + Architecure, 2009
..... 3 - — —
Crred Subares Boundanes [ Unives Mixed Lie 53 ncust) Lot [C00) Paria - Exst & Unowt Const iunmnEy R
Land Use [ automonve 25 RatalCommercial Commarsal Lot Resicental '.......) Retail &J - ") LiveNverk tnk
L industnal (Heavy) L] Rescensa [ Ofice Vacant Lot V:Illllli‘ ettt -
[ industnal (Lighty B2 condeminivm [T Insttutionat Patlang Lot tnzeans? N, - ‘J) Incustnal Infil
[ tncustnal (harehouse) E] Liverwork [ Pubhity Ownea P i
L) ice:
San




Attachment L. Summary of Economic Impacts of Land Use Alternatives

Summary Comparison of Land Use Changes

The alternatives are compared in detail through the body of this report. Many of these analyses depend on
in-depth technical conclusions that were developed based on parcel-by-parcel consideration of
redevelopment potential of each site, as described in the Identifying Potential for Change section earlier in
this chapter, to result in the previously described alternatives. Traffic, economic, and workforce impacts,
for example, all depend on not only qualitative but also quantitative understanding of the impacts of
proposed land use changes.

Summary of Alternatives

Table 5.4 summarizes the net gain in housing units, square feet of non-residential development, and
estimated population and job growth within the Plan Area at build-out of all three alternatives.

Table 5.4: Net Change in Development within the Plan Area at Build-Out

Land Uses Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3
Residential Units 1,830 1,418 3,729

Net Retail SF 443,790 -27,430 78,881

Net Office SF 0 163.096 201,500

Net Industrial SF -1,558,2886 -903,506 -1,864,364
Net Park/Trail SF 114,714 107,348 268,547
Estimated Net New 3,887 2,852 7,510
Population

Estimated Net New 585 855 931

Job Growth

Table 5.6 shows the key land use assumptions used to calculate the total net new population and jobs that
would be generated from each alternative, including multipliers for Value, Density, Holding Period (sales
turnover), Vacancy rates, and Occupancy rates.



Attachment l. Summary of Economic Impacts of Land Use Alternatives

Table 5.6: Key Land Use Assumptions

Land Use Density Heolding Vacancy Occupancy
Type {persons per Period

household, or sq. ft. per (years)
employee)

Residential (per unit)
Multi-family $459,313 2.44 7 5% 5%

Nonresidential (per sq. ft.)

Retail $364 500 15 10% 90%
Office $270 300 15 10% 90%
Industry (in) $150 (see text below) 15 10% 90%
Industry (out}  $111 15 10% 90%

Job and Papt-datian Estimates (Density and Occupancy)

Many of the costs and revenues in the fiscal analysis were calculated based on the net increase in
population and jobs resulting from the alternatives. Therefore Strategic Economics applied the following
assumptions to derive population and job estimates from the housing unit and square footage estimates
provided by Commumity Design + Architecture.

Residential Household Size

Strategic Econemics derived a density of 2.44 persons per houschold based on the average household size
for renters in Oakland, using 2000 U.S. Census data. Renters were used as the basis for household-size
despite the likelihood that much of the new housing might be owner-occupied. This is because
households in multi-family housing tend to be smaller than those in single-family homes, regardless of
tenure. Renters are a good proxy for occupants of multifamily housing in general, as on average renter-
occupied multifamily households tend to be somewhat larger than owner-occupied multifamily
households.

Non-Residential Density

Table 5.6 uses rule-of-thumb estimates of the number of square feet per employee for a range of non-
residential building types (office, retail, and industrial). Strategic Economics assumed 500 square feet of
retail space per employee, and 300 square feet of office space per employee. The density of industrial
space varies among the three alternatives, depending on the relative share of industrial space that will be
developed as high-density R&D space, rather than lower density warehouses and manufacturing
buildings. Alternative 3 assumes a more high-density type of space. Generally, net gains in industrial
employment were derived from forecasts created by the Center for Community Innovation, and assumed
employment densities range trom 445 to 775 square feet per employee.
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Community Preferred Alternative

The following list summarizes changes in residential units, office, retail, and industrial space, and jobs for
the community preferred alternative.

Preferred Land Use Alternative; no change to PG&E
*  Adds 2,450 new residential units
*  Adds 260,000 square feet of office and retail (mostly new retail along High Street)
» Net loss of industrial space 961,223 square feet
= Adds fewer than 635 Jobs (revised job total without PG&E to be determined)

The already-completed job analysis included the redevelopment of the PG&E site; however, due to
subsequent discussions with representatives from PG&E, no change is currently proposed to the PG&E
site. The consultant team is working to update the job figures to remove the PG&E site from the job
analysis. This will result in a lower number of jobs added. The forthcoming fiscal impact and
transportation analyses of the preferred alternative will also assume no change to the PG&E site.

Table 5.7 summarizes the breakdown of the different types of new jobs by level of training. {Again, this
analysis will be revised to assume no change on the PG&E site.)

Table 5.7 Job Displacement and Training Summary of Preferred Alternative

Displaced Jobs New Jobs Net New Jobs
BLS Training Level # Yo # Yo # %a
Short-Term On-the-Job Training 293 39.8% 557 40.5% 263 41.3%
Moderate-to-Long-Term On-the-Job
Training 295 40.1% 433 31.5% 137 21.6%
Work Experience 50 6.8% 96 7.0% 46 7.2%
Vocational or Associates Degree 38 5.1% 32 2.3% -6 -0.9%
Bachelors (w/ or w/o work experience) | 57 7.7% 234 17.1% 178 27.9%
Advanced Degree 3 0.4% 22 1.6% 19 2.9%
n/a 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Total 737 100.0% 1,374 100.0% 637 100.0%
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LIRS OAKLAND CITY COUNCIL

Resoiution No. C.M.S.

Oakland City Attorney's Office

Introduced by Councilmember

RESOLUTION TO ADOPT THE COMMUNITY PREFERRED LAND
USE ALTERNATIVE FOR THE CENTRAL ESTUARY SPECIFIC
PLAN AND TO HAVE THAT PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE
SUBJECT TO CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT
REVIEW. THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE INCLUDES: (1) WEST
SUBAREA, MIXED-USE INFILL, MAINTAIN SPECIALTY FOOD
PRODUCING INDUSTRIAL AREA; (2) CENTRAL WEST SUBAREA,
PRESERVE THE EXISTING NEIGHBORHOOD INCLUDING
LIVE/WORK USES; (3) CENTRAL EAST SUBAREA, NEW MIXED-
USE RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT; AND (4) EAST SUBAREA,
INDUSTRIAL USES AND LIMITED RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT
BUFFERED BY RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT.

WHEREAS, on July 10, 2007, the Oakland City Council directed that a Specific Plan and
related Environmental Impact Report (EIR) be prepared for the Central Estuary Area which
generally encompasses 19" Avenue 1o the north, 54" Avenue to the south, 1-880 to the east
and the Bay to the west; and

WHEREAS, on January 9, 2009, after a competitive bidding processes, the City of Oakland
entered into a Professional Services Contract with the firm of Community Design +
Architecture to work with the City to prepare the Specific Plan and related EIR; and

WHEREAS, a series of six community workshops have been held to develop a vision, review
existing conditions, and develop land use alternatives for the Plan Area; and

WHEREAS, the community workshops have been well attended: Community Workshop #1
had over 70 participants, Community Workshop #2 had over 60 participants, Community
Workshop #3 had over 40 participants, Community Workshop #4 had 35 participants,
Community Workshop #5 had nearly 40 participants, and Community Workshop #6 had
approximately 38 participants; and

WHEREAS, the sixth Community Workshop, attended by approximately 38 participants,
was devoted to selecting a community preferred land use alternative to serve as the basis for
the Specific Plan. The workshop resulted in general consensus among the participants about a
preferred land use alternative; and



WHEREAS, the community preferred alternative Includes: (a) West Subarea,
Mixed-Use Infill, Maintain Specialty Food Producing Industrial Area; (2) Central
West Subarea, Preserve The Existing Neighborhood Including Live/Work Uses; (3)
Central East Subarea, New Mixed-Use Residential Development; And (4) East
Subarea, Industrial Uses And Limited Residential Development Buffered By
Research And Development. '

WHEREAS, the community preferred land use alternative was presented to two advisory
boards, the Parks and Recreation Advisory Committee (on December 9, 2009) and the
Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board (on December 14, 2009), and both bodies
recommended adoption of the community preferred land use alternative, with some comments
as detailed in the City Council Agenda Report; and

WHEREAS, on December 16, 2009, the City Planning Commission, at a duly noticed public
hearing considered the community preferred land use alternative and scheduled a subsequent
meeting to recommend adoption of the preferred alternative to the Community and Economic
Development Committee of the City Council; and

WHEREAS, on January 20, 2010, the City Planning Commission, at a duly noticed
continued public hearing considered the community preferred land use alternative and
recommended its adoption, with some comments as detailed in the Supplemental City Council
Agenda Report; and

WHEREAS, on January 26, 2010, the Community and Economic Development Committee
of the City Council was presented, considered and forwarded the community preferred land
use alternative to the City Council for approval; and



WHEREAS, on February 2, 2010, the City Council conducted a duly noticed public hearing;
now, therefore, be it

RESOLVED, that the City Council adopts the community preferred land use alternative to
serve as the basis for the preparation of the Specific Plan and related EIR.

IN COUNCIL, CAKLAND, CALIFORNIA,

PASSED BY THE FOLLOWING VOTE:

AYES - BROCKS, DE LA FUENTE, KAPLAN, KERNIGHAN, NADEL, QUAN, REID, AND
PRESIDENT BRUNNER

NOES -
ABSENT —
ABSTENTION —
ATTEST:

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



