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SUMMARY 

 
The City of Oakland is preparing a Lake Merritt Station Area Plan (Station Area Plan) and an 
Environmental Impact Report for the area surrounding the Lake Merritt BART Station that will provide a 
roadmap for how the area develops over the next 25 years.  See Attachment A for a map of the Planning 
Area that is generally bounded by I-880 to the south, 14th Street to the north, Broadway to the west and 

Location: 
 
 

Lake Merritt Station Planning Area is generally bounded by 14th 
Street to the north, I-880 to the south, Broadway to the west and 5th 
Avenue to the east (See Attachment A.) 

Proposal: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The City is preparing a Lake Merritt Station Area Plan (Station Area 
Plan) and Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the area 
surrounding the Lake Merritt BART Station that will provide a 
roadmap for how the area develops over the next 25 years.  At this 
Planning Commission meeting, staff will present the concepts 
contained in the Draft Preferred Plan, including those for land use 
and open space policies, affordable housing strategy, circulation, 
access and parking plan, and building height proposals, which will 
become the basis for the Draft Station Area Plan and studied in the 
EIR. 

Applicant: City of Oakland 
Case File Number: ZS11225, ER110017 

Planning Permits Required: N/A 
General Plan: Central Business District, Institutional, Urban Open Space, Urban 

Residential, Business Mix, Community Commercial, Neighborhood 
Center Mixed Use 

Zoning: CBD-X, CBD-P,  CBD-P/CH, CBD-R, CBD-C, OS-(SU), OS-(LP), 
OS-(NP), OS-(RCA), S-2, RU-4, RU-5, M-40/S-4 

Environmental Determination: An EIR will be prepared as part of the Lake Merritt Station Area 
Plan. 

Historic Status: The Plan Area includes several Areas of Primary Importance; Areas 
of Secondary Importance; properties individually rated A, B, C, D; 
and Landmark properties.   

Service Delivery District: Metro, 3 
City Council District: 2, and a small portion of 3 

Status: Ongoing 
Action to be Taken: Recommendations to City Council 

Staff Recommendation: 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1) Provide feedback on the Draft Preferred Plan, which will be the 
basis for the Draft Station Area Plan and studied in the 
Environmental Impact Report.  

2) Recommend that staff return to the Planning Commission for a 
Scoping Session to initiate the Environmental Impact Report that 
will analyze the Draft Station Area Plan in accordance with the 
California Environmental Quality Act.  

Finality of Decision: N/A 
For Further Information: 

 
 
 
  

Contact project manager Ed Manasse at 510-238-7733 or 
emanasse@oaklandnet.com.    
Project message line: 510-238-7904  
Project email address: Lake_merritt_plan@oaklandnet.com, 
Project website: http://www.business2oakland.com/lakemerrittsap 
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5th Avenue to the east, and includes the Chinatown business and residential districts, the Laney College 
and Peralta Community College District facilities, Alameda County Courthouse and other County offices, 
the Oakland Public library, the Oakland Museum of California, the building currently occupied by the 
Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) and the Metropolitan Transportation Commission 
(MTC), and a portion of the East Lake district.  
 
This report presents concepts contained in the Draft Preferred Plan for the Lake Merritt Station Area, 
including those for land use and open space policies; affordable housing strategies; circulation, access and 
parking plans; and building height proposals, which will become the basis for a Draft Station Area Plan, 
and will be studied in an EIR.  The Draft Preferred Plan is the result of an ongoing community planning 
process and comprehensive outreach effort that is being guided by community stakeholders representing a 
broad cross-section of the community.  
 
Excerpts from the Draft Preferred Plan are included as attachments to this staff report.   The full Draft 
Preferred Plan document can be viewed online at www.business2oakland.com/lakemerrittsap (under the 
section called ‘Reports’) and is also available for review at the Oakland Asian Cultural Center (388 9th 
Street), the Lincoln Square Recreation Center (250 10th Street) and the City of Oakland Planning 
Department (250 Frank Ogawa Plaza, Suite 3315). 
 
Staff is requesting preliminary input from the Planning Commission on the concepts included in the Draft 
Preferred Plan. Prior to this meeting, these Plan concepts were publicly discussed at: 

 The Lake Merritt Station Area Plan’s Community Stakeholders Group meeting in November 
2011; 

 The Parks and Recreation Advisory Commission, and the Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory 
Committee meetings in December 2011, and  

 The Landmarks and Preservation Advisory Board meeting in early January 2012.  
 
Feedback during these meetings was generally supportive of the goals and policies included in the Draft 
Preferred Plan, but included a number of suggestions for changes or refinements, which are summarized 
in the Key Issues section of this staff report.   
 
All feedback received at the Planning Commission meeting, as well as at the previous advisory body and 
stakeholder group meetings, and at the upcoming City Council meeting, will be addressed by staff and 
consultant team, and incorporated where applicable into a Draft Station Area Plan that will be studied in 
an EIR.  The Draft Station Area Plan and its associated EIR, along with any necessary updates to the 
Oakland Planning Code and General Plan, will again be presented to the community, the Planning 
Commission and other public bodies for public review and comment before final adoption by City 
Council of a Station Area Plan, tentatively scheduled for December 2012.  
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The Lake Merritt Station Area functions as a significant citywide and regional center, with various 
existing hubs of activity, such as the Lake Merritt BART Station, the vibrant retail and residential core of 
Chinatown, Laney College, the Oakland Museum, Alameda County Offices, and the recreational 
amenities of the Estuary, Lake Merritt, and the Lake Merritt Channel.  The community includes many 
diverse residents, students, employees and business owners.   
 
The Station Area planning process offers an important opportunity for the community to engage in 
discussions about how the area should develop into the future.  Building on the area’s existing vibrancy 
and potential catalyst development projects, the Lake Merritt Station Area Plan will establish a 
coordinated vision for new development, transportation and open space improvements over the next 25 
years, and emphasize general quality of life gains that balance Citywide and neighborhood priorities.  
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In July 2008, the City of Oakland received a $720,000 grant from the Metropolitan Transportation 
Commission (MTC) to conduct an interactive community planning process and prepare an environmental 
document for the Lake Merritt BART Station area.  The City’s Central District and Central City East 
Redevelopment Project Areas contributed $265,000 as a local match, and the Peralta Community College 
District and BART each agreed to contribute $50,000 in local match funding towards this effort.  After a 
competitive bidding process, the City of Oakland entered into a Professional Services Agreement with the 
firm of Dyett & Bhatia to work with the City to prepare the Station Area Plan and related EIR.   
 
The Draft Preferred Plan, which is the basis for the Draft Station Area Plan, builds on community 
feedback, local and regional goals for Transit Oriented Development (TOD), and projects or planning 
processes completed over the past several years in the Planning Area, including the 2006 Lake Merritt 
BART Station Final Summary Report, the 2004 Revive Chinatown Community Transportation Plan, and 
the Measure DD-funded Lake Merritt and Lake Merritt Channel Improvements, among others. 
 
COMMUNITY OUTREACH  
 
Community outreach for the Station Area planning process began in 2008 through the Lake Merritt BART 
Station Area Community Engagement Process, conducted by Asian Health Services (AHS) and other 
community-based organizations, in partnership with the City of Oakland. Research, public meetings and a 
1,400-person survey were conducted in order to analyze the needs of residents, workers, visitors, students, 
businesses and BART users in area surrounding the Lake Merritt Bart Station.  
 
The Station Area planning process has also included extensive community outreach.  The outreach 
process has been guided by the Community Stakeholders Group (CSG), composed of key community-
based organizations, advocacy groups, public agencies and community members.  The CSG has met a 
dozen times over the past two years to identify and review issues, vision and goals, as well as the 
concepts included in the Draft Preferred Plan.   
 
In close collaboration with the CSG, the planning process also conducted four large community 
workshops, each attended by over 200 people and facilitated in English, Cantonese, Mandarin and 
Vietnamese. Attendees participated in hands-on map-based activities to illustrate preferences for how the 
area should be developed and improved in the future and were able to directly engage with one another, 
and with key stakeholders and staff to discuss many of the concepts that are now included in the Draft 
Preferred Plan.   
 
In addition to large community workshops, focus group meetings were held for sectors of the public that 
may not typically attend large community workshops - including families, Laney College students and 
faculty, Chinatown merchants and youth.  Focus group meetings, workshops, other public meetings, print 
and web materials have all utilized a multilingual presentation approach and have been organized in close 
partnership with community stakeholders to ensure authentic participation by both traditionally well-
organized groups, such as local business improvement associations, community based organizations and 
developers, as well as traditionally underrepresented lower-income, renter, and non-English speaking 
communities.  
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
The Station Area Plan that will be eventually developed as a result of this collaborative community 
process will be a long-term document consisting of written text and diagrams that express how the 
Planning Area should develop into the future, and will identify key actions the City and the other entities 
should take to improve the area. The Station Area Plan, similar to a Specific Plan, will cover land use, 
development density, circulation and infrastructure, and have legal authority as a regulatory document. It 
will contain elements required of Specific Plans specified under Government Code section 65451 
including:  
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• The distribution, location, and extent of the uses of land, including open space, within the area 

covered by the plan; 
• The distribution, location, and extent and intensity of major components of public and private 

transportation, sewage, water, drainage, solid waste disposal, energy, and other essential facilities 
proposed to be located within the area covered by the plan and needed to support the land uses 
described in the plan;  

• Standards and criteria by which development will proceed, and standards for the conservation, 
development, and utilization of natural resources, where applicable; and  

• A program of implementation measures including regulations, programs, public works projects, 
and financing measures necessary to carry out the proposed improvements. 

 
The Draft Preferred Plan for the Lake Merritt Station Area begins to articulate the policies, projects, 
regulations and projects that will be necessary to guide the future of this area, and which will become the 
basis for the more specific proposals included in a Draft Station Area Plan.   
 
The concepts included in the Draft Preferred Plan are based on the community’s vision and goals.  The 
full list of Vision and Goal statements for the Lake Merritt Station Area Plan can be found in Attachment 
B and is summarized here: 

 
• Create an active, vibrant and safe district;  
• Encourage services and retail;  
• Encourage equitable, sustainable and healthy development; 
• Encourage non-automobile transportation;  
• Increase and diversify housing;  
• Encourage job creation and access;  
• Identify additional open space and recreation opportunities;  
• Celebrate and enhance Chinatown as an asset and a destination; 
• Model progressive innovations (i.e., economic, environmental, social).  
 

The Draft Preferred Plan projects that between 3,700 and 5,600 new housing units, up to 5,755 new jobs, 
412,000 square feet of additional retail space and 2.1 million square feet of additional office space will be 
created in the Planning Area by 2035.  It also identifies near-term and long-term improvements related to 
public safety, recreational and open space opportunities, transportation, and lighting.   
 
The Draft Preferred Plan proposes land use changes in the Lake Merritt Planning Area that will reduce 
the barriers to increased transit use from both the immediate area and surrounding neighborhoods. By 
potentially increasing residential and commercial density, this plan will seek to create a core of beneficial 
activity around a rejuvenated Lake Merritt BART station.  Simultaneously, the Plan will seek to reinforce 
and integrate the cultural and recreational resources that make this transit station unique, including Laney 
College, the Oakland Museum, and the Lake Merritt and Channel Parks.   
 
Here is an overview of the sections of the Draft Preferred Plan:  

• Plan Framework (Chapter 1) – This chapter provides an overview of the Draft Preferred Plan, 
including the scope, a map, the Vision and Goals, key Preferred Plan concepts, and a detailed 
summary of the planning process and community participation. 

• Overall Vision by Study Area (Chapter 2) – This chapter describes the Planning Area’s is seven 
study areas, including each area’s distinct “big idea” and vision.  These study areas are discussed 
in more detail later in this report. 

• Summary of Development Potential (Chapter 3) – This chapter provides an overview of 
development potential in the Planning Area, including a market demand analysis, development 
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potential by opportunity sites, market feasibility, and a summary of architectural and site planning 
issues. 

• Land Use and Building Design (Chapter 4) – This chapter outlines the land use strategy and a 
framework for building design, including building massing, that help establish a sense of place 
and neighborhood character.  

• Parks and Community Facilities (Chapter 5) – This chapter describes strategies for improved 
access, maintenance, and usability of existing parks, as well as development of new parks, that 
are essential to ensure a high quality of life in this increasingly dense urban setting. 

• Streetscape Character (Chapter 6) – This chapter provides an overview of the streetscape vision 
and specific streetscape improvement recommendations for the Planning Area’s key streets. 

• Circulation, Access, and Parking (Chapter 7) –  This chapter describes the circulation strategies 
designed to minimize the need for auto travel and promote the use of walking, bicycling, and 
transit as the primary mode of travel in the Lake Merritt Station Area.  

• Community Resources (Chapter 8) – This chapter highlights strategies for enhancing 
community resources, including cultural and historic resources, schools, health, and affordable 
housing, as key components to a vibrant and complete neighborhood.  

• Economic Development (Chapter 9) – This chapter includes recommendations for policies and 
programs to promote economic development that would work in tandem with new building 
construction, improvements to streets, parks and safety to benefit existing and new businesses and 
residents.  

• Infrastructure Issues (Chapter 10) – This Chapter provides an assessment of existing utility 
systems, potential impacts to these systems to accommodate build-out, and identifies key 
infrastructure issues related to increased population and proposed retail and commercial 
development. 

To best respond to the nuanced character differences throughout the Lake Merritt Station Area, the Draft 
Preferred Plan divides the Planning Area into seven study areas (see Attachment C), and includes a 
specific vision for each, which is summarized here:  

• 14th Street Corridor – Civic corridor that builds on improvements along Lake Merritt;  more 
retail and residential to complement civic spaces like the Oakland Museum, the County 
Courthouse, Main Public Library  

• East Lake Gateway –  Enhanced residential district with active retail that leverages its proximity 
to major investments along Lake Merritt and the new OUSD Downtown Educational Complex. 

• Laney/Peralta – Enhanced role for the Laney College campus/Peralta District property as a 
community asset and lively hub of activity. 

• I-880 corridor – Reduced impacts from the freeway with improved pedestrian connections to 
Jack London District and Harrison Square Park and with some kind of buffer on the freeway 
edge.  

• BART Station Blocks –  Mixed-use development and public amenities adjacent to the station to 
extend vibrancy and activity to this area.  

• Chinatown Commercial Center – Infill commercial and residential development that is 
sensitive to the existing fabric; and supports and improves the existing businesses and activity  

• Upper Chinatown – Intensified urban area with new high-density housing and accompanying 
commercial uses and open spaces that complement Lincoln Square Park and Recreation Center   

 
The concepts and proposals contained in the Draft Preferred Plan are discussed in more detail in the Key 
Issues section of this staff report.  
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GENERAL PLAN ANALYSIS 
 
The Oakland General Plan outlines a vision for Oakland’s long-range development and growth. The 
General Plan provides policies and actions to help implement this vision.  The General Plan includes the 
following elements: Land Use and Transportation (LUTE); Open Space, Conservation, and Recreation 
(OSCAR); Historic Preservation; Bicycle Master Plan; Pedestrian Master Plan; Noise; Safety; Housing; 
and the Estuary Policy Plan. 
 
The General Plan LUTE designates the majority of the Lake Merritt Station Area as “Central Business 
District”. The “Central Business District” (CBD) land use classification is intended to encourage, support 
and enhance the downtown area as a high density mixed-use urban center of regional importance and a 
primary hub for business, communications, office, government, high technology, retail, entertainment, 
and transportation in Northern California. The CBD land use classification includes a mix of large-scale 
offices, commercial, urban (high-rise) residential, institutional, open space, cultural, educational, arts, 
entertainment, service, community facilities, and visitor uses. Parks in the area are designated as “Open 
Space”, while the Oakland Museum and the Kaiser Center are designated as “Institutional”. The area east 
of the Kaiser Convention Center is designated as “Urban Residential”. Peralta Community College 
District property and the majority of Laney College land is designated as “Institutional”. 
 
Overall, the concepts included in the Draft Preferred Plan further and help implement the goals of the 
Oakland General Plan elements, including the LUTE’s specific goal of transit-oriented development for 
Downtown Oakland. 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION 
 
The City of Oakland has determined that an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) will be prepared for the 
Lake Merritt Station Area Plan. Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), a Station Area 
Plan is considered a project, thus requiring that an EIR be completed in conjunction with the plan. An 
Environmental Impact Report is a detailed analysis of the environmental effects of a plan or development 
project. The EIR for the Lake Merritt Station Area Plan will identify alternatives to the proposed project 
and presents ways to reduce or avoid environmental damage. The EIR will serve both to inform the public 
and decision makers of potential environmental impacts and the mitigation measures associated with the 
Plan’s implementation.   
 
KEY ISSUES  
 
This section of the staff report outlines the key issues that have emerged during the community planning 
process.  In general, stakeholders have been supportive of the overall concepts included in the Draft 
Preferred Plan.  However there are outstanding concerns regarding specific proposals or strategies to 
achieve the community’s vision and goals.  These concerns illustrate the challenges in balancing all the 
different stakeholders’ needs and priorities.   
 
All written comments received by staff since publication of the Draft Preferred Plan in November 2011 
can be found in Attachment D.  Additionally, the meeting notes or minutes from the previous public 
meetings discussing the Draft Preferred Plan — including the Lake Merritt Station Area Plan’s 
Community Stakeholders Group meeting in November 2011; the Parks and Recreation Advisory 
Commission, and the Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee meetings in December 2011, and the 
Landmarks and Preservation Advisory Board meeting in early January 2012 — are included in 
Attachments E, F, G and H, respectively  
 
1. Development Potential 
Issue:  
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The Draft Preferred Plan envisions increased residential and commercial development in the Lake 
Merritt Station Area that will extend and build upon the beneficial intensity surrounding existing hubs of 
activity — such as the vibrant commercial core of Chinatown to the west and the Lake Merritt BART 
Station, Laney College, the Oakland Museum, and the Alameda County offices to the east.  The Plan 
supports the goal of increased Transit-Oriented Development that will allow more people to live and work 
within a half mile of a regional train station and at the epicenter of a dense regional bus network.  Another 
important purpose of the Station Area Plan is to articulate and quantify the Area’s future development 
potential in order to adequately accommodate this growth. 
 
It is important to note, however, that this development vision will not be achieved overnight, but rather 
over the 25-year planning horizon.  In the short-term, the Market Opportunity Analysis Report that was 
completed in 2010 for the Lake Merritt Station Area planning process states that, due to the lingering 
impacts from the recent global recession, current rents will most likely only support low-to mid-rise 
constructions costs. Therefore, it is an assumption of the Draft Preferred Plan that mid-density housing 
solutions are most likely to be developed in the near term, and that higher-density developments will 
occur in the latter part of the Station Area planning period.  
 
Strategy: 
In order to adequately estimate the development potential in the Planning Area, several methodologies 
were utilized  (see Attachment I – Potential Development Sites Map and Attachment J – Projected 
Development Potential Summary Table).  The Draft Preferred Plan’s projected residential development 
potential for 2035 is more conservative than the residential development potential originally forecasted in 
the Market Opportunity Analysis Report completed in June 2010, due to the continuing reduction of 
demand across many economic sectors: (3,621 to 5,560 residential units are projected in the Draft 
Preferred Plan, while the Market Analysis Report projected between 4,350 and 10,500 units).  Projections 
for non-residential development under the Draft Preferred Plan, however, exceed the forecast in the 
Market Opportunity Analysis for retail and for office: (Retail by 52%-95% and Office by 39%-61%). Part 
of the reason for higher numbers for retail and office is that the Draft Preferred Plan has identified a 
significant number of sites that are expected to develop for the next 25 years. Successful introduction of 
this amount of retail is dependent on creating retail streets with strong visibility and identity that act as an 
extension of Chinatown’s existing commercial core, and encourage more pedestrian flow. Also, the Draft 
Preferred Plan projects an addition of more jobs in the Plan Area than the Market Opportunity Analysis.  
 
Concerns:  
Some of the assumptions in the Market Opportunity Analysis prepared for the Lake Merritt Station Area 
planning process have been questioned by members of the public. Fro instance, there is a concern that the 
assumption that lower- to mid-density residential is most feasible in the short run will encourage 
speculation in the Lake Merritt Station Area and discourage actual development from taking place. There 
is also a desire among some in the community to include a phased-in policy of density incentives in the 
Station Area Plan to boost affordable housing development so that when rents and sales prices come to a 
level that make high-density development feasible, a policy is in place that is conducive to both the 
developer and the community.  
 
Staff Response: 
The Market Opportunity Analysis was written in the winter of 2009-2010, when the U.S. and local 
economies remained in the grip of a deep and protracted global recession. It was completed as part of the 
existing conditions research that initiated planning for the Lake Merritt Station Area; but will only be 
used as background in the final Plan document itself. Therefore, staff believes that there is very little 
ongoing potential for the 2010 Market Analysis to encourage speculation in the Lake Merritt Station Area.    
 
As to the feasibility of using density incentives to encourage affordable housing - this is a citywide issue 
that would best be addressed through a citywide policy. Requiring affordable housing as part of new 
development in this one area of the city only is likely to discourage developer investment, and put the 
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Lake Merritt Station Area at a competitive disadvantage in the real estate market compared to the rest of 
the City.  
 
2. Active Land Uses 
Issue:  
The Draft Preferred Plan contains many ideas about the types of land use activities that will help activate 
the streets in the area surrounding the Lake Merritt BART Station, serve adjacent residents, students and 
workers, and increase the number of good jobs. Under existing conditions, the core of Chinatown is 
perceived by the community as a vibrant hub of activity, while there is a sense that the areas near the 
Lake Merritt BART Station, near the large institutional buildings (East Bay Municipal Utility District, 
Laney College, Alameda County offices, Oakland Museum), and under the I-880 freeway are more 
desolate and unsafe, particularly on weekends and during the evening hours.  Increased activity in these 
areas would help to create safer public places by increasing foot traffic and strengthening linkages.  
 
Strategy:  
The Plan is intended to promote land uses in the Lake Merritt Station Area that will activate the streets, 
serve Chinatown, Laney College, and the Oakland Museum of California, and increase the number of 
jobs. This increased activity is also intended to help create safer public places by increasing foot traffic 
and strengthening linkages.  
The land use character map (Attachment K) illustrates the proposed mixed-use district concept for the 
Lake Merritt Station Area. The land use character map is intended to show a range of flexible mixed use 
areas intended to encourage vibrant pedestrian corridors. These are complemented by high-density 
housing and commercial uses, and new public spaces.  Desired land use character will be achieved 
through a range of regulatory mechanisms, such as zoning regulations, development standards, street 
improvements, and design guidelines.  Active ground floor commercial uses – those that attract walk-in 
visitors – are important because they increase pedestrian traffic, which typically results in safer, more 
vibrant streets and more customers for local businesses.  The Draft Preferred Plan recommends 
implementing zoning regulations intended to activate the ground floor of new buildings along key 
corridors, as shown in Attachment L.  It also includes recommendations for ways to activate existing 
parks and the areas under the 880 freeway with new uses, such as night markets and farmers markets.   
 
Concerns: 
There is a general concern among some in the community that land use regulations to activate the ground 
floor of new buildings would be too prescriptive and unable to respond to market demands, thereby 
yielding less development, additional vacant spaces, and working against the concept of creating an 
active, vibrant, pedestrian-safe streetscape.  In particular, there are concerns that the Draft Preferred Plan 
not recommend ground floor active uses along too many frontages; and that if it is to be used as a 
strategy, it should be more focused on key streets.  However, there are also concerns among some in the 
community that not enough retail is being encouraged near the major institutional buildings, like Laney 
College and the Oakland Museum.  
 
Staff Response: 
The Draft Preferred Plan contains only general zoning concepts at this point, rather than any actual 
regulations.  More specific zoning proposals and maps will be developed during the Draft Station Area 
Plan phase, and will be written so as to encourage, rather than require active ground floor uses in most of 
the Station Area.  The Plan will likely only require active ground floor uses in a more limited area, 
focusing just on the primary pedestrian streets.  It will also formulate design guidelines that seek to create 
active street facades for all types of land uses.  
 
3. Height and Massing of New Development  
Issue:  
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In general, the height of existing buildings in the Plan area is significantly less than what the current 
Central Business District (CBD) zoning allows (see Attachment M) - indicating that there is significant 
potential for growth in the Station Area from a regulatory standpoint. The Draft Preferred Plan attempts 
to accommodate and promote the high-density development needed to help create activity in the area, 
support Transit Oriented Development, and meet increased demands for community resources, while also 
respecting the existing urban fabric.  
 
Strategy:  
The height and massing concepts in the Draft Preferred Plan seek to balance the varied goals and 
preferences of the community. Proposed massing regulations will seek to establish coherence in building 
massing; respect historic buildings, and patterns of lot size and scale; be sensitive to existing buildings, 
and existing and new parks; and incorporate transitions between developments of differing scales.  
 
As illustrated in Attachment N, the Draft Preferred Plan proposes to regulate building height and 
massing at two levels:  
 
a) Base height - specified as either 45 feet or 85 feet, depending on the proximity to the Broadway spine 
of Downtown, existing context and the development constraints of particular areas.  Setbacks will be 
required above that base height to ensure the street perspective maintains a consistent character.  
 
b) Total Tower height - This height is the maximum height allowed by right. Tower heights will include 
massing regulations such as setbacks and tower length limits to ensure that a consistent character is 
maintained from the pedestrian perspective. Towers will be regulated by various guidelines and standards. 
Where towers are permissible, the maximum tower heights range from 175 to 400 feet.  
 
Base heights are intended to be generally consistent with the transition points between different 
construction types. The 45-foot height limit is consistent with Type V construction (wood frame, with the 
lowest construction costs), and the 85-foot height limit allows for Type III modified, and Type I without 
life safety. The shift to Type I construction represents the greatest jump in construction costs. Above 85 
feet, construction must be Type I with life safety, which is the most expensive construction type.  
 
It is important to note that the initial massing strategy in the Emerging Plan (the predecessor to this Draft 
Preferred Plan) included a third building height category that would have required a Conditional Use 
Permit (CUP) and provision of community benefits for added height. However, the viability of this 
approach to allowing increased height has since come into question, based on market feasibility analysis 
that (at least in the short-term) projects that development is not likely to achieve heights requiring the 
formerly proposed Conditional Use Permit, and therefore, would not likely be a beneficial method for 
effectively achieving the desired community benefits. 
 
 
 
Concerns:   
Since the outset of the planning process, the community has generally supported new development and 
increased density in the planning area .  Some stakeholders, including major landowners and the 
Chinatown Chamber of Commerce favor unlimited height regulations, so as not to discourage or restrict 
potential developers and investors.  However, other stakeholders, including community-based 
organizations and advocacy groups, have qualified that support only if new development would also bring 
a commensurate increase in community benefits, such as open space and recreation opportunities, 
improved pedestrian safety, or affordable housing.  There are also stakeholders, including the Oakland 
Heritage Alliance, who have advocated for lower overall heights in historic districts.  
 
There is still debate over whether 45 feet or 55 feet is the appropriate base height for much of the 
planning area. The 45-foot base height is requested by some in the community to help smooth the 
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transition to existing building heights, but it’s important to point out that a 55-foot base height would 
create more density by allowing builders to maximize their development potential using wood frame 
construction (with the lowest construction costs).   
 
There is also a concern regarding how towers will be designed. 
 
Staff Response: 
The Market Analysis has indicated that developers are unlikely to build taller buildings in the near term, 
so instead it is predicted that wood frame construction of 4- to 5-story buildings will be the most viable 
form of development until economic conditions improve. This therefore reduces the viability of any 
requirement for a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) and provision of community benefits in exchange for 
additional height.  Instead, multiple other strategies for achieving community benefits are described in the 
Draft Preferred Plan. 
 
The next stage in the planning process will include the development of design guidelines for towers to 
ensure that they will be compatible with smaller-scaled contexts.  
 
4. Open Space and Recreational Facilities 
Issue:  
Existing parks within the planning area include Chinese Garden, Madison Square, and Lincoln Square 
parks. These parks are assets to the community, particularly Lincoln Square Park which is used 
extensively, to the point that it is often beyond capacity. Issues with existing parkland include a lack of 
programmable park space and recreation facilities.  A portion of Lake Merritt and the Estuary parks are 
also within the planning area. Linear parks, such as Peralta Park and the Lake Merritt Channel Park, are 
located on the east side of the planning area, but are perceived by some in the community to be 
inaccessible due to the lack of pedestrian connections. This perception may change over time, however, 
since the planning area is currently experiencing major citywide investments in new open space funded by 
Measure DD – with new paths under construction along Lake Merritt, a major new park in front of the 
Kaiser Convention Center, and improved access to Lake Merritt and Channel Park, all within less than a 
¼ mile from potential new residential and commercial development near the Lake Merritt BART Station. 
 
Strategy:  
The open space strategy in the Draft Preferred Plan furthers the objective of the Open Space, 
Conservation, and Recreation (OSCAR) Element of the Oakland General Plan, which includes policies 
intended to reduce deficiencies in parkland acreage and recreational facilities in the most equitable, cost 
effective way possible. 
 
The Draft Preferred Plan accomplishes this by first striving to make the most out of existing open spaces; 
secondly, by encouraging partnerships with the Oakland Unified School District and other schools and 
public agencies, and third, by expanding the amount of new open space and recreation facilities.  
 
The Draft Preferred Plan recommends that all new development over half a block in size be required to 
provide a certain percentage of on-site public open space or pay in-lieu fees equivalent to having provided 
that space. This requirement would not likely apply to smaller parcels. The Draft Preferred Plan 
recommends that larger new development provide at least ten (10) percent of lot area to publically-
accessible open space. To meet community benefit goals, there will be an additional contribution 
requirement of either: five (5) percent of the lot area for publically-accessible open space, or a 
contribution to an in-lieu fee.  Design guidelines will also be written for the Station Area Plan to address 
the location, placement and usability of this new open space.  Potential locations for new open space are 
illustrated in Attachment O.  
 
Concerns:  
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There are concerns among some in the community that the Draft Preferred Plan will prioritize an 
expansion of the Lake Merritt Channel Park to the estuary shoreline over the creation of parks closer to 
the residential core of Chinatown. The community believes that very few people in the neighborhood use 
the existing Lake Merritt Channel Park and therefore few will use additional open space created along the 
Channel.  There have also been concerns expressed that the Draft Preferred Plan will not achieve either 
the necessary amount of open space to serve the expected population increase in the neighborhoods, or 
the necessary minimum size of each open space to ensure usability  (see Attachment F – PRAC minutes). 
 
Staff Response:  
The Draft Preferred Plan will seek to advance neighborhood-level goals for open space. It will also not 
overlook city-wide open space goals.  Both the Estuary Policy Plan and the Open Space element of the 
General Plan have policies related to the need to connect the Lake Merritt Channel park to the estuary 
waterfront, thereby building on the channel improvements already underway through Measure DD 
funding. These connection improvements will ultimately tie in to the Bay Trail and are therefore 
important on a regional level.  
 
The Plan will seek to meet BOTH neighborhood and city-wide goals for open space, rather than one over 
the other. The goal will be to identify appropriate separate funding sources for each open space type. 
Therefore, the concern that the Plan will prioritize the proposed estuary channel park improvement over 
neighborhood park improvements is unfounded. 
 
In summary, the goal of the Draft Preferred Plan is to meet the intent of the city’s open space policies, 
while also maintaining the viability of the overall development program.  Also, the ongoing operations 
and maintenance costs associated with open space will have to be accounted for in the Station Area 
planning process. 
 
5. Transportation  
Issue:  
Transportation improvements are fundamental to the Plan’s strategy to support commercial revitalization 
and transit-oriented infill development in the area. In a district that is easily walkable end-to-end in about 
10 minutes, streetscape improvements that calm auto traffic and create safer and more attractive sidewalks 
are a fundamental ingredient to help link destinations within and adjacent to the planning area.  
 
Additional transportation goals, including improving the bicycling network, increasing transit ridership, 
and promoting Transit Oriented Development in the area are also fundamental concepts.  
 
 
Strategy:  
The Draft Preferred Plan supports transportation strategies that minimize the need for auto travel and 
promote the use of walking and bicycling, besides transit as the primary modes of travel in the Planning 
Area.  Recommended streetscape improvements include: 

• Intersection improvements for safer pedestrian crossing; 
• Streetscape improvements for safer pedestrian environment and to enhance character of the area; 
• Lane reductions (or conversions from one-way to two way travel) for traffic calming; and 
• Signal timing improvements for traffic calming and safer pedestrian crossings. 

 
The major priorities for the roadway network are to:  

• Calm auto traffic;  
• Add pedestrian-scaled lighting for increased safety; 
• Enhance the pedestrian environment by widening sidewalks and adding more street trees; and 
• Reduce the pedestrian crossing distances and improving visibility by adding curb bulb-outs and 

more pedestrian scrambles at intersections.  
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Roadway reconfiguration is also a priority - with lane reductions where feasible based upon future traffic 
volumes or conversion of one-way streets to two-way traffic. Bikeways consistent with those proposed in 
the City‘s Bicycle Master Plan and street trees have also been identified as priorities. 
 
A graphic summary of area-wide transportation strategies can be seen in Attachment P, with more detail 
on bicycle, pedestrian and shuttle improvements in Attachment Q.  More refined concepts for proposed 
improvements for key streets are illustrated in Attachment R.  These improvements are also described in 
narrative form in Attachment S.    
 
In addition to these roadway changes, the Draft Preferred Plan outlines other strategies for promoting 
Transit-Oriented Development.  Attachment R illustrates one possible concept for a future transit hub at 
the Lake Merritt BART Station, which could include better inter-modal accessibility, expanded bus 
loading zones, and additional bicycle parking capacity.  The Draft Preferred Plan also includes initial 
recommendations for transportation demand management strategies, including the unbundling of parking 
from the purchase or lease of residential units, requiring new development to provide transit subsidies to 
tenants or residents.  
 
Concerns:  
It is the preference of many in the community that all the one-way streets in the planning area be 
converted to two-way travel. There is a general desire to also include safety improvements, such as 
lighting, within the first phase of the street improvements. Regarding bus transit, there is a concern that 
there are not enough improvements to bus service proposed in the Draft Preferred Plan, and that any lane 
reduction on 8th Street would impact bus service. Also, there are concerns that the Draft Preferred Plan 
is not proposing enough traffic-calming measures on busy 7th Street.  
 
Staff Response: 
Conversion to two-way travel is a very expensive endeavor and would take significant additional study to 
determine feasibility and financial investment to implement.  Therefore, in order to ensure some traffic-
calming benefit in the short-term, while not precluding the possibility of lane conversion in the future, the 
Draft Preferred Plan proposes an incremental approach to street improvements.  As illustrated in the 
phasing concept in Attachment T, the first phase of street improvements could include low-cost traffic 
calming and pedestrian safety improvements, such as re-striping streets to reduce the number of lanes.  
Major improvements, such as lighting, which are very expensive to implement, will most likely come 
about as a result of focused investment on key streets with the help of outside funding sources.   
 
The next stage in the Station Area planning process will include detailed traffic studies done as part of the 
Environmental Impact Report, which will more closely examine feasibility and potential impacts of the 
proposed improvements, including determination of whether or not transit service will be affected.  The 
Draft Station Area Plan will elaborate on the transit improvement concepts included in the Draft 
Preferred Plan.  
 
Regarding 7th Street, circulation along this street (and associated freeway on- and off-ramps) is currently 
being separately studied as part of the proposed Broadway/Jackson project led by Alameda County 
Transportation Commission. The Draft Preferred Plan has specifically avoided any overlap with the 
scope of this separate Alameda County transportation project to allow their process to continue on its own 
path. 
 
6. Historic Resources  
Issue:  
The Draft Preferred Plan supports the preservation and enhancement of the identified historic cultural 
resources in the Lake Merritt Station Area. There are a number of historic resources throughout the 
planning area (see Attachment U). New Transit-Oriented Development will have to be thoughtfully 
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designed and pay special attention to appropriateness or compatibility of building design with adjacent 
property.   
 
Strategy:  
The Draft Preferred Plan seeks to maximize the land use and development opportunities created through 
preservation and restoration of historic buildings. The Plan also seeks to encourage the preservation of 
existing historic resources where feasible by facilitating re-use or incorporation into new development.   
Finally, design guidelines will be created to ensure that new development will provide great visual 
interest, while being sensitive to the adjacent historic resources, and provide transitions, preserve 
character, and sense of place and history. 
 
Concerns: 
Some stakeholders are concerned that the proposed height limits in historic districts are too high and 
advocate for a finer-grained height map. They also point out that there is a lack of strong historic 
preservation language in the Draft Preferred Plan’s Goals and Vision statements.  Stakeholders have 
stressed the need for strong design guidelines that are carefully tailored to each historic district, so that 
new development will be well integrated into the existing context.  Reservations have also been expressed 
regarding the potential for incorporating new development on top of existing historic structures as might 
be allowed in historic areas with more development potential (such as higher height limits).   
 
Staff Response:  
Unlike existing CBD regulations which allow an 85-foot base height and a total tower height of 275 feet 
in the 7th Street API district, the proposed height map (see Attachment N) in the Draft Preferred Plan 
includes a height limit of only 45 feet for the portion of this API district centered along 7th Street. While 
some community comments have expressed a desire to reduce heights to 45 feet throughout the entire 7th 
Street API, it is staff’s opinion that the increased height limits along 6th and 8th Streets are warranted 
when considered in relation to other important community objectives, such as the need to buffer the 880 
freeway edge and achieve higher densities adjacent to the BART station. 
 
Existing CBD regulations allow an 85-foot base height and no total tower height limit for the King Block 
API District.  The proposed height limits in the Draft Preferred Plan for the King Block API District are 
generally consistent with the existing CBD height limits, but include a maximum total height of 400 feet 
(where no maximum height limit is currently specified for the block in the CBD regulations). These 
proposed new height limits area intended to encourage the intensification of the King Block and ensure 
that the existing buildings maintain their relevance and can adapt to changing demands, which will 
hopefully protect them from becoming obsolete and neglected. 
 
7. Affordable Housing  
Issue:  
The Draft Preferred Plan clearly indicates that there will be a need for additional affordable housing in 
the Lake Merritt Planning Area, particularly housing for families (2- and 3-unit bedroom units).  The Plan 
also emphasizes the need to maintain, preserve, and improve existing housing in the project area and 
prevent loss of existing housing that is affordable to residents as a means to prevent involuntary 
displacement over the 25 year planning horizon.  
 
Strategy:  
The Draft Preferred Plan encourages an overall increase in the housing supply within the planning area, 
both market rate and affordable. The Plan seeks to maintain affordability by using a variety of 
implementation strategies, including the potential application of lower parking ratios for affordable 
housing and transit-oriented housing projects. Eliminating the construction cost of a parking space, which 
generally ranges from $25,000 to $60,000, represents a significant reduction in the cost burden when 
creating an affordable housing unit. Thus, reducing parking ratios for housing development in the Lake 
Merritt Station Area would extend the potential number of units that could be funded with available local 
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housing funds. Additionally, the Plan will seek to unbundle new parking from future units, allowing 
future residents the option to pay for a parking space.  The Draft Preferred Plan also suggests 
incentivizing affordable housing through the relaxation of certain development standards - such as 
increased density, building height, or reduced open space requirements - in exchange for providing 
affordable housing. Concessions would be proportional to the number of affordable units at various 
affordability levels included in the development. 
 
To close the projected $101,000 to $141,000 gap for which local funds have generally been needed to 
finance affordable units, additional funding sources have been identified. These funding sources will help 
to offset the funding gap, but are not the final solution. The potential adoption of an Impact fee may also 
be pursued and could contribute to funding needed improvements. The Draft Preferred Plan also seeks to 
acquire sites and designate for sufficient affordable housing in the Planning Area to minimize potential 
impacts of long term speculation.  
 
Concerns:  
There is a concern one of the potential results of the Station Area Plan is that the area will eventually 
become unaffordable to the majority of existing residents and to the residents of Oakland in general. 
Many in the community feel strongly that protection from displacement and a strengthening of tenant 
rights is needed to protect existing renters (who compose the majority of planning area residents). There 
is also a concern that the list of possible affordable housing strategies does not provide any reassurances 
that affordable housing will actually be achieved to the extent that is necessary to keep the Lake Merritt 
Station Area economically and culturally diverse.  
 
Staff Response: 
Any proposal to require affordable housing as part of new development in this one area of the city only is 
likely to discourage developer investment and put the Plan Area at a competitive disadvantage in the real 
estate market compared to the rest of the City. Therefore, any requirement for affordable housing should 
be considered a citywide issue that can best be addressed through a citywide policy. A comprehensive 
citywide policy could alleviate the concern that requiring affordable housing only in the Plan Area would 
over-burden developers and put this area at a disadvantage compared to the rest of the City.   
 
Additional measures to address community displacement concerns could include expanding the City’s 
Condominium Conversion “primary” impact area to include the planning area to ensure that any rental 
units converted to condominiums would have to be replaced in the planning Area. The City’s residential 
rental adjustment program could also be strengthened to provide additional protections to existing tenants.   
 
8. Development on the BART Blocks 
Issue:  
A key goal of the Draft Preferred Plan is to encourage redevelopment of key publicly owned blocks near 
the Lake Merritt BART station to meet identified plan goals - including accommodating improved open 
spaces, new housing development, more jobs, more retail, and improved BART access.  
 
Strategy:  
The Draft Preferred Plan envisions a dense development on BART Blocks that will serve as a great 
example of the Transit Oriented Development (TOD). The Draft Preferred Plan height map currently 
proposes an 85-foot base height with an overall height of 400 feet on the BART blocks. Other 
improvements, such as streetscape enhancements, will help to encourage development of these properties 
into vibrant to new activity centers. The hope is that development of the BART blocks will also serve as a 
catalyst for additional improvements in the planning area. 
 
Concerns: 
There is a concern among some in the community about the potential design, massing and height of new 
buildings on the BART blocks, and that new development would become a barrier between Chinatown 
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and Laney.  There is also a strong desire in the community that planning for the BART blocks recognize 
and reflect Chinatown’s historic inclusion of these blocks in its district boundaries. As described earlier in 
the report, some community stakeholders consider that a maximum 45-foot base height for new 
development is appropriate for most of the planning area, including the BART blocks.   
 
Staff Response:  
The Draft Station Area Plan that will be developed will include Design Review Guidelines for new 
development on the BART blocks to help ensure development acts as a bridge between Chinatown and 
Laney rather than a barrier. These guidelines will be developed in the next phase in the planning process, 
and are envisioned to include guidance related to transitions between the existing context and new 
development - including height, building form and orientation, and façade articulation with respect to 
scale and proportions.  There are particular physical constraints on the BART properties that have led to 
the recommendation of an 85-foot base height, as described earlier in this report. 
 
NEXT STEPS 
 
City staff will be soliciting additional feedback on the Draft Preferred Plan concepts at a Community and 
Economic Development Committee meeting and a full Council meeting, tentatively scheduled for 
February 28 and March 6, 2012, respectively. 
 
After completion of the public hearings on the Draft Preferred Plan, all feedback received will be 
addressed and incorporated into a Draft Station Area Plan that will be studied via an EIR.   
 
The Draft Station Area Plan will include detailed policies for each topic, more specific building and 
streetscape design standards and guidelines, any necessary updates to the Oakland Planning Code and 
General Plan, an infrastructure financing and phasing plan, and prioritization and implementation 
recommendations. The Draft Station Area Plan and Public Review Draft of the EIR will be completed and 
circulated in summer 2012, with key input from Community Stakeholder and Technical Advisory Groups.  
The main elements of the Draft Station Area Plan and Public Review Draft of the EIR will then be 
presented to the larger community via an Open House, followed by review and comment at City advisory 
bodies. Based on the input received, a Final Lake Merritt Station Area Plan and Final EIR will be 
prepared and adoption hearings will be held, tentatively in December 2012.   
 
On a parallel track and within the framework of the Lake Merritt BART Station Area planning process, 
BART is about to issue a “Request for Qualifications” (RFQ) in order to select a developer who would 
work jointly with the City of Oakland, the community and BART to determine the feasibility of 
development of BART-owned property at the Lake Merritt BART Station.  For any questions about this, 
please contact John H. Rennels, Jr., Principal Property Development Officer at jrennel@bart.gov.  
 
RECOMMENDATIONS:  
 

1) Provide feedback on the Draft Preferred Plan, which will be the basis for the Draft Lake Merritt 
Station Area Plan and studied in the Environmental Impact Report.  

 
2) Recommend that staff return to the Planning Commission for a Scoping Session to initiate the 

Environmental Impact Report that will analyze the Draft Station Area Plan in accordance with the 
California Environmental Quality Act. 

 
 

Prepared by:  
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Lake Merritt Station Area Plan Vision and Goals  
These vision and goal statements for the Lake Merritt Station Area are based on an initial community 
visioning process in 2009.  Elaborations, refinements and additions were made by the Community 
Stakeholder Group in early 2011.  These statements provide an important framework for guiding 
development of a plan for the future of the Lake Merritt Station Area. 
 
VISION 

 Create a financially feasible, implementable plan that is the result of an authentic 
community engagement process and is inclusionary of all community voices. 

 Create a more active, vibrant, and safe district to serve and attract residents, 
businesses, students, shoppers and visitors.  

 Provide for community development and economic development that is equitable, 
sustainable, and healthy. 

 Increase use of non-automobile modes of transportation. 

 Increase the housing supply to accommodate a diverse community, especially affordable 
housing and housing around the BART station. 

 Increase jobs and improve access to jobs along the transit corridor. 

 Provide services and retail options in the station area. 

 Identify additional recreation and open space opportunities. 

 Celebrate and enhance the heritage of Chinatown as a cultural asset and a regional 
community destination.  

 Establish the Lake Merritt Station Area as a model with innovations in community 
development, transportation, housing, jobs, and businesses and environmental, social, 
and economic sustainability, and greenhouse gas reductions. 

GOALS  

1. COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT 
 Ensure opportunities for effective community participation by all stakeholders, 

including residents, property owners, businesses, students, employees, and 
organizations in the further development and implementation of the Plan. 

2. PUBLIC SAFETY 
 Create safe public spaces by increasing foot traffic, improving lighting, and 

strengthening linkages. 

 Promote safer streets with traffic calming, improved lighting, improved signage, 
improvements that address the needs of non-English speaking residents and visitors, 
and improved sidewalks and intersections. 

 Improve community police services.  

3. BUSINESS 
 Strengthen and expand businesses in Chinatown, through City zoning, permits, 

marketing, redevelopment, infrastructure improvements, and other City tools.  
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 Attract and promote a variety of new businesses, including small businesses and 
start-ups, larger businesses that provide professional-level jobs (e.g., engineers, 
attorneys, accountants, etc.), and businesses that serve the local community (such 
as grocery stores, farmers markets, restaurants, pharmacies, banks, and 
bookstores). 

 Promote more businesses near the Lake Merritt BART Station to activate the streets, 
serve Chinatown, Laney College, and the Oakland Museum of California, and 
increase the number of jobs. 

4. JOBS 
 Attract development of new office and business space that provide jobs and promote 

economic development for both large and small businesses. 

 Increase job and career opportunities, including permanent, well-paying, and green 
jobs; ensure that these jobs provide work for local residents.  

 Support the provision of job training opportunities. Ensure that local training 
opportunities (including vocational English as a second language opportunities) exist 
for jobs being developed both in the planning area and the region, particularly those 
accessible via the transit network. Coordinate with Laney College to provide job 
training opportunities. 

 Employ local and/or targeted hiring for contracting and construction jobs for 
implementation of the plan (i.e., construction of infrastructure).  

5. HOUSING 
 Accommodate and promote new rental and for sale housing within the project area 

for individuals and families of all sizes and all income levels (from affordable to 
market rate housing). 

 Prevent involuntary displacement of residents.  

 Maintain, preserve, and improve existing housing in the project area and prevent loss 
of housing that is affordable to residents (subsidized and unsubsidized), and senior 
housing. Promote healthful homes that are environmentally friendly and that 
incorporate green building methods. 

6. COMMUNITY FACILITIES AND OPEN SPACE 
 Improve existing parks and recreation centers, including improving access to existing 

parks; and add new parks and recreation centers to serve higher-density housing 
and increased number of jobs. 

 Ensure all parks are safe, accessible to all age groups, clean, well maintained, and 
provide public restrooms and trash containers. 

 Create a multi-use, multi-generational recreational facility, either in addition to or 
including a youth center. 

 Provide space for community and cultural programs and activities, such as multi-use 
neighborhood parks, athletic fields, areas for cultural activities such as tai chi, 
community gardens, and expanded library programs for youth, families, and seniors. 

 Work with the Oakland Unified School District to ensure adequate capacity of school 
and children’s recreation facilities. 
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7. TRANSPORTATION 
 Expand, preserve, and strengthen the neighborhood’s access to public transit, 

walkability, and bicycle access. 

 Ensure safety and compatibility of pedestrians, cyclists, and autos through 
improvements that calm traffic, improve sidewalks, improve intersection crossings, 
and improve traffic flow and pattern, including reevaluating one-way streets, 
considering narrowing streets, and reducing speeds. In particular address the flow of 
traffic using the Posey and Webster tubes. 

 Improve connections between existing assets and destinations, including between 
Chinatown, Lake Merritt, the 12th Street and 19th Street BART stations, Alameda 
County facilities, and Laney College and between the BART Stations and the Jack 
London District, including improving the I-880 undercrossings. 

 Develop a parking strategy that includes shared parking and allows access to the 
area, and particularly to local retail, while also promoting non-auto modes of 
transportation and makes best use of available land. 

 Increase walk bike, and transit trips. 

 Preserve and reinvest in transit services and facilities to make sure operators can 
continue to provide reliable services. 

8. COMMUNITY AND CULTURAL ANCHOR AND REGIONAL DESTINATION  
 Establish a sense of place and clear identity for the area as a cultural and community 

anchor and a regional destination, building on exiting assets such as Chinatown, the 
Oakland Museum of California, Laney College, the Kaiser Convention Center, Jack 
London Square, and Lake Merritt and the Lake Merritt Channel.  

 Preserve, celebrate, and enhance the historic cultural resources and heritage of 
Chinatown as a regional anchor for businesses, housing, and community services, 
and highlight cultural and historic resources in the planning area through signage 
(both wayfinding signage and by developing sign regulations that allow the display of 
items in store windows), historic walks, and reuse of historic buildings. Ensure that 
public services and spaces proposed preserve and reflect the cultural history and 
aspects of Chinatown’s historic geography. 

 Promote a more diverse mix of uses near the BART Station, such as cafes, 
restaurants, music venues, retail stores, nightlife, etc., that activate the area as a 
lively and vibrant district.  

 Preserve existing designated historic resources per all federal, State, and City 
regulations, and encourage restoration of designated historic structures that would 
achieve priority Chinatown and/or City goals.  

 Consider a cultural heritage district or related tools for preserving, enhancing, and 
strengthening Chinatown.  

 Make connections to the Historic Jack London Warehouse District as a key asset 
in the Planning Area.  

9. HEALTH 
 Establish the area as a healthier place to live and work, through a range of strategies 

including: 
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o Promoting health awareness and education.  

o Improving environmental quality, including improving air quality as a public health 
measure. 

o Ensuring access to healthy food and housing.  

o Increasing health and medical services available to the community. 

o Cleaning up air, soil, and water contamination (including trash on the streets). 

o Reducing noise levels where permitted noise levels are exceeded. 

o Providing clean and well maintained public outdoor places that provide public 
restrooms and trash containers. 

10. REDEVELOPMENT OF KEY PUBLICLY OWNED BLOCKS NEAR BART  
 Establish a long-term plan for redevelopment of the four publicly owned blocks, 

including the two BART blocks, the MTC/ABAG block, and Madison Square Park to 
meet identified plan goals, including accommodating improved open spaces, new 
housing development, more jobs, more retail, and improved BART access. 

 Recognize, incorporate, and reflect Chinatown’s historic role in the 
redevelopment of the four publicly owned blocks, including the two BART blocks, 
the MTC/ABAG block, and Madison Square Park.  

11. GREEN AND SUSTAINABLE URBAN DESIGN  
 Establish high quality, distinctive, and green urban design proposals, standards, 

and/or guidelines for new private development and public infrastructure, that are 
placed-based and include building design, street design, and park design.  

 Build on the existing urban fabric and further promote high density and mixed use 
building design that promotes active and safe spaces.  

 Promote green and sustainable design in concert with the City’s Emerald City 
initiative. 

 Identify landmarks and views at key locations such as the Lake Merritt BART station 
plaza, and promote improvements such as lights and public art, etc., and consider 
preservation of key views as new development is proposed (e.g., along 14th Street to 
Lake Merritt).  

 Promote active and safe public spaces and streets by ensuring that design activates 
the public realm and increases the safety of streets and pedestrian crossings.  

 Identify and enhance gateways between the planning area and other neighborhoods, 
such as on 12th/14th Street, which connects the planning area to the East Lake 
neighborhood.  
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December 7, 2011 
(By electronic transmission) 
 
Ed Manasse  
City of Oakland Planning and Zoning Division 
250 Frank H. Ogawa Plaza, Suite 3330 
Oakland, CA. 94612 
 
Subject: Lake Merritt BART Station Plan- - Draft Preferred Plan (CSG Meeting #12) 
 
Dear Mr. Manasse: 
 
Oakland Heritage Alliance (OHA) would like to thank staff and the consultants for incorporating many of 
our previous comments into the draft preferred plan. The following comments restate and in some cases 
modify previous OHA comments that are not reflected in the plan and add new comments in response to 
new or modified plan provisions: 
 
1. 7th Street/Harrison Square API. We are very pleased that a 45’ height limit is now shown along this 
API’s 7th Street frontage. We strongly endorse the height map (Figure 4.5) proposal to apply this 
height limit to Area 2B within the API.  

 
We continue to recommend that, since this API has predominantly pitched roofs, the 45’ height limit 
be applied as part of a two-tiered height limit with 45’ as maximum height with a pitched roof. Two-
tiered height limits are used in most other residential areas of Oakland.  
 
We also recommend that the 45’ height limit be applied to the entire API, especially the important 
Alice Street frontage facing Harrison Square (Chinese Garden Park). 
 
The visual integrity of this API is especially fragile given its mostly 1-2 story wood frame Victorian and 
Edwardian residential structures. Abrupt height increases at the API’s boundaries could result in new 
buildings much more massive than those within the API that could visually overwhelm the API and 
compromise its integrity. An example is the new ca. 65’ tall building under construction at 6th and Oak 
Streets (see Attachment 1 photo).  
 
For this API, it may therefore be advisable to provide a height buffer area for properties in close 
proximity to the API. However, in most cases the need for a buffer will depend on the more detailed 
height standards governing high-rise towers that are to be developed as part of the Final Plan (see 
Comment 5 below). We will therefore await development of these standards before assessing the 
need for buffer areas. 

 
2. Height limits for other historic areas. We continue to urge a finer-grained height map to address 

historic areas (“Areas of Primary and Secondary Importance”) so that height limits are consistent 
with the development character of these areas as set forth in Policy 3.9 of the General Plan’s Historic 
Preservation Element.  

 
Attached is a marked-up copy of the Figure 4.5 height map showing specific modified heights for 
portions of these APIs and ASI’s. 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3. Special height and design issues for the MTC/ABAG site. The podium height for this site has 
been increased to 85’. The podium height should be reduced to 45’. to avoid visually overwhelming 
the 7th Street API when viewed from both directions along 7th Street.  

 
In addition, development along the 7th Street frontage should have setbacks and façade articulation 
comparable to the API’s contributing structures along the north side of 7th Street to maintain the 
streetscape rhythm of their facades.  
 
We’ve previously stated that 45’ podium heights are appropriate for most portions of the planning 
area including the three “BART blocks“. 
 

4. Restore previous linkage between “extra” tower height limits and community benefits. We 
were surprised that the Draft Preferred Plan deleted the previous proposals’ linkage between the 
“extra” tower height and community benefits. The explanation that this deletion was necessary to 
allow for any high-rise development is unconvincing, given: (a) previous emphasis given to this 
linkage in earlier versions of the plan; and (b) such recent projects as Eight Orchids, The Ellington, 
and the proposal for the block bounded by 6th, 7th, Harrison and Webster Streets.  

 
Changing the “extra” height to by-right seems inappropriate given the projects noted above and that 
buildings using the extra height will be radically out of scale with most of the plan area. Curiously, the 
discussion in Section 9.2 (Incentives for Economic and Community Benefits) seems to assume that 
the extra height provision is still in place.  
 
In the absence of such linkage, the by-right height limits for towers should be no greater than shown 
on the previous height map and possibly limited to just podium heights, especially in Height Areas 4 
and 8.   
 
In addition, the community benefits need to be clearly defined and quantified in terms of, for example: 
extra number and type of affordable housing units: exact nature of any historic preservation 
provisions: size, location and configuration of public open space: etc. The community benefits 
approach outlined in Section 9.2 has several components which could help quantify the linkage 
between community benefits and extra height for individual projects. 

 
5. Provide a special CSG workshop on building height and Floor Area Ratio (FAR). Height and 
bulk are complex topics that need careful consideration. Staff and the consultants have advised that a 
special workshop will be held as part of development of the Final Plan and will address detailed 
height issues such as tower width, tower setbacks from podium perimeters, minimum separation of 
towers, response to neighborhood context, etc. The workshop also needs to address FAR, since FAR 
governs overall development intensity and can function as a de facto height limit.  

 
The existing bulk and tower regulations in Table 17.58.04 of the Zoning Regulations are generally 
inadequate. Vancouver’s rules for tower configuration are a good alternative.  
 
The ultimate tower heights will depend on the detailed tower regulations and may therefore need to 
be changed from the heights presented in the plan documents presented so far. 

 
6. Reclassify the Fire Alarm Building site from “flex zone” to “open space”. This City-owned site is 
essentially part of Lakeside Park and should be recognized as such. The Fire Alarm Building is a B-
rated historic building and part of the early twentieth century complex of civic structures within 
Lakeside Park that, along with the park itself, reflect the “City Beautiful” movement. 

 
7. Consider greater density for Site 39 (Laney College Parking Lot). Why does Figure 3-4 show low-
rise buildings for Site 39, which seems like an ideal high-rise site? It would also appear to be a good 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location for high-density residential development combined with various other uses, including college-
related activities. 

8. Additional historic preservation strategies. Add and discuss the following strategies to those listed 
under “protecting historic resources” on Page 8-6: 

 
a  Transferable development rights. TDRs were mentioned in previous documents but are 
omitted in the Draft Preferred Plan. 

 
b  Expand the Residential Facade Program to other building types. Included as a potential 
funding source contributions from large scale projects that are allowed extra height and/or floor 
area in exchange for community benefits. 

 
Add the above strategies to the list of community benefits in Section 8.5. 

 
9. Delete “incorporating denser and larger development on top of…existing low scale buildings” 

as a preservation strategy (pp 8-6 and 8-7). This strategy is very difficult to execute without 
compromising a historic structure’s integrity.  

 
In addition, the paragraph presenting the strategy is misleading where it describes the King Block API 
as including “some dense multistory development”. This API is limited to 1-4 story buildings which do 
not seem particularly dense. 
 

10. Kaiser Auditorium. Reuse options need to be presented for this underutilized historic structure. Why 
is it not shown on the “opportunity site list” (Table 3.3.3) but still shown as Site 20 on the Figure 3.1 
map? 

 
11. Transportation. The substantial increase in trip generation discussed in Section 7.5 is a very 
significant issue and needs to be carefully evaluated to identify and minimize adverse effects within 
the plan area and elsewhere.  

 
As noted in our previous letters, the source of peak hour traffic on 7th Street needs to be determined. 
It may be I-880 freeway traffic seeking to avoid peak hour congestion. Freeway traffic should be 
discouraged on 7th Street and specific actions should be proposed as part of the plan process to 
accomplish this.  
 
Based on the results of this additional analysis of 7th Street traffic, two-way conversion of 7th Street 
(especially between Harrison and Fallon) and/or wider sidewalks (existing sidewalks are only 8’ wide 
+/-) to reduce traffic impacts on the neighboring historic buildings and residential uses should be 
considered. The analysis should also consider the various build-out scenarios at Alameda Point.  

 
12. Under-freeway pedestrian connections. While the “art wall” concept is a promising idea, the 
graphic illustrations in the Emerging Plan Framework also need to show the “active uses” that have 
been discussed (mobile restaurants, retail carts, public markets, etc.). These active uses should 
probably abut the sidewalk rather than be separated from the sidewalk by the art wall and in the case 
of Webster Street be considered an extension of the ground floor retail uses north of the freeway. 
Lighting should be designed to illuminate the underside of the freeway to mitigate the tunnel effect. 

 
13. Strengthen the historic preservation language in the Goals and Vision Statements. One 
possibility is "maximize the land use and development opportunities created through preservation and 
restoration of historic buildings”. We note that this language has been added to the Historic 
Resources section, but it should also be included in the Goals and Vision Statements. 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14. Show the boundaries of all APIs and ASIs on all of the planning maps. We are concerned that 
opportunity sites may creep into valuable API areas and atop other historic resources, without it being 
easily legible on the planning documents. 

 
15. Improve Harrison Square’s (Chinese Garden Park) usability and pedestrian access. Specific 
possibilities may include: 

 
a.  Narrowing the 7th Street roadway (as suggested in Item 11 above) and providing a traffic signal 
at 7th and Alice to slow down traffic and assist pedestrians crossing 7th Street to reach the park. 

b.  Providing a freeway sound wall. 
c.  Providing a more varied range of programs at Harrison Square that address a broader population 
group. 

 
Although some of these strategies are scattered throughout the Draft Preferred Plan, they should be 
specifically listed in the Chinese Garden Park discussion on Page 5-8. 

 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment. Please contact Christopher Buckley at cbuckleyaicp@att.net 
or Naomi Schiff at naomi@17th.com if you would like to discuss these comments. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Dea Bacchetti, 
President 
 
Naomi Schiff and Christopher Buckley 
Oakland Heritage Alliance Preservation Committee 
 
Attachments:  
 
1. Photo of new building at 6th and Oak Streets next to the 7thStreet/Harrison Square API  
2. Marked-up height map (Figure 4.5) where height limits should be consistent with historic building 
heights 
 
By electronic transmission: 
 
cc: Oakland Heritage Alliance Board and Preservation Committee 
Eric Angstadt, Alicia Parker, Christina Ferracane  
Leslie Gould, Dyett and Bhatia 
Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board 
Councilmember Pat Kernighan 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From: OaklandCTChamber@aol.com
Sent: Wednesday, December 07, 2011 5:29 PM
To: Lake Merritt Station Area Plan
Subject: Fwd: Articles about Chinatown

Attachments: Articles about Chinatown

I have attached an article called the "End of Chinatown" to substantiate our 
reasoning for the Chamber's comments on the Preferred Plan.  Once a thriving 
destination that generated large sales tax revenue for the city will be a slow 
demise without significant small and large businesses in the Lake Merritt area to 
sustain Chinatown and the entire city.

Jennie Ong

Page 1







The Chinatown Coalition is comprised of the following organizations: Asian Health Services, 
Asian Pacific Environmental Network, East Bay Asian Local Development Corporation, 

Oakland Asian Cultural Center, Buddhist Church of Oakland, National Council on Crime and 
Delinquency, The Spot Chinatown Youth Center, Hotel Oakland Tenant Association, Colland 

Jang Architecture, Clad Architects, Business Owners and Residents of Chinatown 

December 7, 2011 
 
Ed Manasse 
City of Oakland 
Community and Economic Development Agency, Planning 
250 Frank Ogawa Plaza, Suite 3315 
Oakland, CA 94612 
 
Re: Lake Merritt Station Area Plan – Comments on Preferred Plan 
 
Dear Mr. Manasse, 
 
This letter expresses the Chinatown Coalition’s comments on the Lake Merritt Station Area 
Preferred Plan. The Coalition, comprised of the organizations and stakeholders listed below, 
have reviewed the plan. 
 
2.7 Upper Chinatown  
The existing conditions fail to recognize OSCAR assessment of Chinatown, which shows that it 
is over impacted and underserved. It also fails to acknowledge Lincoln Recreation as a multi-
generational-use center that is highly overused with structural buildings in need major 
renovations and improvements.   
 
The vision is not open space that complements Lincoln Square Recreation Center, but for 
adequate recreational facilities to serve the growth and intensity of population growth. 
 
3.1 Summary of Market Demand Analysis 
Economic Context 

• Does “regional policy favoring growth in urban core areas” constitute real demand?  It 
appears that Oakland lost residents or stayed even from 2000 to 2010. 

Chinatown 
• No comments on this section. The analysis in this section needs additional specificity.  

Demographics and Population Projections 
• Is there any judgment regarding whether ACTC and ABAG’s projections are realistic?  

The cited sources imply a population growth of nearly 80% over the next 25 years.  If 
they are not reliable projections, what are more realistic projections? 

Retail 
• The report projects demand for 414,000 additional square footage of retail space by 2035, 

but it is difficult to understand, from both the text and tables, how these numbers were 
derived. 

Office 
• The report states that the Planning Area lacks employee oriented shopping, dining, 

lodging, and infrastructure amenities necessary to attract Class A space development.  In 
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Jang Architecture, Clad Architects, Business Owners and Residents of Chinatown 

reality, Class A space development and leasing usually attracts employee oriented 
shopping, dining, and lodging.  Some of the infrastructure is already in place with BART 
and train station accessible to neighborhood. 

Hotel 
• Is the Oakland hotel sector less vulnerable to economic shifts?  Please site sources. 
• How have hotels been impacted by recent recession?  Please cite backup sources. 
• Are any of the four proposed future hotel developments in the Planning Area? 
• This section contains no real information about how feasible future hotel development is. 

Planning Area Market Opportunity 
• The tables in this section need additional explanation and clarity. 

 
3.2 High and Low Development Potential 

• Development projections on small lots (0.5 acres and below) seem to be too high.  Any 
development above 3 – 4 stories on these lots will likely not occur unless the lots are 
combined into neighboring parcels. 

• This section contains more in-depth analysis than in previous sections. What does it mean 
that the development buildout potential is only approximately 1/3 of CMA’s estimates 
and perhaps 75% of ABAG?  A conversation with the consultant is needed to explain 
how the analysis is structured. 

 
3.3 Job Generation and Types of Jobs 

• The Plan should be clear that this is not a plan for how to develop jobs. The report is a 
projection of the emerging plan buildout of space, and how that space translates into 
number of employees housed, given assuming benchmark ratios of square footage per 
different types of employees. 

• Please note that jobs for local residents (where there is a high proportion of monolingual 
residents) tends to happen in smaller retail and office spaces. 

 
3.4 Market Feasibility Assessment 
Recession Impact 

• More specificity in this section is needed. Please site sources in this section. 
Scenarios Reviewed 

• Revenue Assumptions – the monthly parking revenue closer to $125/space 
• Feasibility Findings 

o Average unit size only 750 square feet?  That means only building small 1BR units?  
Most market rate buildings will tend to have larger square footages to justify the 
higher rents, although I agree that developers will try to do more 1BR and 2BR units, 
and fewer 3BR units.   
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o Hi-rise residential hard cost probably too high at $285/SF.  Currently closer to $225 - 
$250/SF if no prevailing wage requirements.  Why is the mid-rise hard cost in 
Scenarios A and B ($285/SF) different from the mid-rise hard cost in Scenario C 
($225/SF) 

o Retail vacancy should be increased from 5% to between 30% to 50%.  Addition of 
retail space is generally not a positive impact on project feasibility unless you are 
already in a retail rich area. 

o We agree in general with the development pessimism, but I do not think that it is as 
negative as this analysis portrays simply because I think the hard costs used in the 
analysis is too high. 

Plan Implications 
• We agree that lower density rental residential is the project type that is most feasible 

in the short run.  This leads to the conclusion that the majority of our land is 
overzoned, which encourages speculation and discourages actual development from 
taking place.   

• We have qualified agreement that in the short term, density incentives will not boost 
affordable housing development.  However, if you phase in the policy over time 
(which gives the market time to come back), by the time you are seeing rents and 
sales prices that make high density development feasible (and gentrification becomes 
a real threat), you will have a policy in place that provides certainty to both the 
developer and the community. 

 
Chapter 4 
The CUP/Community Benefit 
We absolutely object to the CUP/Community Benefit component being eliminated from the 
tower height criteria.  As a long term guiding document, current market conditions should not 
dictate its complete elimination.  It is a measurable aspect of development that can be 
quantitatively exchanged (additional height or density FAR) and directly linked to a set of known 
community benefits.   
 
Building Massing/Tower Guidelines 
Table 17.58.04 is not a standard that will achieve the Emerging Plan’s stated goal of limiting the 
impact of towers and ensuring towers will be well integrated into the existing neighborhood 
context.  Applying those standards to future development would negatively impact smaller 
scaled neighborhoods like Chinatown.  The study team has frequently used visual examples of 
Vancouver to show high density development that is sensitive to neighborhood and pedestrian 
scale.  Our previous comments have referenced the City of Vancouver’s Downtown South 
Guidelines as the guiding document for tower floor plate, tower dimensions and distance apart of 
towers. 
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Building Heights 
We support the lower podium height (to 45 feet) for Zones 1, 3 and 4.  However, we oppose the 
change from the previous report for Zone 8 (55 feet to 85 feet).  We oppose the change for Zone 
2b (55 feet to 85 feet) and see this as part of Zone 1.  As stated, we oppose the proposed by-right 
tower heights and ask that the previous CUP/Community Benefit tower heights we previously 
recommended be used.  We had proposed stipulating two types of podium heights and two types 
of tower heights with CUP.  
 
Bart Blocks Concept Plan 
The current Emerging Plan continues to show the BART development as disparate building 
blocks without a cohesive strategy for providing both visual and physical connections between 
Laney College and the Chinatown commercial center.  The Preferred Plan needs to provide 
guidance on the exiting and entering experience at the Laney College-Chinatown BART station 
to ensure that the pedestrian experience and streetscape connections that are sought for the area 
between Laney College and Chinatown are defined. The preferred plan must acknowledge the 
connection to the Chinatown commercial center as much as it has to Laney College. 
 
Active Ground Floor Uses 
We previously had recommended that new buildings have “permitted use” and “conditionally 
permitted use” categories rather than be strictly “required” to include active uses in new building 
along key corridors which has been ignored. 
 
We would like to again raise the issue.  Planning should not be so prescriptive that it legislates 
what the market will dictate. The downside of this “prescriptive” planning will be less 
development and/or vacant space at the ground floor level which works against the concept of 
creating an active vibrant pedestrian-safe streetscape. 
 
A major premise that needs to be re-evaluated is that a safe pedestrian experience can only 
happen with “active ground floor uses.” There are many situations where the streetscape itself 
through its design and amenities offers a safe pedestrian experience; and is far more successful 
than relying on the business success of retail/commercial storefronts to activate the street. 
 
Along 8th and 9th Streets between Harrison and Madison are many uses that are institutional, 
cultural and residential. One has to remember that this area is as much a 
residential/cultural/institutional neighborhood as it is a commercial district. Daycare facilities, 
churches and residential housing are a significant part of the streetscape along both 8th and 9th. 
To assume that such uses will go away, or become redeveloped where “active ground floor uses” 
prevail is “wishful” planning. It is our recommendation that this “requirement” for active ground 
floor uses be removed and that it is offered as a “recommendation” rather than a requirement.  In 
conjunction with that recommendation, there should be a requirement to develop the pedestrian 
streetscape to encourage safe streets through lighting and other streetscape amenities that 
promote safe pedestrian passage and use of the street to promote the attributes of a vibrant and 
livable neighborhood. 
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5.1 Parks and Community Facilities  
The Plan’s proposal to address the need for recreational facilities in the Planning Area primarily 
through existing facilities is not adequate or feasible, and does not result in a net gain in facilities 
for the neighborhood, despite the population growth.  
 
From the first meeting CSG members all agreed that using money for the extension of the DD 
channel was not a neighborhood priority, because it will always be the most affordable solution 
(due to lack of development surrounding it and being outside the boundaries of any 
neighborhood). The coalition requests that it be taken of consideration as an alternative for open 
space contribution in the project area, or made the lowest priority for park investment. 
 
The Chinatown Coalition asks that an emphasis be placed on neighborhood serving parks and 
facilities (vs. reinforcing the existing regional serving framework that the public facilities put on 
the neighborhood).  Neighborhood serving facilities ensure that facilities will be fully utilized 
and at the same time does not exclude the broader regional population.  Lincoln Park is a perfect 
example. 
 
Laney College/Peralta College facilities are designed and programmed to run through multiple 
cycles through the morning, day and evenings, these are teaching facilities and unlike their open 
space, are not appropriate for general public access.  At best, access would be through 
organizations (coordinating events at the college similar to the planning process) which is public 
access, but not control of the facility. 
 
The Oakland Unified School District is developing a space that addresses the needs of La 
Escuelita Education Complex, but at this time does not address the needs of all school facilities, 
specifically charter schools, within the area, much less serving the public.  Optimum for the 
project area would be for joint use agreements with Oakland Unified School District to be 
developed to address existing charter school needs/demand in the project area. Also requested is 
stronger zoning regulations around the open space provision as part of the 
development/permitting of charter schools, pre-schools etc.  This is not public open space but 
ensuring that children and youth have adequate recreational space within their educational 
facilities. 
 
The consultants’ proposal that projects contribute differently to park/open space requirements 
(office buildings provide passive open space, family housing provide play structures) is focused 
on providing amenities to the building occupants, and not neighborhood amenities. What 
happens to the space after hours when the office building is closed? The County Building Plaza 
on any evening or weekend is an example. 
 
In particular the areas where large development opportunities occur which will be the areas of 
increased residential population. The Plan should explicitly address the need for 
community/youth center for dedicated programming and social services for not only the growing 
residential population in the area, but the wider community that is drawn to Chinatown 
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throughout the city and east bay region. The Plan should address the growing number of Charter 
schools and students that will need programming and services.   
 
In addition to the added facilities for programming and services, Lincoln Recreation Center 
needs structural improvements.  
 
The Plan does not make any recommendations to address how safety concerns at Chinese Garden 
Park will be improved in order to increase the usage of the park. 
 
6.2 Vision Framework 
One concept that has not yet been included should be the incorporation of a beautification plan 
for landscape, pavement and street intersection designs as planned in this section, as well as 
wayfinding signage, that will acknowledge and celebrate the existing neighborhood’s past, 
present and future.  This should include opportunities for public art and historical markers.  As 
14th Street and 10th Street have been given specific ‘identities’, perhaps 8th Street can become a 
route celebrating the history, culture and art of the community. 
 
6.3 Streetscape Phasing Concept 
Again, the Coalition would like to reiterate the priority need for this neighborhood is increasing 
pedestrian-oriented lighting, to both deter crime and increase evening commercial and residential 
activity, which is a cultural norm and stated community desire.  Please eliminate Phase 2 and 
replace with phased plan for increasing pedestrian-lighting in neighborhood. 
 
In addition, Figure 6.2 should show adding pedestrian lighting mid-block, as well as at corners.   
 
We also advocate for requirements for all new developments to provide exterior street pedestrian 
lights at regular intervals along the façades of their developments. 
 
6.4 Recommendations for Key Streets 
7th Street West of Fallon  
The description in this section lacks clarity around how many lanes will be on this street. All 
other street descriptions contain this information. Additionally, there needs to be specific 
recommendations on how to improve access and safety crossing 7th Street between Harrison and 
Alice Streets, to better connect the community to Harrison Park, if in fact it will remain at 
present site – perhaps a median island as has been designed for 7th Street east of Fallon, or a 
pedestrian bridge (with elevators) – so that elderly who use the programs at Harrison Park can 
have easier and safer access.  This is a key problem for the community that this Specific Plan 
should address and solve. 
 
Webster Street  
The description should mention and plans should coordinate with the Webster Street Green plan 
that is currently underway.  Webster Street pedestrian improvements from 7th to 5th should 
include additional pedestrian lighting, sidewalk widening, and public art in its list. 
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I-880 Undercrossings 
It might be useful to study if these sidewalks can be widened to accommodate planned active 
uses and safer, more pleasant pedestrian experiences. 
   
6.5 Transit Hub 
A transit hub location should be considered at Madison Street, rather than Oak Street.  Having 
major bus transfers, vehicular drop-offs and BART entries along Madison Street between 8th and 
9th Streets will provide the greater level of pedestrian traffic and population that will increase 
safety and vitality of Madison Park, and also provide a more gracious introduction of this 
neighborhood to BART travelers.  Consider the many precedents of successfully co-locating 
transit entries with public parks – for instance, Union Square in Manhattan.  Locating along 
Madison Street will also serve to provide connection between the Chinatown community and the 
entities surrounding the BART development.  Another important consideration is how the transit 
hub’s design, surrounding retail, activities, etc. will reflect a strong connection with Chinatown 
and community residents. 
 
7.1 Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements  
Introduction 
These remarks should acknowledge that traffic related to development in Alameda make it 
difficult to achieve the circulation strategies, especially those related to pedestrian safety. 
 
Pedestrian Improvements and Traffic Calming  

• Installation of four-way crosswalks or scramble systems should focus on the following 
key intersections: 

o 10th Street and Webster  
o 8th Street and Harrison 
o 9th Street and Harrison 
 

The Preferred Plan includes 8th/9th Streets and Webster & 8/9th Streets and Franklin, but these 
intersections currently already have scramble systems. A secondary tier of pedestrian 
improvements for additional intersection such as 8th/9th and Jackson should also be included. 
 
• Under the strategy of coordinating traffic signals and timing to calm traffic and improve 

the pedestrian experience, the strategy to provide additional crossing times via “press and 
hold” pushbuttons should be prioritized for placement near senior centers, day care and 
recreation centers, and parks and schools where both children, adolescents and elderly 
gather. This should be clarified and acknowledged. 

• While we acknowledge that the BMP is City policy, the Chinatown community had little 
input on the City's Bicycle Master Plan given the proposal to establish Class 1 bike lanes 
on several streets that impact the Chinatown core. In this light, the specific plan should 
contain an analysis of what effect that policy will have on Chinatown. Ideally, bike lanes 
should be located along the periphery of Chinatown and not through its core area. The 
conflict between bike riders, pedestrians, autos, and delivery vehicles presents a real 
problem. Those blocks in the Chinatown core that have enough width to accommodate a 
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bike lane should instead be prioritized and planned for wider sidewalks and bulb-outs 
rather than bike lanes.   

 
7.2 Station Access Improvements  

• The “Transit” subsection should include the following short-term action: Re-name the 
Lake Merritt BART Station to the “Laney College/Chinatown BART Station” to reflect 
the true community’s identity. 

• The Shuttle subsection discusses the addition of “shuttle routes or extensions that serve 
the Chinatown commercial core should also be considered, as outlined in Revive 
Chinatown.” Figure 7.3 entitled “Priority Pedestrian, Bicycle, and Shuttle 
Improvements” should reflect this recommendation and illustrate a route thru Chinatown 
to assist with mobility from Chinatown to BART, Jack London Square, as well as parking 
lots underneath the freeway. 

7.3 Roadway Network 
• The “one-way to two-way conversion” subsection should reference “Revive Chinatown” 

alternative recommendations for converting 7th through 10th and Harrison, Webster, and 
Franklin to two-way streets as an appropriate context rather than simply stating the issue 
is fraught with controversy. 

• As stated in our previous comment letter, in order to make the area safer for both bicycles 
and pedestrians, the inclusion of more two-way street conversions should be proposed in 
the plan that includes Webster, Franklin and 10th Street west of Madison Street.  Overall, 
two-way street conversions should be prioritized on 7th, 8th, 9th, 10th, Webster, Harrison 
and Franklin Streets.  For example, rather than narrow 8th Street by adding a bike lane, a 
two-way conversion should be proposed.  Additional pedestrian connections at Franklin 
and Harrison Streets under I-880 undercrossings should also be included. 

• The roadway reconfiguration phasing strategy articulates that Phase II, which includes 
pedestrian-scale lighting, could be implemented prior to Phase I if grant funding becomes 
available; however, given that pedestrian-scale lighting was the number one priority by 
the community to address public safety, lighting should be included and prioritized as a 
Phase I improvement. 

7.5 Transportation and Transit Analysis  
• As stated in our previous letter, the vehicle trip generation numbers presented in this 

section represent an alarming exponential increase. With projections indicating that 
current traffic at peak hours would increase even with a reduction factor for being a TOD 
neighborhood, the need for an improved and comprehensive traffic impact analysis needs 
to be acknowledged and included.  Since EIR’s address unanticipated impacts, 
mitigations to these exponential increases in traffic should be considered now in the 
planning phase given that we know there will be traffic impacts. Air pollution, noise and 
traffic and pedestrian safety mitigations should be recommended and included in the 
plan. 
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• Given that it is expected that the additional vehicle trip generated will cause significant 
impacts, it should be articulated that the Plan should not only focus on reducing the 
amount of vehicle trips via TDM measures to increase walking, biking and transit trips, 
but also should identify appropriate traffic mitigations and pedestrian improvements.  

7.6 Parking  
• Two-way conversions within the Chinatown core should be prioritized over angled 

parking strategies.  

• Parking strategies should include and build off Revive Chinatown’s Parking Management 
Program recommendations, such as creating a parking signage program, similar to that in 
San Francisco along Kearny Street, using overhead signs to inform motorists where 
parking is available.  The addition of diagonal parking should be considered on streets 
just outside of the Chinatown core as recommended by the Revive Chinatown plan. 

• Other BART stations have "kiss and ride" loading zones on station property, (e.g. 
Rockridge, MacArthur). Why should Lake Merritt be any different? Removing metered 
parking would result in a revenue loss to the city. 

• Regarding allowing developers the option to provide on BART owned property, the 
requirement to provide parking for new development is a city requirement. Therefore 
developers should have the option to contribute to a city parking district instead or 
providing required on-site parking.  

7.7 Loading Strategies   
The Station Area Plan should include recommendations for balancing the needs of merchants 
and the need to provide some enforcement such as amending Oakland Municipal Code Section 
12.04.090 to allow the use of the sidewalk right-of-way in front of businesses in the Plan Area 
without the need for a yearly permit fee; provided, however, that there is maintained, at all times, 
a clear space along such sidewalk of not less than five to four feet in width for the use of 
pedestrians. 
 
Chapter 8 
Sections 8.1, 8.3, and 8.4 did not change significantly from the previous Emerging Plan from 
September, so many of our comments are similar to what was previously submitted: 

• Improving the pedestrian experience is critical for preserving and enhancing the vibrancy 
of the neighborhood.  As mentioned earlier, a traffic analysis study should thoroughly 
assess the origin and destination of traffic traveling down 7th Street.  In addition, 8th and 
9th Street, as well as Webster, Franklin, and Harrison have been identified as key 
pedestrian corridors, yet the emerging plan does not explore two-way street “reversions” 
for these important streets.   

• Section 8.1 includes new language that recognizes the need for additional multilingual 
and cultural community centers and/or library.  While this language is incredibly 
important, we are dismayed that there is nothing in the plan that outlines specific sites or 
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mechanisms for achieving these incredibly important and worthy neighborhood 
institutions that are needed.     

• The Chinatown Coalition strongly supports the recommendation for improvements to 
Madison Square Park, such as adding shelter, seating, play/exercise structures, and public 
restrooms.  

• We strongly support the new language around implementation of policies to mitigate 
potential noise and air quality impacts to address the neighborhood’s proximity to I-880 
and other high volume roadways.   

• Strategies to address affordable housing and to reduce the effects of displacement and 
gentrification are critical for ensuring community members of a range of income levels 
can find quality housing.  As Section 8.3 summarizes, housing affordability can affect 
people’s ability to buy food or get medical care, displace residents, or increase 
overcrowding, and increased rents or mortgage costs can also precipitate eviction and 
displacement.  Please see our comments below regarding how to strengthen the 
affordable housing recommendations. The lack of these strategies to make housing 
affordable in the neighborhood can lead to overcrowding, poverty, displacement, and 
homelessness.   

• Similarly, Section 8.3 highlights how active, usable open space is critically essential to 
community health.  Community members utilize open space for a range of activities that 
have positive health benefits, such as tai-chi, dancing, badminton, basketball, etc.  With 
the proposal for greater density in the area, community members need access to space for 
exercise and movement to attain physical health and well-being.  However, the number of 
accessible park and recreation space identified in the emerging plan is not sufficient or 
guaranteed to be active, usable open space.  Please see our comments on Chapter 5 for 
more details. 

• Since new development will lead to higher traffic volumes, collision rates, reduced air 
quality, and noise impacts from vehicles and businesses, strategies are needed to route 
Alameda, Oakland downtown, and I-880 freeway traffic around Chinatown while 
allowing facilitated access of Chinatown destination traffic.  Transportation and 
circulation proposals should focus on promoting pedestrian and community mobility to 
encourage walking, a form of physical activity which can prevent chronic disease, reduce 
stress, and improve mental health; reducing thru traffic into the Chinatown community 
which will decrease air and noise pollution impacts; and enhancing pedestrian lighting 
and safety to ensure that community members feel safe to walk, exercise, and socially 
interact, all factors that promote health and well-being.  Please see our comments on 
Chapter 7 for more detailed recommendations. 

• Section 8.3 should also acknowledge that Oakland Chinatown has significant levels of air 
pollution.  We would recommend including a section acknowledging the following:  

1. Air emissions from vehicles and industrial sources contain pollutants such as 
ozone, carbon monoxide, particulate matter, nitrogen dioxide, sulfur dioxide, 
and diesel exhaust--all chemicals that can cause a wide range of health effects 
including respiratory diseases and cancer.i   

2. The San Francisco Department of Public Health (SFDPH) performed an 
Exposure Assessment based on the traffic pattern and proximity of I-880 and 
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arterial streets, and estimates that the concentration of PM2.5 in Oakland 
Chinatown is already between 0.6 and 2.2 ug/m3, with the largest midsection 
in the 1.0 to 1.5 range.  For comparison, the action level threshold in San 
Francisco is 0.2 ug/m3, meaning new residential construction must take 
affirmative actions to reduce exposure at that level. 

• The Public Facilities and Safety section of 8.3 points to Oakland Unified School District 
facilities as recreational facilities, but does not acknowledge the impact of the recent 
Charter schools, both on open space and the sustainability of the OUSD system. The 
OUSD and Laney facilities are not necessarily within easy walking distance for 
elementary school students coming from the Charter schools that have recently been 
established within the Chinatown area or the elderly who live or shop in the area. This 
section should acknowledge the need to identify community facilities, such as a 
youth/community center, within the Chinatown area that can provide programming space 
dedicated to services for youth and young adults, and a shared community meeting space 
for multi-generational use in order to address the neighborhood needs for a safe space 
that can provide opportunities for youth and community members to gather and socialize 
to increase social cohesion, mental health and well-being, and physical activity, thereby 
increasing overall community health 

• The plan continues to highlight how Lincoln Elementary School is currently already over 
capacity, and the other small elementary and high school in the planning area are closer 
to the Eastlake neighborhood.  The middle school and high schools serving a large 
number of students in the planning area are actually located in other neighborhoods.  
Given the plan is promoting family housing to be prioritized for this area, it needs to 
identify specific sites for the anticipated increase in students. 

• The increased capacity needed by schools to educate increasing numbers of students also 
creates increased demand for open space and programming that is used by the students.  
Currently, Lincoln Elementary School and the adjoining Lincoln Square recreation center 
illustrate how much need there is for open space and programming in the neighborhood. 

• Laney College should continue to work on making the campus more connected to 
community members living in the surrounding neighborhood.  Ideas could include 
offering more job training programs that serve immigrant community members, 
providing course instruction in community center facilities, and creating accessible and 
safe pedestrian connections between Eastlake and Chinatown. 

 
8.5 Initial Approach: Community Benefits 
The Plan definition of Community Benefits “as community amenities and services that are 
essential to a sustainable, diverse and highly livable neighborhood” is a co-optation of the term, 
and not what is meant by the Coalition when referencing Community Benefits.   
 
Historically, community benefits are a recognition of the impacts of development and are 
negotiated to ensure that the neighborhood/ community most impacted by developments that 
occur in their neighborhood, receive benefits that mitigate those impacts. Activities and 
investments that insure the success of the development, or that relieve the city of its role in 
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providing city services, are not a community benefit as above defined, but a strategy for meeting 
levels of service established by the city. 
 
In the case of the Lake Merritt Station Area Plan, the community benefit discussion must 
acknowledge a historical dynamic in which redevelopment resulted in the taking of land for 
development purposes, at the expense of local neighborhood and ethnic communities.  This is a 
historic pattern of urban redevelopment, not unique to Oakland, but in this particular case, the 
developments that occurred are predominately public-serving entities - MTC, BART, Laney 
College, Peralta College District, Oakland Museum, Alameda County and the 880 Highway.  
These developments reduced the total land mass and population of Chinatown, and, at best, serve 
Chinatown incidentally, not intentionally.  The community and this Coalition refuse to allow the 
continued subservience of its physical fabric and neighborhood development to the solving of 
regional problems and strategies. 
 
The Chinatown Coalition would like the Community Benefit discussion of the plan to be 
reframed in the context of Neighborhood Benefits and at a minimum include an intentional 
analysis that balances neighborhood and regional benefits.  An example of this would be the 
issue of park space, with current recommendations to add significantly more regional-serving 
versus neighborhood-serving park space into the plan area, even though analysis clearly states 
the inadequacy of neighborhood-serving parks for existing populations, much less future 
additional population.  The need for neighborhood-serving parks’ expansion and improvement 
needs clearer direction and commitment in this specific plan. 
 
Good development with active ground floor street frontage is not a community benefit, it is a 
community standard.  The Chinatown Coalition welcomes development, but believes that more 
refined and rigorous development scenarios can strengthen the neighborhood fabric and result in 
success for both the project and the project area. 
 
Neighborhood benefits are a critically important component for supporting the vibrancy and 
growth of the Chinatown neighborhood and residents.  Without a clear mechanism for the 
provision of necessary neighborhood services, there is tremendous threat that our community 
will have to bear the impact of increased population, heights, density, traffic, and displacement 
pressures.   
 
As it is written now, the Plan does not provide a concrete approach for achieving neighborhood 
benefits.  The list of possible strategies does not guarantee the provision of necessary 
neighborhood benefits, and the one required new strategy in the emerging plan (tying height 
limits to the provision of benefits) has been eliminated in the current version.  There needs to be 
a mechanism for quantifying neighborhood benefits and expressly linking these benefits to the 
strategies.   As currently written, the list of possible strategies are not required and are without 
specific requirements. The plan essentially does not provide any mechanism to achieve the 
community development needs that have been repeatedly expressed by community residents.   
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The plan needs to develop an adequate and more specific proposal for ensuring the outcomes 
identified by the community and this process in its vision for a high density, active transit 
oriented neighborhood that is economically and culturally diverse.  Additionally, it should create 
a platform and/or prescribe a process for future developments in this area to engage with this 
community and coalition to ensure developments will provide needed and accepted community 
benefits in the future.  We cannot support a plan that does not provide a clear, specific, and 
required process for ensuring our community receives tangible benefits to achieve our 
vision for an economically and culturally diverse neighborhood.   
 
8.6 Affordable Housing 
As part of our vision for an economically and culturally diverse neighborhood, the ratio of 
affordable and market rate housing is key for sustaining the vibrant cultural and retail district.  
Chinatown is one of the region’s most successful retail districts that both meets the needs of the 
local mixed income community and serves as a regional destination for the East Bay Asian 
community.  The community generated $57 million in retail sales in 2008, representing the city’s 
fifth largest neighborhood retail district, and sales have grown 84% since 1994, compared to 
1.7% for the city as a whole.  Affordable housing currently represents 30% of the existing 
housing in the neighborhood, and the 30/70 ratio of affordable housing/market rate housing has 
shown success in sustaining a vibrant retail district.  Future housing in the planning area should 
also reflect this ratio, enabling workers the opportunity to live close to their jobs.   
 
The latest draft of the plan does not include our goals for ensuring that housing is built for all 
income levels in Oakland.   Our housing goals include the following: 

• Requirements for new mixed-income housing development with at least 30% of units in 
the planning area affordable to families below 60% AMI ($55,000 for a family of four), 
including extremely low and very low-income community members.  This requirement 
will support housing for a healthy, diverse mix of incomes, ranging from the lowest 
income to Oakland’s actual median income to higher income residents.   

• The development of family housing larger than 2 bedroom units. 
• Protections against direct displacement from demolition of existing housing and 

businesses. 
• A strengthening of tenant rights protections for community members against involuntary 

displacement through gentrification and rising housing costs. 
• The Chinatown neighborhood should benefit from publicly-owned parcels, including the 

development of affordable housing, active park space, and community centers. 
 
Our vision for an economically and culturally diverse community requires a match between 
housing affordability and jobs.  Currently, 54% of workers in this neighborhood are working in 
the service employment and retail sectors, and typically cannot afford market rate housing.ii  The 
preferred plan anticipates that most job creation will be in the area of office and retail jobs.  
Housing needs to be made affordable for the workers, whether they are waiting on tables, 
cleaning offices, or selling merchandise for less than $12 per hour.  Therefore, it is essential that 
no less than 1,305 to 3,150 of new units be made affordable to current residents, students, and 
workers.  Also, in accounting for new growth, we need to recognize that almost two-thirds of 
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Oakland residents are earning less than $75,000,iii and attracting new residents to the 
neighborhood will require housing that is affordable to a range of incomes. 
 
Similar to the previous discussion around neighborhood benefits, the plan does not outline a 
concrete approach for achieving the necessary 30/70 ratio of affordable to market rate housing.  
Knowing the reality of the difficulty in financing affordable housing, a list of possible strategies 
does not provide any reassurances that affordable housing will be achieved to the extent that is 
necessary to keep this neighborhood economically and culturally diverse. 
 
In addition, current existing laws, such as just cause and rent control, are not sufficient to prevent 
displacement in the neighborhood.  Given the immense development pressures that are occurring 
around transit stops and BART stations all over Oakland, the City’s just cause and rent control 
ordinances should be updated to protect housing from becoming increasingly unaffordable.  The 
discussion of an expansion of condominium conversion policies to the neighborhood is 
incredibly important and should be required, and the lowering of height limits should be applied 
to more blocks in the planning area (rather than only along a portion of 7th Street).  Please see 
our comments in Chapter 4 for further discussion.   
 
We cannot support a plan that does not have an adequate and more specific proposal for ensuring 
our vision of an appropriate mix of housing can be achieved.  Additionally, it should create a 
platform and/or prescribe a process for future developments in this area to engage with this 
community and coalition to ensure developments will provide the appropriate jobs/housing 
balance that is needed.   
 
                                                 
i Bhatia R, Rivard T. 2008. Assessment and Mitigation of Air Pollutant Health Effects from Intra-urban Roadways: 
Guidance for Land Use Planning and Environmental Review. Program on Health, Equity, & Sustainability, 
Occupational & Environmental Health Section, Department of Public Health City and County of San Francisco. 
ii City of Oakland, “Existing Conditions Report, Chapter 6,” Lake Merritt Station Area Plan. 
iii City of Oakland, “Existing Conditions Report, Chapter 6,” Lake Merritt Station Area Plan. 



Lake Merritt Draft Plan Comments 
Gillian Adams – ABAG 
Page 1 of 5 
 
General Comments 

• There are still references to the “Emerging Plan,” instead of the “Preferred Plan.” 
• On the Illustrative Views, it would be helpful to include some street names to orient viewers. 
• Starting with Chapter 6, there is some funkiness with the punctuation. 

 
Page 1-1:  

• In the first paragraph, remove the sentence that starts “The next steps…” This is repeated in the 
third paragraph below. 

• One of the elements that still needs to be completed is an “accessibility plan.” 
 
Page 1-3: 

• The paragraph about Specific Plans is confusing. To start, it would be helpful here to explain why 
a Specific Plan is beneficial to the community. In addition, what does “some areas” mean—
topics, or geographic areas? How is it possible to have only portions of the plan that are governed 
by the Government Code? What are the advantages of this approach?  

 
Page 1-9: 

• Some of the affordable housing goals listed on page 8-23 are not listed here. They are good goals, 
and should be added here. 

 
Page 2-1: 

• In the first paragraph, the reference should be to Figure 1.6, not 1.5 
• In the fourth paragraph, the reference should be to Figure 1.7, not 1.6 

 
Page 3-8: 

• What is the justification for having non-residential development that exceeds the Market Analysis 
and total jobs that exceed ACTC projections? Why would the plan include more of this type of 
development than what the market can support (according to your analysis)? 

 
Page 3-9: 

• In footnote 3, it should read “ABAG Projections 2009” 
 
Page 3-22: 

• In the first paragraph, it should be ACTC not ABAG. 
 
Page 3-29: 

• In the first paragraph under “Plan Implications,” why is lower-density housing more feasible in 
the current market? 

• It would be helpful to provide a definition of what “affordable” housing means. For example, 
what is the household income that is targeted for the units that require subsidies of $123,000? 

 
Page 4-7: 

• The discussion of building heights in relation to construction costs is good. However, the 
description here is somewhat confusing for a reader that is not familiar with these terms. It would 
be helpful to explain a bit more about the building types. For example, “Type I without life 
safety” makes it sound like it is an unsafe building. 

 
 
 



Lake Merritt Draft Plan Comments 
Gillian Adams – ABAG 
Page 2 of 5 
 
Figure 4.3: 

• The “Focus Area” boundary is hard to see and the Planning Area boundary is not visible at all 
• The colors for heights 3 – 6 are difficult to distinguish 
• What does the category “None” mean (if not “No Height Limit,” which is #7)? 
• Do the commercial corridor heights only apply to East Lake? It would be better to only have one 

set of height indicators. 
• Fix the place where the road overlaps the legend 

 
Figure 4.4: 

• It might be helpful to include some photos of buildings that demonstrate the base / tower heights 
 
Page 4-11: 

• In the paragraph about the Draft Heights Map, the area numbers do not seem to correspond 
correctly to the heights. 

 
Page 4-15: 

• The first bullet under “Tower Massing” has an incomplete sentence in the middle. 
 
Page 5-8: 

• The text for footnote 9 is missing. 
 
Page 5-10: 

• Would in-lieu fees be for capital improvements only, or for expansion of programming as well? 
 
Figure 6.1: 

• The map shows improvements for Madison as well as Oak, although this is not included in the 
description on Page 6-2. 

Page 7-9: 
• Under “Curb Management” it would be helpful to briefly list the goals/purposes to be achieved 

by changing the way the curb space is allocated (i.e., what is the problem that is being solved and 
which users benefit?) 

 
Page 7-11: 

• Under “Short Term Actions,” provide more detail about what kind of security improvements at 
the station are envisioned. 

 
Page 7-12: 

• On third bullet under “Medium and Longer Term Actions,” fix page references  
• Under “Short Term Actions,” seventh bullet: include more details about how to improve bus 

waiting area comfort and safety 
• Under “Short Term Actions,” eighth bullet: move bus stops to the “far side” of what? 

 
Page 7-19: 

• Include a statement about how the TDM measures will be incorporated into or advanced by the 
plan. 

 
 
 



Lake Merritt Draft Plan Comments 
Gillian Adams – ABAG 
Page 3 of 5 
 
Page 7-20: 

• The term “existing redeveloped sites” is confusing. Use “opportunity sites”? Or “sites for 
redevelopment”? 

 
Page 7-28: 

• While the analysis is based on the area as a City Center/Urban Neighborhood place type, the 
close proximity to the regional center of downtown Oakland and excellent quality transit means 
the City should aim at the lower ends of the parking ranges.  In fact given the availability of 
numerous paid parking facilities and controlled parking resources in the area, they could 
eliminate residential parking requirements and let developers choose to provide the level of 
parking that their analysis indicates the housing market will support, including use of 
underutilized commercial parking facilities. 

 
Page 7-29: 

• The strategies mentioned of further reducing the parking requirements through bundled transit 
passes and bicycle parking, shared parking, unbundled parking and carshare are highly applicable 
at this location and additional details will be helpful. Parking cash-out for employees should also 
be examined. 

• In the section about unbundled parking, remove the word “fewer” in the third sentence. 
 
Page 7-30: 

• Under “Shared Parking,” what does it mean that “the parking requirement for the redevelopment 
west of the Lake Merritt Channel is entirely for the proposed residential uses”? Are there no 
parking requirements for commercial development? Why can shared parking only be 
implemented in Lakeside? What about shared parking for existing lots? Or sharing between 
residential and commercial? 

 
Page 7-31: 

• Prior to any recommendations to create additional parking, whether on-street (through angled 
parking) or off-street for new development, there should be a careful analysis of current quantities 
of parking spaces (including in structures), including occupancy, turnover, and current 
prices.  This information should then be used in an analysis of the comparison of costs for any 
new parking with the cost of providing additional access for other modes.  Often existing parking 
facilities are underutilized; the Jack London Amtrak structure is heavily underutilized.  More cost 
effective approaches usually include wayfinding, market pricing and programs that support 
employees parking in structures rather than on-street. 

• In the first paragraph, change “angles parking” to “angled parking” 
• In the first sentence under in Section 7.7, change “county” to “country” 

 
Page 8-1: 

• In the first paragraph under Section 8.1, add “approach” to the end of the first paragraph 
 
Page 8-16: 

• Achieving Community Benefits is such an important topic that it should be its own chapter. The 
strategies described in Chapter 9 should be combined with those listed here so the entire 
framework can be seen together. 

• As you refine this Community Benefits framework, it needs to include specific implementation 
mechanisms and emphasize certainty – so developers will know what is expected of them and 
community members know that the benefits will actually be achieved. 



Lake Merritt Draft Plan Comments 
Gillian Adams – ABAG 
Page 4 of 5 
 
Affordable Housing Strategy 

• The Affordable Housing Assessment done by Conley Consulting Group discusses many of the 
issues included here in a straightforward and concise manner. It would be helpful to include some 
of the more detailed information from that report in the Draft Plan. 

• In general, the strategy should include specifics about the target number of affordable housing 
units in the plan, as well as the potential amount of funding available from the different sources 
and fees identified (especially something like a impact fee for affordable housing). 

 
Page 8-18: 

• In the first paragraph, should the average HH size be 1.94, as noted on page 8-19? 
 
Page 8-20: 

• Under Housing Prices, what are the implications of the statement “It is reported that a large 
number of buyers are purchasing distressed properties with cash as opposed to mortgage 
financing”? 

• Under Rental Rates, it would be helpful to clarify what you mean by “relatively affordable,” since 
this seems to contradict earlier statements about the high proportion of residents who face a high 
housing cost burden. 

• Under Jobs/Housing Impact Fee, clarify that funds from the Housing Trust Fund are made 
available to nonprofits to build affordable housing. 

• It would be helpful to include a summary of the implications that the demographic and housing 
profile have on what kinds of housing is needed in the station area. 

 
Page 8-22: 

• Please define “affordable housing” in more detail. It is important to distinguish the different 
income groups that are served by affordable units (very low, low, and moderate), since different 
funding sources and implementation strategies are often required to serve these different groups.  

• Are the 1,230 units in the pipeline affordable units? If not, how many are expected to be 
affordable? 

• ABAG does not assign housing allocations to specific areas within a city. To clarify this, please 
replace the text above Table 8-2 with the following: As part of the Regional Housing Need 
Allocation (RHNA) process, the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) projects a total 
need of 14,629 housing units for the City of Oakland by 2014. Twenty-seven percent of these units 
are designated to be affordable to very low- and low-income households. Based on these city-
wide allocations, the City of Oakland has determined that 1,327 housing units are needed in the 
Plan Area, of which 648 would need to be affordable. The affordability levels of this projected 
housing need is shown in Table 8-2. 

 
Page 8-23: 

• Remove ABAG in the first and second paragraphs 
• In the second paragraph, the numbers do not seem to be consistent (540 vs. 555, etc.). Also, on 

page 1-1, it says the plan anticipates 3,700 to 5,600 units. 
 
Page 8-24: 

• Remove ABAG in the second paragraph. 
• For the affordable housing unit types, what specific steps can/will the City take to encourage 

these? (The description here still sounds more like a goal statement) 



Lake Merritt Draft Plan Comments 
Gillian Adams – ABAG 
Page 5 of 5 
 

• If the opportunity sites in the plan come from the Housing Element, then it seems they should be 
developed as housing, not other uses (unless the City identified more sites city-wide than needed 
to accommodate its RHNA). 

• Under Reduced Parking Requirements, the fact that 49% of area households do not own a car 
should be added to the section on Transit Use on page 8-19. 

 
Page 8-26: 

• The statement that “high rents support strong property values” seems to contradict the earlier 
statement that the area is “relatively affordable” (page 8-20). 

• The section on incentives for affordable housing should be linked to the Community Benefits 
framework. 

 
Page 8-27: 

• The identification of the strategy related to 7th Street is important. It would be helpful to also 
speak more broadly about the importance of preserving existing affordable units (non-deed-
restricted, since those are already protected) as a way of preventing displacement. 

 



Tai Chi Groups 
Madison Park, Oakland, CA 

(E-mail address:edevieloo@yahoo.com) 
 

December 8, 2011 
 

Oakland Parks and Recreation Advisory Commission 
Lakeside Park Garden Center 
666 Bellevue Avenue 
Oakland, CA 

 
Subject: Lake Merritt Station Area Plan containing height limit proposals which may                  

adversely affect Madison Park and Oakland Chinatown 
 
Dear Commissioners: 
 
On December 14, 2011, subject Plan will be presented to you for approval.  In the 
“Preferred Plan” (page 4-14 of the subject Plan) the proposed height limit for 3 blocks 
next to Madison Park has been established at 485 feet.  This equates to possibly 3 blocks 
of structures each of which is nearly 50 stories, adversely affecting Madison Park as well 
as possibly overwhelming the neighborhood character of Chinatown.  As such, we 
request the Commissioners’ attention on this issue for possible reconsideration. 
 
Presently there is a base of over a thousand people that use Madison Park for exercising.  
Of that number, approximately 200 to 300 people show up every morning to do tai chi, 
etc.  These folks are concern that structures 50 stories high may block out sunlight as well 
as creating a wind tunnel condition is the area.  We therefore urge that you call for a 
shadow study as well as a wind tunnel study to better understand the impacts on Madison 
Park. 
 
Please also take into consideration that a 50 story structure may indeed be too high and 
out of place for Chinatown.  The Kaiser Center Building by Lake Merritt where BART 
Headquarter is now located, is 28 stories.    The beautiful complex at 1200 Lakeshore is 
23 stories.  The senior facilities known as Noble Tower on Lakeside, is 15 stories.  On 
top of all this, the immediate neighborhood of the subject area is 2 and 3 story structures.  
So, while we fully support the development of BART’s transportation village, we feel 
that the height limits should be reconsidered. 
 
Thank you very much for your time. 
 
 
 
 
 
       Edward Loo 
       Madison Park Tai Chi Rep 



Copy to via e-mail: 
Lake Merritt Station Area Plan (Lake_merritt_plan@oaklandnet.com) 
Oakland City Council (pkernighan@oaklandnet.com) 
BART Board of Directors (robertraburn@covad.net) 
Oakland Chinatown Coalition (asyee@aol.com) 
Oakland Chinatown Chamber of Commerce (oaklandctchamber@aol.com) 
 

 

 

 



 
December 7, 2011 

 
Ed Manasse 
City of Oakland  
Community and Economic Development Agency, Planning 
250 Frank Ogawa Plaza, Suite # 3315 
Oakland, CA 94612 
 
Re: Lake Merritt Station Area Plan – comments on Draft Preferred Plan 
 
Dear Mr. Manasse, 
 
The following are TransForm’s comments regarding the Community Preferred Plan. 
 
Chapter 7.6  Parking 

 
I. On and Off Street Parking 
 
A parking management district (PMD) should be created within the Station Area to facilitate the 
shared parking policies recommended. It appears that the community might also be interested in 
creating a PMD , not enough information has been presented to take advantage of this strategy as a 
way to not only ensure better vehicle access but to also potentially generate funding for desired 
streetscaping improvements or to generate funding for local match components of grants for 
streetscape improvements. 

1) A section describing current parking demand and behavior for offices and Chinatown need 

better illumination.  Are there ANY studies that can be referenced that would document 

what the existing condition is? 

2) Document current history of shared parking or efforts to coordinate parking resources.  

a. stakeholders should be contacted to discuss what process is needed to develop a 

shared parking strategy or at least inventory the hurdles to participating in a shared 

arrangement.  

3) Page 7-30 Explain what this means: “Since the parking requirement for the redevelopment 

west of Lake Merritt Channel is entirely for the proposed residential uses, shared parking 

can only be implemented in the proposed redevelopment in the Lakeside neighborhood.”  

What are the boundaries of the Lakeside neighborhood? Do you mean mostly residential 

rather than entirely? 

 
II. Ped/Bike Access  
 

1. Provide streetscape cost estimates for each element suggested for improvement: cost to bulb 

out intersection, cost to add lighting along 2 block faces, cost to add trees for two block 

faces; 

2. Provide total cost estimates for each streetscaping scenario so the public can compare; 

3. Provide cost estimates for implementing all improvements proposed in Figure 7.1 regardless 

of which street configurations are used. Ideally show what is allocated in existing CIPs, what 



 
could be reasonably funded through new development and what costs remain to fully 

pedestrianize the station area to the extent proposed in Figure 7.1; 

4. Include maps showing existing sidewalk widths throughout the plan area and what areas will 

definitely see sidewalk widening.  Overlay with locations where produce market is known to 

be displayed on the street.  This will allow community to know which sidewalks will 

definitely be widened, particularly given a legislated 5’ clear travel width described on page 7-

33 (which is confusing as stated; “…not less than five (5) four [sic.] in width for the use of 

pedestrians.”); 

5. Be more clear about which streetscape options will definitely result in sidewalk widening and 

explain where widening is only for curb bulb-outs or clearly state that widening is proposed 

for the length of the block, in addition to bulb outs;   

a. Make the dashed line showing existing edge of curb more visible and highlight what 

it represents in all diagrams showing sidewalk widths; 

b. Make sure the “before” schematics actually represent the after shots.The diagrams 

on what are pages  6-16 and 6-17 show “before”diagrams as 10th and Fallon rather 

than 10th at Madison.  These are two very different before scenarios and it is not 

clear what is different between existing and proposed; 

c. Increase the size of the numbers to be legible in the “before” scenarios. 

III. Additional Funding Mechanisms (Economic Development Strategies 9.3) 
 

1. Include more information about the Downtown Community Benefit District.  Show total 

district budget and cost of assessment per squarefoot.  Show their average budget for 

cultural events, district promotions, streetscaping, and cleaning.   

2. Please include the Temescal Parking Benefit District pilot study as a local example. 

 
Additional Parking and Circulation Policy Changes 

1) Page 7-29 “Require” unbundled parking instead of “Provide”; 

2) Consider street treatments in the heart of Chinatown on 8th and 9th Streets, between 

Harrison St. and Broadway to be similar to those proposed for Fallon St. between 8th and 9th 

Streets as seen in figure 6.3 with the description “Option B” (what is Option A?), and 

described as “Plaza with Narrowed lanes, Widened Sidewalks, Street Amenities at Frontage, 

and described as “Modify Street: Pedestrian / Vehicle Plaza” in diagram 7.3;   

3) Ensure business outreach happens in Chinese to solicit applicants to façade improvement 

program. Inventory current use of program relative to other business districts.  Show if 

Chinatown is getting it’s fair share; 

4) As a Transit Oriented Development area, the pedestrian should be given priority in the new 
plan. The community has made it clear that we believe reverting back to a series of two-way 
streets (versus existing one-way street grids) will make the community safer and more 
pedestrian friendly, and it should be studied.  A traffic analysis should be conducted of 
traffic on 7th, 8th, 9th, Webster, Franklin, and Harrison streets, all of which have been 
identified as key pedestrian corridors;  



 
5) Future bilingual wayfinding signs should include ¼ mile- 5 min walking distances and ½ mile 

10 min walking distances.  This metric reminds everyone how far average people are willing 

to walk.  Currently walking across the plan area from end to end feels further than it actually 

is because of the lack of pedestrian safety features and more uniform streetscape design.  As 

the plan area is built out, it is important for everyone to think in terms of 5 minute walking 

distances as all the land use districts are proposed to be named as variations of pedestrian 

zone types.   

 
We Applaud: 

1) Mentioning Parking maximums and potential for reduced parking requirements if projects 

provide TDMs including free transit passes or free carshare memberships. Consider a 

parking maximum of 1 space/1,000 sf of retail, since this is what was used in the market 

feasibility analysis. 

2) Mentioned connection between housing affordability and parking requirements.  Next step 

is to recommend what reduced parking requirement ratios should be considered for 

dedicated affordable housing, which also provides transportation demand management. 

3) Parking pricing is included as a strategy for encouraging alternative modes. However, we 

suggest that this strategy be adopted as a primary strategy to promote parking availability and 

access to businesses.   To support that, the plan should include a performance target of a 

maximum 85% parking occupancy and 15% vacancy at any given time and rely on varying 

the cost of parking by time of day and street face to meet that demand. See the San 

Francisco Municiple Transportation Agency’s “SFPark” (www.sfpark.org) program as an 

example.  

4) Including suggestion of parking maximums, although they should be applied to commercial 

parking, not just residential.   

5) To best improve parking in the district, it would be best to take a district wide approach and 

pool in-lieu parking fees collected from new development for the construction of 

public/private garages. 

6) We strongly support the new language around implementation of policies to mitigate 
potential noise and air quality impacts to address the neighborhood’s proximity to I-880 and 
other high volume roadways.   
 

Chapter 8 – Community Resources 
 
Section 8.3 highlights how active, usable open space is essential to community health.  Community 
members utilize open space for a range of activities that have positive health benefits, such as tai-chi, 
dancing, badminton, basketball, etc.  With the proposal for greater density in the area, community 
members need access to more open space. The need for neighborhood-serving parks’ expansion and 
improvement needs clearer direction and commitment in this specific plan. 
 

• We strongly encourage an explanation of how bike lanes have been shown to reduce traffic 
volumes, collision rates, noise, etc. wherever they have been implemented. Since new 
development is anticipated to lead to higher traffic volumes, collision rates, reduced air 
quality, and noise impacts from vehicles and businesses, strategies are needed to provide 



 
alternative modes of local travel and to route Alameda, Oakland downtown, and I-880 
freeway traffic around Chinatown while allowing facilitated access to Chinatown.  Bike 
lanes (as proposed in the City’s Master Bike Plan) coupled with a commercial 
loading strategy and better parking management could be an important method of 
reducing the negative impacts of vehicular traffic through Chinatown and 
throughout the planning area. Additionally, walking and biking (which calms and reduces 
traffic) also helps to prevent chronic disease, reduces stress, and improves mental health. 
Finally, reducing thru traffic by two-waying streets, widening sidewalks, and installing bike 
lanes will all decrease air and noise pollution.   

 
8.5 Initial Approach:  Community Benefits 
 
We are extremely concerned that basing height limits on the provision of benefits has been 
eliminated from the Draft Preferred Plan.  There needs to be a mechanism for quantifying 
neighborhood benefits and expressly linking these benefits to implementation strategies. This could 
be done by changing the relevant text on page 8-16 to read “Relaxing height standards in exchange 
for benefits, such as higher ratios of affordable housing”. “Air rights” are part of the public realm 
and should not simply be given away without exchange for public benefits that go beyond the 
potential to increase property and sales tax revenues for the City. We acknowledge that the draft 
plan clearly states that strategies to achieve affordable housing will be more clearly outlined in the 
Area Plan, however, we do want to express our deep concern and our readiness to work more 
closely with the City and or it’s consultants to develop strategies that will address this. 
 
8.6 Affordable Housing 
 
As part of the Great Community Collaborative’s vision for an economically and culturally diverse 
neighborhood, a balanced ratio of affordable and market rate housing is key for sustaining any 
livable community. Affordable housing within any Transit Oriented Development (TOD) makes it 
possible for workers of the shops and services within the TOD to be able to live nearby, thereby 
reducing greenhouse gas emissions and vehicle miles traveled for the region.  Chinatown is one of 
the region’s most successful retail districts that both meets the needs of the local mixed income 
community and serves as a regional destination for the East Bay Asian community.  Affordable 
housing currently represents 30% of the existing housing in the neighborhood, and the 
30/70 ratio of affordable housing/market rate housing has shown success in sustaining a 
vibrant retail district.  Future housing in the planning area needs to reflect this ratio, 
enabling workers the opportunity to live close to their jobs.   
 
The latest draft of the plan still does not clearly meet TransForm’s goals for ensuring that housing is 
built for all income levels in Oakland.  We recognize that the current Draft plan clearly states that 
the Area Plan will reflect strategies to meet this need, and we hope that when it does, it reflects the 
following: 
 

• Requirements for new mixed-income housing development with at least 30% of units in the 
planning area affordable to families below 60% AMI ($55,000 for a family of four), including 
extremely low and very low-income community members.  This requirement will support 
housing for a healthy, diverse mix of incomes, ranging from the lowest income to Oakland’s 
actual median income to higher income residents.  



 
• A strengthening of tenant rights protections for community members against involuntary 

displacement through gentrification and rising housing costs 

• Designating publicly-owned parcels to be used for the development of affordable housing, 
active park space, and or community centers. 

 
Our vision for an economically and culturally diverse community requires a match between housing 
affordability and jobs.  While we welcome developing most of the new housing for people of higher 
incomes as an investment in the community and as a catalyst for new development and 
reinvestment, 54% of the workers in the neighborhood are working in the service employment and 
retail sectors and typically cannot afford market rate housing.i  As indicated by the study we 
submitted last time, the preferred plan anticipates that most job creation will be in the area of office 
and retail jobs.  Housing needs to be made affordable for the workers in the area, whether they are 
waiting on tables, cleaning offices, or selling merchandise for less than $12 per hour, as so many of 
them do now and will in the future.  Therefore, it is essential that no less than 1,305 to 3,150 of 
the total new units be made affordable to low-wage workers, seniors, and students, and 
strategies need to be more clearly spelled out in the plan as to how that can be 
accomplished.  
 
In addition, current existing laws, such as just cause and rent control, have not been sufficient to 
prevent displacement in the neighborhood.  Given the immense development pressures that are 
occurring around BART stations in Oakland, the City’s just cause and rent control ordinances 
should be updated to protect housing from becoming increasingly unaffordable.  The discussion of 
an expansion of condominium conversion policies to the neighborhood is incredibly important and 
should be required, and the lowering of height limits should be applied to more blocks in the 
planning area (rather than only along a portion of 7th Street). 
 
We thank you for the opportunity to provide input in this portion of the planning 
process. We look forward to seeing how you will address the concerns and comments 
that we and others in the community have expressed in the Draft Area Plan  

 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Joél Ramos 
Community Planner 
                                                 
i City of Oakland, “Existing Conditions Report, Chapter 6,” Lake Merritt Station Area Plan. 



BART Comments 

p. 2-1 14th Street Corridor.   The section needs to provide more urban design / structure 
framework about the importance of 14th Street for the City of Oakland, even for key uses 
outside the study area.  Shouldn't it be a ceremonial street that links Oakland City Hall to Lake 
Merritt?  
 
p. 3-7  Public Open Space.  Scenario #1 - "half-black plaza" ??? 
 
p. 4-3, Figure 4-1 Land Use Character.   The plan envisions future development on Peralta 
property west of East 7th Street.  Why does is the character "institutional" as that is not 
consistent with vision? 
 
p. 4-16, Location of Parking Entrances.  For large lot development, or on corners where 
possible, the location of entrance points to parking lots and structures should avoid conflicts with 
primary transit and pedestrian streets.  Side streets or alley ways are preferred locations. 
 
p. 4-17, Green Buildings.  Consider requiring Electric Vehicle (EV) charging stations for major 
development.  Unclear if the City has a recommendation on the number or percent of EV 
spaces. Three big city consortium, including Oakland, is developing standards. 
 
p. 5-3, Figure 5-1  Open Space.  Only 2 of the 4 BART station portals at the Lake Merritt 
station are shown in blue.  They should all be the same color blue. 
 
p. 5-5, OSCAR.  OSCAR appears be used several times before it is defined on p. 5-14. 
 
p. 6-2, streetscape / Jack London.  In addition to creating better connections to Chinatown, 
the area also needs better connections from Jack London / Warehouse District to the Lake 
Merritt BART Station. 
 
p. 6-2, streetscape / bus.  There should be some discussion of streetscape improvements to 
speed bus transit in specified corridors, especially the 11th / 12th couplet (per MTC Transit 
Sustainability Project). 

p. 6-5, Bullet #3.  Bulb outs may not work in all situations.  For example, on Oak Street 
between 8th and 9th, bulbs would take valuable curb space needed for kiss and ride, bus and taxi 
zones. 

p. 6-5, Bullet #4b.  Phase 3 (Option B) could be problematic if vehicles double park.   
 
p. 6-8, Section 6.4.  This section should have some discussion about streetscape 
improvements needed to improve bus speeds, especially on transit priority streets such as the 
11th / 12th couplet (per MTC Transit Sustainability Project). 



p. 6-11, Oak Street.  Corner bulb-outs may not work between 8th and 9th streets. 
 
p. 6-22, Figure 6.3, I-880 underpass.  Is there any evidence (or anecdotes) that the installation 
of walls along the I-880 underpass at Oak and Webster will improve public safety (or at least the 
perception of public safety)?  Does OPD have an opinion on this? 
 
p. 7-2, Figure 7-1, Circulation Improvement Strategy.  There should be a designation for 
transit preferential streets. How best to improve surface transit operational speed in order to 
provide better service?  See MTC TSP work, and potential fund sources through RTP. 

What is the significance of the black line on 10th St., b/w Webster and Madison? 

p. 6-5, 3rd bullet.  Pedestrian Signage / Wayfinding.  Any new wayfinding program should 
build off of the existing Chinatown area modular wayfinding program that was implemented by 
the City a few years ago to better connect to regional transit.  The design for this came out of an 
earlier collaboration with City, community and BART.  The current wayfinding does extend as far 
as the Lake Merritt BART station (MTC / ABAG building). 
 
p. 7-9, 4th paragraph.  Kiss and ride area potentially identified on 9th Street requires further 
examination.   

p. 7-9 (and 7-11), Bicycle Access to Lake Merritt BART (first paragraph).  To clarify on bike 
access to LM, revise to "... allows bicycles onboard BART trains during commute hours."  
Should also be noted that bicycle access demand is expected to increase with the opening of 
the BART extension into Santa Clara County / Silicon Valley in 2018. 
 
p. 7-9, Station Capacity (2nd paragraph).   While it is true that the station does not have any 
identified peak period capacity constraints during normal conditions, BART does have concerns 
about the ability to safely accommodate peaking due to special events (such as from the 
proposed Victory Court Ballpark, or major events at the Oak-to-Ninth waterfront).  It is unclear 
until we see analysis from the Ballpark EIR.  In the meantime, the statement should be revised 
to the following: "Although the Lake Merritt station is not expected to have any capacity 
constraints related to the station itself in the future under normal peak commute conditions, ..." 
 
p. 7-9, Transit Mode Share (2nd paragraph).  What is the basis of a 23% transit mode share 
(Dowling, 2003)?  For the Kaiser Center FEIR that was completed in 2010, the City used a 30% 
transit mode share.  Appendix G.5 of the Kaiser Center DEIR has an AECOM memo on mode 
share (Oct. 17, 2008). Table 1 of that memo shows a transit mode shares for commercial office 
clusters within downtown of Oakland, with a range of 55% for the City Center (12th Street 
BART) and 30% for the rest of downtown (source cited is Dowling, 2003).  An additional data 
point is a 27% mode share from the 2000 Census data for the broader downtown Oakland. All 
of these are higher than the proposed 23% for LM. 
 
The AECOM memo also indicates that for the "rest of downtown" that the highest transit mode 
share are achievable with aggressive transportation demand management programs:  



 
It must be stressed that for the transportation surveys distributed in Metro Center, County 
Center, and some Upper Downtown office buildings such as the Caltrans Building, the transit 
mode share tended to be higher than other office buildings in the “Rest of Downtown” area, as 
the aforementioned office buildings contain offices of State and County public agencies. State 
and County agencies provide transit subsidies as part of employee benefits, therefore resulting 
in a higher transit mode share than typically observed at other office buildings. (Kaiser Center 
DEIR, Appendix G.5, AECOM, p. 4) 
 
pp. 7-9 / 7-10, Section 7.2 Station Access Improvements.   Proposal being reviewed by 
BART Police and M&E. Will get you their comments, if any, next week. 

p. 7-10, Short Term Actions, 1st bullet.  Issue with installation of meters in front of residents. 

p. 7-10, Short Term Actions, 2nd bullet.  Don’t agree with this strategy (restricting curb 
passenger loading zones to occupied vehicles during peak commute hours) as it is difficult to 
enforce. 

p. 7-10, Short Term Actions, 2nd bullet.  Or one bus, taxi and kiss and ride.  Additional bus 
zone needed on north side of 8th between Oak and Fallon. 

p. 7-10, Medium and Longer Term Actions, 5th bullet.  Where should the electric vehicle 
parking/recharging stations be located? 

p. 7-10 / 7-11, Bicycle Access.  To clarify this section, BART attempts to provide a variety of 
bicycle parking choices at each station.  The basic program includes both racks (for short-term, 
quick parking) and lockers (for longer-term, higher security parking).  Where demand is high, 
BART also seek to compliment these choices with a high-capacity / high-security facility.  As 
identified under Medium and Longer Term, depending on demand, BART should work with 
future developer and City to expand bicycle commuter parking in a high-capacity facility as part 
of a new development.  As identified, there may also be opportunities for a shared facility with 
Laney College. 

In the short term, bike parking is currently at capacity both on racks and electronic bike lockers.  
Within the next two years we will be adding additional lockers through existing capital grants 
(number TBD) and we will be adding additional wave racks (3-4 with a capacity of seven bikes 
each). 

p. 7-11, Medium and Longer Term Actions, 2nd bullet.  Improve ped path from parking lots 
under I-880 to BART station. 

p. 7-12, Short Term Action, 1st bullet.  “… designating the curb edge for buses, taxi and kiss 
and ride.” 

p. 7-12, Short Term Action, additional bullet.  Install bus, taxi and passenger pick up 
directional signs in station. 



p. 7-12, Short Term Action, 4th bullet.  Increase areas on 8th Street between Oak and Fallon. 

p. 7-12, Shuttles.  The narrative should also note the potential for expanded shuttle or AC 
services (and curb space) due to future Oak-to-Ninth development, and/or the Victory Court 
Ballpark proposal. 

p. 7-19, 2nd bullet.  City of Alameda is also a key destination for shuttle service.   

p. 7-26, BART Parking.    

p. 7-26, Other Parking Lots.  Explore expanding and/or sharing BART riders. 

 p. 7-26, Other Parking Lots.  Parking fee of $2 is too low to promote use of transit. 

p. 7-30, Shared Parking.  Consider shared parking for Laney and BART users.   

p. 7-30, Parking Pricing.  New electronic meters allow for higher prices after longer time 
periods.  Example, cost per hour … Hr 1 - $1, Hr 2 - $2, Hr 3 - $4.   

p. 7-32, Loading Strategies, 1st bullet.  Consider using meters in loading zones – charge min 
for time on meter helps remind zone user of time limit restraints. 

 
Additional Comments / Questions: 
 
Has there been any outreach to potential major office developers on the proposed land use / 
zoning? 
 
Parking Requirements.  Were these discussed at all? 



From: Nathan Landau [NLandau@actransit.org]
Sent: Monday, December 12, 2011 4:11 PM 
To: Ferracane, Christina; Manasse, Edward 
Cc: Cory LaVigne; Tina (Konvalinka) Spencer; Sean DiestLorgion 
Subject: AC Transit Key issues on the Lake Merritt Station Area Plan 
Christina, Ed‐‐Here are our current comments on the draft Lake Merritt Station Area Plan. These comments 
largely recapitulate previous ones, and also respond to new proposals in the plan (such as an extension of the 
Broadway shuttle). We are of course happy to discuss these with you further.  
  
Overall‐‐We appreciate the City's effort to develop a plan for a walkable, transit‐oriented mixed use district which 
is developed around the needs of pedestrians, bicyclists, and transit passengers. AC Transit supports 
improvements to the walking environment, as virtually all of our passengers in this area walk to their bus stop. 
Some ways to make the transit‐orientation of the Plan stronger, and to facilitate bus transit, include: 
  
Goal 7 Transportation‐‐We support the commitment to "Preserve and reinvest in transit services and facilities to 
make sure operators can continue to provide reliable services." That is an important baseline which cannot be 
taken for granted.  However, for this city center urban neighborhood the plan should support a broader goal 
which might be characterized "Support transit services and facilities so that transit can be a central element of 
mobility for area residents." There could be a brief explanation of this goal, which could note the hundreds of 
daily bus and BART trips which serve the plan area. This discussion could be illustrated with a "spider map" of all 
transit lines serving the plan area and their destinations.  
  
Transit Destinations‐‐The Plan lists Chinatown and Jack London Square as potential "shuttle" destinations from 
Lake Merritt BART. It also states (p. 7‐13) that the B shuttle could be extended to Lake Merritt BART.  These 
statements are made without any analysis of existing service or travel patterns (e.g. given the closeness of Lake 
Merritt BART to the Chinatown core, how much demand/need for shuttle service is there?). There is no analysis 
of cost effectiveness or attractiveness of the many potential methods to provide improved transit in the area, nor 
is there any discussion of how service improvements would be funded. The City, AC Transit, and BART should 
work together to analyze and define what transit improvements would be appropriate.  
  
Transit Streets Network Policy and Map ‐The plan includes a number of maps defining the circulation network. 
Figure 6‐1 "Streetscape Vision" indicates the overall role of various streets in connecting key locations within and 
adjnacent to the plan area. Figure 7‐1 "Circulation Improvement Strategy" highlights potentiual locations for road 
diets and for bicycle and pedestrian improvements. Figure 7.3 notes "Priority Pedestrian, Bicycle, and Shuttle 
Improvements."  
  
But there is no map or set of a policies which delineates the existing and/or planned surface transit network.  A 
Transit Streets Network Policy and map should be incorporated into the plan. The policy should indicate how key 
streets would be managed for transit preferential use (as BART has suggested).  The policy and map would include 
11th/12th St. as the principal east‐west transit corridor connecting Downtown Oakland, the plan area, and East 
Oakland; Broadway as the primary north‐south transit spine, 7th‐8th St. as an important transit corridor for 
service to Alameda‐‐along with the Tube entrance and exit on Webster and Harrison Sts. , while noting other 
transit streets. Given the importance of the transit corridor to Alameda, existing traffic congestion in this corridor 
must be addressed. The stronger the transit corridor, the greater the consideration surface transit should be given 
in streetscape changes. 
  
Road Diets‐‐The plan proposes road diets reducing the number of travel lanes on a number of streets including 
8th St. and an undefined segment of Webster St. We are particularly concerned about road diet proposals on our 
key corridors in Chinatown and to and from the Tubes. Chinatown can already experience high levels of 
congestion and long established practices of double parking reduce the effective capacity and speed of 
Chinatown streets.  Even as the plan is proposing this, AC Transit is working with MTC‐‐in the Inner East Bay 
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Comprehensive Operational Analysis‐‐to identify how key trunk bus routes (such as line 51A which goes through 
this area) can be made faster and more reliable. 8th St. and Webster St. need to be identified as key transit 
corridors when they are described. The Plan should develop proposals which improve pedestrian safety and 
amenity in these areas without unduly impacting bus transit. 
  
Two Way Conversions: We believe that the decision to defer consideration of conversion of streets to two way 
traffic is appropriate. Such conversions are complex and raise numerous issues for transit and other modes, 
particularly on major arterials. The Plan's proposed approach of seeking other methods to improve the 
pedestrian environment is sound. The City can continue to develop proposals for two way streets that 
appropriately consider the impact on all modes and on neighboring properties.  
  
Lake Merritt Station Transit Hub‐‐We appreciate the inclusion in the plan of the "transit hub" concept at Lake 
Merritt station. We look forward to continuing to work with the City and BART to develop this concept. 
  
Nathan  
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January 10, 2012 
 
Dear Mayor, Council Members, and Distinguished Community Leaders:     
 
I own and operate my law office at 212 Ninth Street, Oakland, California 94607.  I am one 
among 44 owners in our building.  Our building is diagonally across  the vacant Madison Square 
Park and down the street from the BART station.   
 
The  blocks which are owned by BART present a unique opportunity for Oakland.  I don’t 
believe there is any vacant land in any downtown area in the Bay  Area where a developer or 
developers could build a project of great magnitude as afforded by these city blocks if 
development is permitted by the City.  With its proximity to the BART station and Broadway, 
these blocks present one of the most exciting opportunities for growth and development and 
could not only increase the tax base for Oakland but turn the downtown area around.    
 
In the last 25 years that I have been in the Bay Area and lived in the East Bay, I have seen 
Oakland lose  retail and commercial businesses and large businesses opt out of Oakland.  It is 
evident that we lack the ability to develop convention business because of the lack of quality 
hotels.  We have the Marriot downtown and some small hotels, but nothing sufficient to invite 
businesses from bringing their employees or business partners to our city.  We have a great 
container port but we lack the business structure to commercially connect with the port.    
 
There are voices who want to limit building height and install green pathways in Chinatown  and 
our area.  However, those plans lack feasibility and will not bring life to the Oakland area.  
Under this plan, there is encouragement for development and no pull to enhance or provide 
business or commercial life.   
 
We are commencing an era where there will be less and less support for cities from both State 
and the Federal government.   We need to attract businesses who will provide jobs and generate 
commercial activity.  It is well and good to talk about low density, but what developer will 
develop property given the expense of construction and the lack of return on such low density 
development.   
 
I recognize that there are people who want low income housing or elderly housing and such 
construction can and should take place, but not at this prime location.  If we limit development to 
such use, such use will not support business or commercial development and we are not a 
welfare state that can support such development. If we want to provide social services, we need a 
tax base to support them.  We are heading for bankruptcy unless we develop our economic base 
and support development that creates jobs and wealth.    
 
Broadway at one time was the most valuable property in California.  We need to encourage 
business so that once again Oakland can become a valuable and desirable location.  
 
 The Madison Square Park has been a problem for owners and residents in this area for a number 
of years.  Most of the time, it draws vagrants and homeless and a criminal element.  People 
walking to and from the BART have had purses snatched and we have suffered from vandalism 



and theft.  There have been homeless people sleeping in the  stoops of our building (which has 
amounted to a public health hazard inasmuch as they have urinated and defecated on our 
property.)  The vacant park draws the criminal element and houses homeless people who are 
pushed away from our building.   We need to end this blight.  We need to live up to the potential 
that this City affords.    
 
I don’t think Gertrude Stein was right when she said there is no there there.  However, if we do 
not seize the opportunity in Oakland, there will be no there there.  
 
Thank you for your attention to this issue.    
        

Very truly yours, 
 

/s/ Baron J. Drexel 
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Memorandum  

 

TO Ed Manasse [emanasse@oaklandnet.com] FROM Brendon Levitt [brendon@jlda.org] 

 City of Oakland, Planning Department  Gary Knecht [gary@jlda.org] 

CC Christina Ferracane [CFerracane@oaklandnet.com] DATE 21 December 2011 

RE Webster Green Development Principles 

 
 
 

To the Planning Commission: 

At the recent Parks & Recreation Advisory Commission meeting Chapter 5 of the Lake Merritt Station 
Area Plan (Open Space and Recreational Facilities) was presented and comments solicited from 
commissioners as well as the general public. On behalf of JLDA, Gary Knecht asked that the Webster 
Street underpass be somehow designated as "open space" along with other open space shown in the 
plan so that the "Webster Street Green" in the Estuary Policy Plan would be connected to Chinatown 
and that connection between Chinatown and the waterfront could finally be made (at least on paper). 

Evidently, several commissioners echoed Gary’s comments, and he told me that you asked for an image 
of the Green that could be included in the Lake Merritt Station Area Plan.  I am attaching a JPG to this 
email for use in that document.  I am also forwarding herewith the list of development principles that 
were agreed upon at the recent JLDA‐sponsored Webster Green design charrette: 

1. The Webster Green need not be “green.” It should be a linear park that is central to the Jack London 
District, and as such it must be in keeping with the character of the District, which is decidedly urban 
and industrial. While plantings, community gardens, and paths were all proposed there was general 
agreement that the Webster Green should not be a traditional park like Central Park in Manhattan or 
Golden Gate in San Francisco. It should be a series of spaces that embrace the post‐industrial nature of 
the District.  

2. The Webster Green should house diverse program elements while creating a unified and iconic 
place. Example uses included: picnic areas, a central gathering area and band shell, night market, food 
truck access, skate park, dog park, and community gardens. 

3. Webster Green programs should reinforce existing building uses: where there are more residences, 
a dog park and community gardens; where there are more businesses, picnic areas. 
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4. Traffic patterns along Webster Street should change. The Green should house pedestrian and bike 
paths, while car lanes and parking need to be rethought. There was general consensus that Webster 
Street could be one lane southbound with one lane of parallel parking. This would free up 40‐50’ of 
additional street area to be appropriated for the Webster Green. 

5. The intersection of Embarcadero and Webster needs to be made safer and simpler. Two ideas that 
emerged from the charrette were to:  (a) make Webster one‐way to the south, or (b) completely close 
Webster to traffic between Embarcadero and 2nd Street. 

6. Webster Street between 6th and 7th Streets needs to be a better gateway to Jack London District 
and Alameda. Currently it is confusing and unsightly. Teams proposed a continuation of the Webster 
Green to 7th Street that would clarify traffic patterns and provide a welcoming front door to the District. 

7. The Webster Green should be designed to host community events. Seasonal events could include: 
night market, small concerts, movies, holiday decorations, weddings, etc. 

8. The Webster Green must be a sustainable development. It should foster inter‐generational 
interactions, host a community garden for local restaurants and individuals, incorporate swales for 
rainwater and street runoff, use drought‐tolerant planting to minimize water use, minimize pump and 
lighting energy use, and use recycled or reclaimed materials. 

9. Webster Green will require imaginative financing mechanisms to pay for capital costs and ongoing 
maintenance. City of Oakland Redevelopment funds and federal grants were the primary funds 
discussed. CalTrans, the Port of Oakland, and BART are also significant property owners in the area who 
would benefit from the Green. Local businesses, non‐profits, and residents would be a third tier of 
financing either as a Community Benefits District or as donations. In addition, the Green should be 
designed to generate some income from events such as concerts or festivals and from vendors such as 
food trucks. 
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Conceptual photomontage of the Webster Green connecting Jack London District to Chinatown. 
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JLDA organized a neighborhood design charrette on 
December 7, 2011. This was a working session to discuss 
and sketch ideas for a potential Webster Green connecting 
Chinatown to the waterfront.  Participants were divided into 
four teams: two worked on Lower Webster (Embarcadero 
to 4th Street) and two worked on Upper Webster (4th Street 
to 7th Street).  All teams were asked to address specific 
categories of development: character, program, features, 
transportation, financing, sustainability, and events.  After 
ninety minutes of intense brainstorming, the groups came 
together to present their ideas and discuss outcomes.  This 
document will present the ideas discussed.

Several development principles emerged from the four teams’ 
work.  

1. The Webster Green need not be “green.”  It should be a 
linear park that is central to the Jack London District, and as 
such it must be in keeping with the character of the District, 
which is decidedly urban and industrial.  While plantings, 
community gardens, and paths were all proposed there was 
general agreement that the Webster Green should not be a 
traditional park like Central Park in Manhattan or Golden Gate 
in San Francisco.  It should be a series of spaces that embrace 
the post-industrial nature of the District.

2. The Webster Green should house diverse program 
elements while creating a unified and iconic place.  Example 
uses included: picnic areas, a central gathering area and band 
shell, night market, food truck access, skate park, dog park, 
and community gardens.

3. Webster Green programs should reinforce existing 
building uses: where there are more residences, a dog park 
and community gardens; where there are more businesses, 
picnic areas.

Development Principles
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4. Traffic patterns along Webster Street should change.  The Green 
should house pedestrian and bike paths, while car lanes and parking 
need to be rethought.  There was general consensus that Webster 
Street could be one lane southbound with one lane of parallel parking.  
This would free up 40-50’ of additional street area to be appropriated for 
the Webster Green.

5. The intersection of Embarcadero and Webster needs to be made 
safer and simpler.  Two ideas that emerged from the charrette were to: 
(a) make Webster one-way to the south, or (b) completely close Webster 
to traffic between Embarcadero and 2nd Street.

6. Webster Street between 6th and 7th Streets needs to be a better 
gateway to Jack London District and Alameda.  Currently it is 
confusing and unsightly.  Teams proposed a continuation of the Webster 
Green to 7th Street that would clarify traffic patterns and provide a 
welcoming front door to the District.

7. The Webster Green should be designed to host community 
events.  Seasonal events could include: night market, small concerts, 
movies, holiday decorations, weddings, etc.

8. The Webster Green must be a sustainable development. It should 
foster inter-generational interactions, host a community garden for local 
restaurants and individuals, incorporate swales for rainwater and street 
runoff, use drought-tolerant planting to minimize water use, minimize 
pump and lighting energy use, and use recycled or reclaimed materials.

9. Webster Green will require imaginative financing mechanisms 
to pay for capital costs and ongoing maintenance.  City of Oakland 
Redevelopment funds and federal grants were the primary funds 
discussed.  CalTrans, the Port of Oakland, and BART are also significant 
property owners in the area who would benefit from the Green.  Local 
businesses, non-profits, and residents would be a third tier of financing 
either as a Community Benefits District or as donations.  In addition, the 
Green should be designed to generate some income from events such 
as concerts or festivals and from vendors such as food trucks.

Google Earth aerial view of the 
Webster Street corridor from 
Chinatown (up) to the waterfront 
(down).
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Excerpted map from 1999 Estuary Policy Plan.  
Label 5 shows the Webster Green.

The idea of creating a linear park above the Alameda Tube on 
Webster Street has been around since at least 1999 when the 
City of Oakland and the Port of Oakland jointly published the 
Estuary Policy Plan:

“Webster Street Green”: Webster Street (between the 
water and I-880) should be reconfigured to create an 
attractive greenway that can function both as an important 
pedestrian route to the waterfront and as an attractive 
open space amenity for the mixed-use loft district that 
is emerging around it. The Webster Street right-of-way 
is adjoined by an easement over the Webster tube to 
Alameda. As such, it is unbuildable. By relocating the 
surface parking lots above the tube, the easement and 
street right-of-way can be designed to create the Webster 
Street Green.

A decade later the Palm Plaza was developed at the end of 
Webster Street between Embarcadero and the waterfront.  
Subsequent development efforts have stalled, but recent work 
on the Lake Merritt BART Station Area Plan has identified 
Webster Street as an important link from Chinatown to the 
waterfront.

Precedents
Several types of precedents for the Green were discussed 
at the charrette.  These were divided into the following broad 
categories:

• Post-Industrial Parks
• Gathering Spaces
• Linear Spaces

Examples are presented on the following pages.

Background
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Precedents
Post-Industrial Parks

Showplace Triangle, San Francisco.  Previously the intersection 
of 8th and 16th Streets in San Francisco, this “parklet” claims the 
street as park with minimal infrastructure and capital investment.

High Line, New York.  Previously a derelict elevated track on 
Manhattan’s depressed lower west side.  Recent redevelopment 
as a linear park has dramatically transformed the neighborhood 
and positively impacted property values.

Gasworks Park, Seattle.  The abandoned gas plant and 
environmentally degraded site were reappropriated and 
bioremediated in the 1970’s and now serves as a play structure 
and fields for the public.

Duisburg North Landscape Park, Germany.  Reuse of industrial 
plant by integrating a bioremediated landscape with vegetation.  
Here is a garden partitioned by the old foundations of a blast 
furnace.

Diagonal Mar Park, Barcelona.  Former industrial district along 
a river reinvigorated by a central park that is animated by playful 
sculptures, fountains, and oversized planters.

Potemkin Meditation Space, Kuramata, Japan.  Post-Industrial 
meditation park using simple, industrial materials - a “cultivated 
junk yard” in the words of the designer.
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Precedents
Gathering Spaces

High Line, New York.  Wood steps and a board walk create a 
small informal gathering space along a linear promenade.

Parc Andre Citroen, Paris.  A dry garden forms a large, central 
gathering and play space that is surrounded by low benches that 
double as walkways.

Parc Andre Citroen, Paris.  A small paved seating area is 
surrounded by raised planting beds that give it a sense of privacy 
and seclusion.

Victory Gardens, San Francisco Civic Center Plaza.  Temporary 
installation of organic food production area serves as place of 
community engagement as well as a productive landscape.

Panhandle, San Francisco.  Temporary Band Shell made from 
recycled materials created a place for community events.

Picnic area (Location unknown).  Informal seating area 
surrounded by raised planter beds.
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Precedents
Linear Spaces

Linear Park (Location unknown).  Varied paving materials and 
treatments of the edges create spatial variety.

Arts District, Dallas.  Curving path through linear park creates 
different types of spaces for solitary or community enjoyment.

Lakeshore East Park, Chicago.  Simple, elegant linear 
promenade next to the lake uses a restrained palette of materials 
and elements to maximal effect.

Discovery Green, Houston.  Seasonal lighting and decorations 
help invigorate the axial walk.

I-75 & I-85 Interchange, Atlanta.  Simple but effective linear park 
where two freeways cross.  Layered zones allow a variety of 
places to take place in very little space.

Linear Park (Location unknown).  Boardwalk defines linear 
promenade adjacent to urban swale.  Benches provide areas for 
small gatherings or picnics. 
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Lower Webster
Team A

Constraints
• Noise from freeway, Tube, and train
• Intersection of Webster & Embarcadero is unsafe and 

confusing
• Street Parking
• Physical presence of the freeway and train tracks
• Traffic study needed to see impacts on changing lane 

directions, reducing lanes, removing parking
• 2nd to 4th Streets lack a pedestrian scale and feel un-

friendly

Opportunities
• Webster Green would help mitigate noise from freeway, 

Tube and train - cover trees and rubberized asphalt would 
help absorb sound

• Create a community meeting space (perhaps a community 
center?)

• Outdoor concert space or other performance space
• Establish connections with the Webster Green to adjacent 

program
• Create gradient of uses from waterfront to freeway that 

reflects the surrounding uses:
• Embarcadero-2nd: Community Space for Performanc-

es or Artists
• 2nd-3rd: Quiet Community Zone - passive community 

zone with picnic tables and benches
• 3rd-4th: Dog Park
• Parklets as appropriate to activate retail such as Cer-

ruti Cellars, Blue Bottle Coffee and Warehouse Bar
• Create connections and overarching themes across en-

tirety of Webster Green: Community, Ecology
• Jogging and walking trail
• Bike trail
• Par course
• Ecological Landscape (‘what was here originally’)
• Drought-tolerant trees and grasses
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Lower Webster
Team A
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Lower Webster
Team A
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Team B echoed Team A’s thoughts about creating a 
gradient of uses throughout the length of the Green that 
respond to adjacent existing uses.

They saw Embarcadero to 2nd as a zone that could 
connect across Embarcadero and integrate with the 
existing Palm Court next to Bocanova.  By closing 
Webster to traffic along this block, they sought to 
eliminate the unsafe traffic conditions that currently exist 
while simultaneously creating continuity and connection 
to the waterfront for pedestrians and bicyclists.  They 
envisioned that this zone could be home to a band shell 
that could house small events and a play space that 
expands to fill not only the existing parking lot above the 
Tube but also the whole of Webster Street.

From 2nd to 3rd, the Webster Green could transition to a 
space that caters more to the office tenants in the area.  
A picnic grove and a clearing for food trucks could be a 
major draw for neighborhood businesses and residents 
alike.  The team emphasized that the growing trend of 
high quality, low cost food trucks would be in keeping with 
the cultural heritage of the area as a produce warehouse 
district.  It would also create synergies among other 
existing establishments such as Cerruti and Blue Bottle.  
This area would be especially attractive to food trucks if 
the Webster Green were able to offer integrated utilities 
such as electricity, power and waste disposal.

From 3rd to 4th, the group thought that the Ventilation 
Building working yard could be shared from time-to-time 
with neighborhood events such as outdoor movies or 
performances.

Lower Webster
Team B
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Lower Webster
Team B
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Team A’s emphasis was on extending the Webster Green 
all the way up to 7th Street.  They described a linear 
promenade that would occupy parts of the Webster 
Tube Ventilation Yard and continue under the freeway 
into Chinatown.  This would create physical and visual 
continuity between Chinatown and Jack London District.  
It would also provide a means for dealing with many of 
the problems in the area:
• Webster Tube Ventilation Building is loud and 

unsightly
• Webster Tube on-ramp is loud
• The I-880 Underpass is dark, dirty, and dangerous
• Traffic patterns in the block between 6th and 7th are 

confusing and dangerous

The team sought to resolve these problems by:
• Claiming some of Webster Street for the Park
• Masking the Webster Tube Ventilation Building with 

trees and/or vegetation
• Masking the Webster Tube on-ramp with trees and/or 

vegetation
• Improving the Freeway Underpass with lighting, 

paving, signage, art, and vegetation
• Activating uses under the Freeway, such as a dog 

park
• Extending the Green to form a median on Webster 

between 6th and 7th, thereby clarifying traffic 
patterns and forming a suitable gateway to both Jack 
London and Alameda

Upper Webster
Team A
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Upper Webster
Team A
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Upper Webster
Team B

Webster Street should be one southbound lane for traffic, 
and the other lane should be reserved for market stalls and 
food trucks.  Adjacent to the stalls could be a continuous 
swathe of park that is a series of grass dunes that could give 
a unique look and feel to the area.  It could house bicycle and 
walking paths to make the whole stretch from 7th Street to 
the waterfront into a pedestrian-friendly area.  Streetscape 
elements can tie the long stretch together with special lighting, 
signage, etc.  On the other side of the street, parallel parking 
would be interspersed with “parklets” where appropriate.  The 
design vocabulary of these parklets could refer back to the 
grass dunes of Webster Green but they would only occur as 
needed.

Along the dune promenade, there might be several distinct 
moments that lend a distinct character to the Green.  For 
instance, the Webster Tube Ventilation Building could be 
used as an outdoor theater.  Large-scale industrial sculptures 
(i.e. from American Steelworks) could populate the route and 
create further “destinations” along the length.  The freeway 
could be another special moment along the Green as it gets 
transformed from into a “sparkly and bright and friendly” place.  
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Upper Webster
Team B
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Upper Webster
Team B



Land Use and Transportation Committee
Brendon Levitt, Co-Chair
Steve Lowe, Co-Chair

Page 18 of 21

Lower / Upper Webster
R3 Studios

Roman De Sota is the president of R3 Studios, an urban 
planning and landscape architecture firm located in Jack 
London District.  Roman attended the first part of the charrette 
but had to leave before he could join a team.  We were lucky 
enough to receive this submission from Roman after the event 
itself.
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Lower Webster
R3 Studios
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Upper Webster
R3 Studios
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Next Steps

There are several steps that can be taken in parallel towards 
turning these visions into reality.  The major milestones we will 
need to clear are city approvals, funding, land procurement, 
design, and construction:

• Work with neighboring community groups (Chinatown, Old 
Oakland, Downtown) to build support for the Green.

• Work with CalTrans to determine initial feasibility and 
ownership rights.  The Marler Johnson Highway Park Act 
of 1969, states that a local agency can request use of an 
airspace site for park or recreational purposes.

• Work with City of Oakland Planning Department to 
determine suitability of land use and changes to traffic 
patterns.

• Work with City of Oakland Community and Economic 
Development Agency (CEDA) and Redevelopment to 
determine what funding is available.

• Work with City of Oakland Parks and Recreation to 
determine long-term management and maintenance.

• Work with a landscape architect or design-build entity to 
design the Green.

• Work with contractor or design-build entity to construct the 
Green.

While JLDA will continue to advocate for the Webster Green, 
we do not currently have the resources to actively steer the 
process.  If the Jack London District forms a Community 
Benefits District, the Webster Green might be a suitable project 
for such an organization to take on.
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November 30, 2011 
Laney Student Center 
Laney College Campus 
900 Fallon Street, Oakland, CA 94607 
5:30 to 8:00 p.m.  

 
LAKE MERRITT STATION AREA PLAN 

COMMUNITY STAKEHOLDERS GROUP (CSG) MEETING #12 
Draft Preferred Plan 

MEETING SUMMARY 
Members of the Community Stakeholders Group (CSG) attended the meeting on November 
30, 2011 at the Laney Student Center. The meeting included a presentation of the Preferred 
Plan and discussion on each chapter of the Preferred Plan. The focus of the presentation and 
discussion was on the changes made to the Emerging Plan to establish the Preferred Plan, 
based on the last round of CSG feedback. The presentation was given by Ed Manasse of the 
City of Oakland, and Leslie Gould and Hannah Lindelof of Dyett & Bhatia. The agenda, 
presentation, and Preferred Plan are all available on the project website. CSG discussion by 
chapter is provided below.  

CSG DISCUSSION 

Chapters 1 and 2: Overall Framework and Vision by Study Area 
 There was one comment that the Jack London District should be included in the study 

area. It was explained that Jack London District would need its own planning process 
to focus on the uniqueness of that district as a whole.  

 If this is the Preferred Plan, what alternatives will be used for the EIR? It was noted 
that the Preferred Plan covers general consensus and some alternatives on the BART 
blocks. Alternatives will be developed for the EIR process.  

 There was some concern that comments provided to date have not been adequately 
incorporated. It was noted that one of the objectives of this meeting is to check back 
in to see if we got it right, talk about how well previous comments have been 
incorporated, and to identify if there is any strong opposition to any components of 
the Preferred Plan. It was noted that comments from this meeting will be forwarded 
to the advisory board, Planning Commission, and City Council. 

Chapter 3: Summary of Development Potential  
 There were several comments on basic assumptions and pro-forma modeling that 

went into the financial feasibility analysis. One commenter noted, for instance, that 
the potential development costs should be closer to $225 rather than $285 per square 
foot. 

 There was concern that the results of that financial feasibility analysis are the basis 
for saying that community benefits related to height are not feasible. It was further 
noted that it is hard to imagine that in a 25 year period that if the Plan doesn’t tie 
public goods to density (and increased need), no benefits will be achieved. Specific 

1 
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community benefits of concern include affordable housing, parks, and street 
improvements.  

Chapter 4: Land Use and Building Design  

Land Uses and Active Ground Floor Uses  

 Laney College had a question related to the Land Use Character map, which 
identifies institutional uses for the college/museum/school but identifies the County 
buildings as mixed use with required ground floor uses. Question as to the logic of 
how institutional uses are treated (particularly in relation to the Laney parking lot). It 
was noted that County uses are less specialized than Laney College or the Museum, 
that they essentially function more like office uses.  

 Why are East 12th and International Boulevard identified as Pedestrian/Residential 
rather than Pedestrian Transition? The existing commercial area is struggling but 
could be called out as a Pedestrian zone. Noted in response that ground floor retail 
would be allowable in East Lake, and active uses would be required on East 12th and 
International Boulevard.  

 Active Ground Floor Uses requirement comments:  

o Laney requested that existing active ground floor uses be identified around 
Laney College.  

o Comment that there is too much retail identified; that while ground floor 
retail is great in certain spots, it only works if it is focused; right now it is not 
focused enough. It was noted in response that the Land Use Character map is 
more telling in distinguishing between Pedestrian and Pedestrian Transition 
Zones (Pedestrian Transition Zone slower change over time). Much of the 
Pedestrian Zone already has retail.  

o Don’t be overly restrictive – required active uses could sit vacant which is 
worse.  

o Noted in response that active uses are not just retail or commercial. The main 
goal is to draw people in and attract their interest. Plan will be expansive in 
its definition of active uses. The recently adopted overlay zone in Chinatown 
addresses a wider range of ground floor uses that can be used as an example.  

Height Areas  

 There was discussion on the location of height area 2b on 8th street across from the 
BART parking lot. The BART blocks will have much taller buildings and it doesn’t 
make sense to go only 45 or 85 feet across the street. In particular, there was a desire 
to change (increase) the height limitation on the site south of the BART Parking lot 
that is not in the 7th St. API.  

 Agree with 45 foot height limit related to the 7th St. API, but also think need lower 
height limits and base heights in some areas.  

 Emphasize that as a key component, whatever happens on the BART blocks should 
not create a barrier between Laney/BART and Chinatown.  

2 
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o Concern from some members that the current proposal is creating a barrier 

and seems to open more to Fallon Street.  

o Barrier on 8th and 9th Street is Madison Park, as a barrier for the expansion 
of Chinatown and is a barrier to expansive businesses. Suggest that it move 
elsewhere close-by. 

 Suggested to add retail along the park.  

o Regarding allowing tall buildings at the BART Station as a potential barrier – 
what about it is a barrier? Don’t think height is a barrier, more important is 
the design.  

o Noted that just retail at the ground floor doesn’t make a connection (active 
uses not just retail).  

o Noted in response that while tall height could be barrier, could also be a 
beacon and connection.  

 Height areas: don’t understand the push to rim the lake with taller buildings (East of 
Channel) – would suggest switching height area 3 and 4 in East Lake so have lower 
heights near water, stepping back away from the water. Keep lower buildings along 
channel.  

Height Levels and Community Benefits  

There was extensive discussion related to the change from three tiered height limits to two 
tiered height limits, focuses on the loss of the tallest height allowed with a CUP and 
provision of community benefits.  

 Need to clarify if the proposal would still contain incentives related to height, (i.e., 
menu of affordable housing strategies)  

 Why is it necessary to allow extra height without asking for community benefits? 

 In response it was noted that this change considered market feasibility (which shows 
lower height buildings are the likely development) and also the goals of the project, 
which include achieving transit oriented, high density development.  

 Concern that what is proposed is still too tall and continues to set property owners up 
with increased expectation, resulting in holding buildings/parcels until they can get 
the speculative price, thereby retarding development. The comment emphasized that 
to date, over zoning has not worked to incentivize development.  

 Opposing CSG opinion noted that tall buildings are possible, and we don’t want to 
limit potential in the area.  

 Not trying to reduce development height and density, as long as it is bringing in 
benefits. High intensity development should provide community benefits because 
they add stress to existing amenities.  

 Want to bring in more businesses, people, and vitality.  

3 
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 Height limitations/proposals in prior plans included conditions/limitations, which are 

not included here.  

 Need next layer of development standards to be able to assess heights.  

 Goal of Plan is to bring TOD to area – argue that the goal should be equitable TOD, 
and that the CUP was essential to ensure equity. Area is very different from area 
surroundings and can withstand giving back to the community.  

 In response it was noted that in a sense the whole plan is a community benefit as it 
seeks to achieve a range of benefits, such as streetscape improvements. Entire burden 
cannot be just on new development, has to be shared though multiple mechanisms.  

 A lot of benefits would be billed to public – need to capture the value the plan is 
bringing to the area/giving to land owners in order to preserve economic diversity.  

 No one is saying any private developer should be responsible for everything; 
however, there is some concern that without the CUP they are not responsible for 
anything.  

 Community benefits have always been a key component of community feedback. A 
key strategy to date has included the height exchange – how was the decision made at 
this stage to take that out?  

 In response: trying to broaden base of where community benefits come from, rather 
than burdening a specific developer looking at impact fees; analysis showed it is 
unlikely that we would get desired development and benefits with the previous 
height/CUP structure. This is only one of many tools that can be used. The Plan seeks 
to ensure people are enticed to develop in area and will then pay into achieving 
benefits.  

 Goal to identify everything we would like in this plan; group wants diverse income 
levels and community benefits; no question about that, but question is how to do it.  

Chapter 5: Open Space and Recreational Facilities  
 Question if added 5% would be for this district or citywide? Responded that the 5% 

would apply only in this district.  

 Take off green mark on Webster Place (note that this is an error; will be removed).  

 Areas south of I-880 (along the channel) should be part of Jack London district, not 
in this Plan. In response noted that the City General Plan and Estuary Policy Plan 
policies already exist that promote continuous open space along the channel. All 
channel areas should be part of one project.  

 Add on Webster Green if going to add on channel parks 

 Shame if we spent public dollars on improving channel area rather than areas within 
the neighborhood that could really use the improvements (like Madison Sq Park). If 
they stay in the Plan they should be the last priority if there are open space funds.  
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 Agree that parks in neighborhood need funds, but also think that parks along the 

channel are regional assets.  

 In response noted that the Plan achieves citywide objectives by including these parks. 
The Plan also seeks to ensure direct community needs are met.   

 There is an ongoing tension between neighborhood and citywide benefits. How do we 
increase the capacity to serve community (i.e. Lincoln)? The Plan needs to articulate 
a balance between achieving citywide, regional, and local benefits.  

 In response noted that the Draft Plan will have to prioritize community benefits and 
determine what projects have the the biggest bang for buck.  

 Open space is great if people can enjoy it; concern that Madison Square Park not only 
disconnects Chinatown and Laney/BART but also creates safety concerns. It is good 
that it is used for Tai Chi a couple hours a day; however, it is felt by some that it is 
underutilized at other times of the day. In response noted that safety concerns are 
more related to the design of the park, not the fact that there is open space.  

 Requested that the Plan add a potential park (green outline) at the Webster Street 
undercrossing to reflect possibility of Webster Street Green.  

Chapters 6 and 7: Streetscape, Circulation, Access, and Parking  
 Need street improvements and mitigations to address air quality, due to large amount 

of additional growth and increase in travel. 

 Noted in response that the increase in trip generation looks only at opportunity sites, 
so the numbers seem extreme because they are looking at the change from existing 
vacant lots and one story small buildings to high density development.  

 Certain intersections will be impacted; must address mitigation.  

 Bicyclists concerned with angled parking as it reduces safety – a mistake for all 
roads. 

 Infrastructure related – glad looking at the possible conversion of 9th street to two-
way; would like to also investigate 8th street, Webster, and Franklin.  

 Webster underpass considered for improvements – yes, thank you! 

 Sharrows are stepchild of great bicycle facilities; good because they give bicycles 
some space to move, but just putting sharrows in is not anywhere near as strong as a 
bike lane.  

 Access to BART station with bike lanes is very important.  

 In terms of parking at the BART (and the recommendation to not replace parking 
when the site is redeveloped), concern was raised in terms of the impact to people 
that don’t have other options for accessing the BART Station (i.e. from 
neighborhoods that are not as well served by transit).   

5 
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 A major priority is street lighting. Make pedestrian lighting a priority improvement – 

Phase 1! 

 Noted that the Draft Plan will look at many options for improving access to the 
BART station. It was emphasized that the drawing shown is one option and that there 
will be more. 

 As Laney looks at building a parking garage, maybe they should consider 
incorporating additional parking for BART.  Is there broad support for this?  

 Underfreeway areas are currently used for parking; but long term they should 
accommodate additional active uses.  

 Webster Green would add a great asset - Jack London is conducting a meeting from 
6:30 to 9:00 p.m. on Dec.12th.  

 Edit to map: The Class 3A bikelane is already has it signed and striped on 2nd Street 
(painted in the last couple of weeks). 

 City has done preliminary traffic studies in Revive Chinatown, which this Plan 
should build on. Note that we have included several of the key recommendations of 
Revive Chinatown. 

Chapter 8: Community Resources 
 It was noted that the City will take into consideration the corner at 8th and Oak, 

which is not in the historic district (for a possible height limit change/increase).  

 There were several comments on how to incentivize affordable housing. For instance, 
to achieve a benefit like affordable housing, development standards, such as height, 
parking, or setbacks, could be relaxed. City emphasis is on identifying a range of 
approaches and incentives.  

 Noted that Historic Preservation is a strict and formal policy, rather than a 
community benefit and should be identified as such (and removed from the list of 
community benefits on page 8-16). 

 Part of the anti-displacement strategy is to retain the 7th Street as 45 foot height 
limits to lower development pressures. 

 Transfer of development rights is not so feasible.   

 Noted that there is no actual requirement for affordable housing. How will we be able 
to get affordable housing? Concerned that City has changed the height rules so no 
longer tied to achieving affordable housing. City noted that Plan is honing in on a 
range of strategies that will work. 

 Recognized that people support affordable housing, but that there are many obstacles 
to make it happen. A lot of the methods, like impact fees, if they are only applied to 
this district there will be a disincentive to build it here. The City has to establish a 
requirement city-wide. It is a critical piece of the plan and we should keep working 
on it. 
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 City noted that there is a 15% requirement for affordable housing as part of the 
Redevelopment Area. This plan needs to figure out ways to meet the 15% (and 
hopefully more) in the Planning Area.  

 CSG noted that this is much less than the desired 30% for the Planning Area.  

 We could recommend that it be here as a requirement; and recommend that it be 
implemented elsewhere as well. Need to recognize that it is a huge citywide issue.   

 Could consider a citywide policy in limited areas, such as ½ mile transit radius.   

 Update on the status of redevelopment in Oakland: the City has decided to pay into 
the account, and keep redevelopment. 

 Noted that right now there is a lot of affordable housing that exists in this particular 
study area.   

Chapters 9 and 10: Economic Development and Infrastructure Issues  
 No comments.  

Next Steps   
 Written comments are due Dec. 7th. The report as it exists will be submitted to all the 

boards, Planning Commission and City Council. Written comments and comments 
from this meeting will be included in the staff reports. 

 All comments received on the Emerging Plan are posted on the website. 

 Request to add a special workshop for design of buildings related to height and height 
design. 

 Noted that there will be information on BART sites RFQ available soon. 



 
 
 
 
 

 
                         Minutes 

 
1. CALL TO ORDER:   

A meeting of the Parks and Recreation Advisory Commission was held on Wednesday, December 14, 2011 at the 
Lakeside Park Garden Center, 666 Bellevue Avenue, Oakland.  Co-Chair Commissioner Hammock convened the 
meeting at 4:35pm.  Audree V. Jones-Taylor, OPR Director, conducted the roll call: 
 

2. ROLL CALL:   
Present: Wade Finlinson, Michael Hammock, Barry Miller, Susan Montauk, Marsha Peterson, Brad Ricards,  
              Jeffrey Taylor, Calvin Wong, Ellen Wu,   
 
Excused: Howard Matis and Judy Belcher 
 
Late Arrival: Jeffrey Taylor (4:50pm) 
 

 Staff:  Audree V. Jones-Taylor, Gail McMillon, Diane Boyd, Dana Riley, Mark Hall, Christina Ferracane,  
  Ed Manasse 

 
3. DISPOSITION OF MINUTES:  

A. Minutes of November 9, 2011 
  

Motion:  Commissioner Hammock entertained a motion to approve the meeting minutes of November 9, 
2011. 

            Moved by: Commissioner Ricards, Seconded by:  Commissioner Miller, Motion: Passed. 
4. SPECIAL ORDERS: 

             None 
 

5. PRAC PENDING LIST:  
  None 
     
6. MODIFICATIONS TO THE AGENDA: 

 
7. CONSENT NEW BUSINESS: 

 None 
 

8. NEW BUSINESS: 
Request the Park and Recreation Advisory Commission accept the informational report on the 
Park and Open Space chapter of the Lake Merritt Station Area Preferred Plan. The City of Oakland 
Strategic Planning Division of CEDA, community members, BART, and the Peralta Community College 
District are developing the Lake Merritt Station Area Plan (Area Plan) and would like to solicit 
preliminary input on the Lake Merritt Station Area Preferred Plan (Preferred Plan) which contains 
proposals related to parks and open space from the PRAC.   The Preferred Plan has been developed with 
community input during the last two years, and suggests long range improvements and future 
development in the neighborhoods (including Chinatown) which are within a half mile of the Lake 
Merritt BART station. Staff prepared and distributed a Power Point presentation to the Commission. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PARKS AND RECREATION ADVISORY COMMISSION 
City of Oakland 

Wednesday, December 14, 2011 4:30 P.M. 
Lakeside Garden Center, 666 Bellevue Avenue, Oakland, CA 
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Community Comments: 

• Current park space is insufficient for tots 
• Research needed to reflect population growth  
• Designated park space is needed for tots 
• The Joint Use with OUSD and Laney is not in close approximation to where youth gather in 

Chinatown 
• Plan does not meet the needs of Oakland youth   
• Estimated 200 to 300 seniors use park daily 
• Local Adult Day Center maybe closed – local seniors will need a place to congregate.  

 
Commissioners Comments: 
It was suggested that street closures be considered as an option addressing traffic and safety concerns 
rather than the reduction of car lanes.  

• Requiring charter schools to create open space/playgrounds when going through the permit 
process.   

• Commissioners want historic recognition/relevance of the Lincoln and Harrison Squares.   
• Impact fees were discussed as related to “bedroom” taxes to OPR  
• City should review other types of impact fees including long termed maintenance fees for new 

developments 
•  “Parkletts” (parking spaces turned into mini parks/cafes) may create more congestion in the area  
• Inclusion of “parkletts” considered to be a good idea - should to be self sustaining.   
• Plan is transit oriented and not neighborhood oriented 
• Parking structure is needed to address the issue in the  
• Roof gardens and a site for a dog park should be included in the plan  
• Plan is a sub-set study opportunity for a master plan. 

 
Director  suggested that one of the PRAC sub-committees review the staff report and  evaluate and 
prioritize the Commission’s concerns and submit the information to project staff in order to ensure that 
community and OPR goals are met when the actual development takes place.   
 

            Staff will return in the summer or fall of 2012 with a draft plan. 
 

 
No vote was taken on this item as this was an information report. 

 
9. CONDITIONAL USE PERMITS: 

 None 
 

10. COMMUNICATIONS: 
Commissioner Montauk provided information from OSCAR stating that Frank H. Ogawa Plaza (FHOP) 
was designated as Open Space Special Use. Parks and Recreation appeared before PRAC on June 9th, 
2004.  Hours for FHOP were set for 6:00am – closure at 10:00pm. Overnight camping in not allowed in 
Oakland unless by special permit issued thru OPR. Standard park hours are set at 6:00am – 10:00pm. 
 

11. PRAC COMMITTEE REPORT: 
 None 

  
12. ADVISORY COUNCIL REPORTS:  

  None  
 

13. UNFINISHED BUSINESS:  
None 
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14. COUNCIL REFERRALS: 
  None 
 
15. OPEN FORUM: 

   
16. DIRECTOR'S REPORT: 

A. Director Jones-Taylor announced that the Annual PRAC Retreat will be held on Saturday, January 7th, 2012 at 
9:00am at the East Oakland Sports Center located at 9161 Edes Avenue in Oakland. 
 

B. The Annual Holiday Tradition and Tea was announced and sponsorships $25:00 per youth attendee was 
requested.  The Tea will to take place on December 17th and 18th at the Dunsmuir Hellman Estate beginning at 
11:15am.  

 
C. Mobile Food Vending Pilot Program will be discussed at the February 8th meeting. 

 
D. Interview for potential Commissioners are ongoing. New Commissioners will be attending the January Retreat. 

Commissioners terming out in January 2012 include Hammock, Montauk, Wong, Taylor and Ricards. 
Commissioner Matis’ term expires in March 2012. 

 
E. Dover Park Update - Dana Riley: Sarah Herbelin will make a presentation on the design phases of the project -

date to be determined. No minor CUP is required as the area is zoned residential and gardening is considered 
permitted use.  Planning are not involved at the phase of the project. 
 

17. ANNOUNCEMENTS:    
    

Motion:  Commissioner Hammock entertained a motion move Item 17 up to 16. 
            Moved by: Commissioner Montauk, Seconded by:  Commissioner Wu, Motion: Passed. 

 
A. The OPC will hold its Annual Meeting is scheduled to take place on Thursday, January 12, 2012 at 5:30pm in 

the Vista Room at the Lake Merritt Garden Center located at 666 Bellevue Avenue in Oakland. 
 

18. ADJOURNMENT: 
 The meeting was adjourned at 5:55pm. 
 
 

Respectfully submitted, 
    

 
Audree Jones-Taylor 

Secretary 
 
 

Diane Boyd  
Recording Secretary 

 
 

       Next Meeting: Special Meeting - Saturday, January 7, 2012; 9:00a.m. 
Lakeside Garden Center 

666 Bellevue Ave, Oakland, CA 
 

 This meeting is wheelchair accessible. To request materials in alternative formats, or to request an ASL interpreter, or 
assistive listening devise, please call the Office of Parks and Recreation at (510) 238-7532 or TDD (510) 615-5883 at least 
three working days before the meeting. Please refrain from wearing scented products to this meeting so attendees who may 
experience chemical sensitivities may attend. Thank you. 
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Oakland Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee (BPAC) 
Final Minutes -- December 15, 2011 
 
Attendees: Ann Killebrew, Carol Levine, Chris Hwang (WOBO), Chris Kidd, Daniel Schulman, Dave 
Campbell (EBBC), Jason Patton, Kendahsi Haley, Rebecca Saltzman, Robert Prinz, Robert 
Raburn, Jim Dexter, Eric Fethe, Jaime Heredia, Eric Udderberg, Tom Willging, Larry Gallegos, 
Bruce Williams, Robert Del Rosario (AC Transit), Reena Shah, Julia Liou (AHS), Darren Yee (AHS), 
Ed Manasse, Joel Ramos (Transform), Christina Ferracane 

Item 1: Introductions, appointment of note taker 

Daniel Schulman was selected to take meeting minutes. 
 

Item 2: Approval of meeting minutes 

November minutes approved 
October minutes approved by consent 
 

Item 3: Stairways Projects Update 

Eric Uddenberg from City of Oakland Engineering Design gave presentation on progress of 
rehabilitating stairways. He distributed handouts of a city wide map showing location of stair 
projects, tabular listing of stair projects, and plans for rehabilitation of Castlemont Stair and 
Paths. 
 
Stairway projects are mostly funded by TDA funds with an additional small amount coming from 
Measure B. Maintenance priority is given to lower cost project that restore pedestrian access. 
There have been three recent larger projects: Margarido, Eucalyptus, and Castlemont Stairs. 
Eucalyptus is longest stair in city, and it has most land-locked entrances. This is first major work 
since it was built in the 1920's. The Castlemont Stair is at 85th and MacArthur. Castlemont is 
heavily used by the multiple schools and for exercise. Castlemont worked with $200,000 from 
TDA funds. Bids coming lower than 5 years ago. 
 
Proposed for 2012 is Creed Court Stairs which is heavily used for Crocker Elementary School 
access. Currently not safe, landings are trip and fall hazards and handrails do not work. Fixing is 
a $70,000 job. City has contract and waiting for bonds. Other proposals for 2012 are related to 
Grand Ave. They feed into the mid-block commercial area. Those stairs are in design right now. 
 
Main concern is finding secure funding source going forward. We've gotten good press from SF 
Chronicle, Tribune and Montclarian. There was a 1 hour program on KQED Open Forum with 
Michael Krasny that coincided with book release of Secret Stairs of East Bay. Collaborating more 
with Berkeley and San Francisco to see how they fund Stair projects. 
 
Q&A 
Jim Dexter asks for update on Park Blvd and & Joaquin Pathway. Answer Park Blvd has plan 
design completed but cost estimate is close to a one million dollars. Goes all the way from 
Leimert Bridge to Montclair Village and City ain't got the dough. Joaquin Miller is part of Safe 
routes to School and there are only funds for one small portion. Drawings exist, but it is 
unfunded. Dexter asks about getting funding from local neighborhood association. Parents and 
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PTA contributed at least $50,000 toward word that was done. 
 
Rebecca Saltzman says happy with the stairways work done on Richmond Blvd. Comments that 
lots more people using the stairs. EU says that the rebuild bridge will be good for 40 years. This 
area is high density.  
 
Chris Hwang asks about smaller projects on queue that might be ready if new funding sources 
come available. EU says yes. There is an internal debate about prioritization.  CH further asks 
about which section of the Davidson Stairs are funded. EU said they want to do both sections. 
 

Item 4 - TFCA Local Manager Funds: proposal to divert from Oakland to Port  

Bruce Williamson (Senior Transportation Planner) presentation 
More information check meeting schedule of Alameda County Transportation Commission (ACTC) 
http://www.alamedactc.org/ 
 
There are proposals to use Transportation Funds for Clean Air (TFCA) to fund partially costs of 
retrofitting trucks that service the Port Of Oakland. The City of Oakland currently gets about 
$300,000 a year by formula of TFCA funds that help with a variety of air pollution reduction 
efforts. Projects often include bicycle and pedestrian improvements as well as items like traffic 
signal improvements. For example, the Webster / Franklin Bikeway project received $90,000 of 
TFCA funds. 
 
There are two competing proposals to divert TFCA funds: 1) take from all jurisdictions in the 
county equally; and, 2) to take from Oakland first because that is where the Port is and many of 
the truckers live in Oakland. The City of Oakland has carried-over about $500,000 of these funds 
from prior years. If the second proposal is adopted, saved funds will also get diverted to the 
truck retrofit project. 
 
Since loss of these funds will affect funding for bicycle and pedestrian improvements in the City 
of Oakland, BPAC may want to take a stance on the proposals. They will be debated by the ACTC 
sometime in January (check website for updates). Oakland City Council Member Rebecca Kaplan 
who sits on this board is apprised of the situation. 
 
Q&A 
Rebecca Saltzman asks since they need so much money does it matter who take it from first. 
BW says Oakland has banked $500,00 from previous years and the second proposal would take 
all of that saved money.  
 
Jason Patton adds context by mentioning bike projects do very well in competing for these 
funds. This included the 35th avenue bike project currently being planned. Been doing planning 
work to try to capitalize on this funding source. 
 
Kendahsi Haley asks if it is true most of truckers are from Oakland. BW says mostly from 
Alameda County. Thinks most of them are from Oakland, but he doesn't have the data. KH also 
asks where push is coming from. BW says it is mostly from Supervisor Nate Miley looking for 
funding of $1.4 million.  
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Dave Campbell  makes a motion to oppose both measures. Rebecca Saltzman makes friendly 
amendment that the proposal to take Oakland's money to be super opposed. Friendly 
amendment is accepted, motion passes, and BPAC will send a letter.  
 

Item 5: Coliseum Redevelopment Area: Streetscape Projects Update 

Larry Gallegos, Manager of the Coliseum Redevelopment Area gave a presentation 
 
Project area is much bigger than most people think. Leverages tax increment dollars. There is 
additional source of funds from bond issuance. Last time issued bonds was in 2006 and issued 
both taxable and tax-exempt bonds.  
 
Talking about Streetscape projects tonight. in Early 2000's funded parts of Fruitvale TOD 
project.  
 
Projects include: 

 San Leandro Street from 66th to 73rd avenue and also worked on under-grounding of 
utilities. Paid PG&E upfront for all of their fees. Project complete. 
 

 Fruitvale Alive is substantially completed. Few punch list items. Leveraged some MTC 
funds and some Central city East money. 
 

 Railroad Avenue about to get started but the rains are starting some delays. 85th Avenue 
out toward Louisiana St. This is a second phase of a project. Railroad Avenue currently has a lot 
of illegal dumping. Improvements moved the illegal dumping from one part to unimproved part. 
 

 66th Avenue under construction from International toward San Leandro street. Talking 
basic improvements.  
 

 Oakland Airport Connector. Pledged some dollars to help get underway.  
 

 South Coliseum way is under design. South lot entrance of Coliseum. Basic pedestrian 
upgrades including landscaping, lighting, and sidewalks.  
 

 Coliseum Area Industrial Infrastructure includes Coliseum Way Drainage from 66th and 50th 
Avenues on the Northern side of the Coliseum. Storm events create a lot of flooding. Big 
problem for local businesses. Consultants are doing a drainage study. Working with County on 
getting the work done. 
 

 Coliseum BART Plaza Enhancements $885,000 CMA. Working with BART on getting design 
principles approved. Issued notice to proceed to construction firm. Hoping to get started 
beginning of next year. Backside of Coliseum BART station.  
 

 66th Avenue project is under construction. Includes Bulb-outs, landscaping, new sidewalks. 
 
Q&A 
Chris Hwang asks which projects in design phase and which ones have opportunity for input. LG  
says South Coliseum Project has opportunity for input. It has been scaled down a bit. About to 
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issue a design build contract on this project. Needs to check with Public Works to see if contract 
has been signed yet. 
 
Dave Campbell asks about keeping sports teams. LG says issue comes up, but they can't speak to 
it very much. They are working on Victory Court site as a possibility to keep A's. There also some 
discussions on the Coliseum RFP planning effort.  
 
Robert Raburn asks about prospects of getting a grocery store. LG says had a meeting this 
afternoon with a national chain about 66th and San Leandro site. City has prepped site, but 
redevelopment issues at state level means that they cannot sign agreements to transfer 
property. The chain is also looking at other sites in the area as well as one in West Oakland. 
 
Chris Hwang mentions that Brookfield Village and El Sobrante park have lots of families and they 
get overlooked. CH says the Railroad Avenue project might not affect them as much. LG says 
there is such a huge need that is makes it hard to prioritize. LG says they have a 5 year 
implementation process that helps prioritize. Money is being spent at El Sobrante such as 
restroom upgrades at the park. 
 

Item 6 - Lake Merritt BART Station Area Plan 

This item was delayed until after Item 7 to allow for preparation of a PowerPoint presentation. 
 
Christina Ferracane of the Strategic Planning Department gave a presentation. Ed Manasse of 
the same office was also in attendance. 
 
Project team previously met with BPAC in August. Since then had open house and community 
stakeholder group. Have now crafted Preferred Plan. Next steps include drafting a more formal 
plan that will include an EIR. That will have a round of review through various groups and 
boards. 
 
Two chapters from plan most relevant to BPAC are Streetscape Character & Circulation, Station 
Access, and Parking. 
 
Streetscape four types of approaches - 1) streetscape improvements (lighting, trees, signage, 
etc.), 2) crossing improvements (pedestrian scrambles, bulb-outs, turn restrictions etc.), 3) 
traffic signal timing includes synchronization along 7th street; 4) intersection improvements 
 
Circulation improvements include making 1-way street 2-ways so people do not have to go 
through dense part of Chinatown when it is not their destination. 
 
Bicycle improvements include implementation of Bicycle Master Plan, with a few little 
improvements such as ways to connect from Lake to BART station. Bike lanes along Oak and 
Madison and 8h and 9th, no bike lanes in the core of Chinatown.  
 
Lake Merritt Station Access Strategy includes for peds, bikes, buses, shuttles. How best to 
manage the curb. 
 
Parking Strategy not as flushed out as streetscape improvements. Will continue during the draft 
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phase. Contemplate redevelopment of BART parking lot. Not thinking of replaces BART parking 
spaces. Laney want to redevelop their parking lot at some point with maybe more classrooms.  
 
Q&A 
Reena Shaw asks about if access to Alameda is being considered. CF says coordinating with 
shuttle to Alameda.RS also asks about enhancement to bike parking. CF says definitely part of 
muli-modal strategy. Robert Raburn from BART Board adds that existing parking is jammed. 
BART looking at adding high capacity bike racks and more lockers.  
 
Dave Campbell asks for clarification on lack of bike lanes through Chinatown core. EM says 
current proposal is to have designated bike lines on 8th and 9th up to Harrison and then 
sharrows to Broadway. EM says look at bike lanes as phased approach - need to reassess truck 
loading as it changes with addition of bikeways. How will yellow curbs affect loading and 
offloading. Need to prove to Chinatown community that loading issues can be solved before bike 
lanes. DC asks if specific blocks have been studied. EM says it is right in the heart. DC asks if the 
plan will state phasing is the strategy. EM says it is not there now, but that he sees the two as 
combined. Sharrows do not solve the problem, they just acknowledge bikes have a right to be 
there. Creation of yellow zone will necessitate removal of some metered spaces. DC also 
mentions idea of having a really wide outside lane to allow cyclist to go around truck without 
entering another lane.  
 
Robert del Rosario from AC Transit sitting in for Nathan Landau. AC Transit is overall pretty 
receptive to plan, but they want to see more focus on transit network and making improvement 
to transit network. AC Transit wants to see a map of transit network in plan. Primary concerns 
are along 8th and Webster streets. Road diets might increase already high congestion. AC Transit 
needs service to be reliable, Also worried about costs if there are increased bus delays. AC 
Transit is not completely opposed to road diets, but there needs to be some mitigations.  
 
Julia Liou from Oakland Chinatown Coalition commented that community has expressed  that 
public safety is their primary concern. Community wants pedestrian lighting along all major 
pedestrian corridors, especially (8th, 9th, Webster, Harrison, Alice, Jackson). Want to see 
pedestrian lighting as a phase 1 not phase 2 improvement. Secondly, 2-way traffic conversions 
across 10th and Harrison, want to see it expanded. Plan says there will be more congestion at 
intersections but there are no mitigations. JL wants to articulate that it is better to discuss 
mitigations sooner than later. Lastly, shuttle should include Chinatown, map does not show it 
going through Chinatown.  
 
Darren Yee from Oakland Chinatown Coalition comments that Lake Merritt should have bilingual 
wayfinding. His group wants the BART station to be oriented toward Chinatown and to rename it 
the Laney / Chinatown BART Station.  DY says pedestrian safety should be prioritized over bike 
and auto issues, specifically on (8th and 9th, Franklin, Webster, Harrison). For example, his 
group wants more pedestrian scrambles especially on 10th and Webster, 8th and Harrison, 9th 
and Harrison. 
 
Joel Ramos from Transform comments that the plan should show not having bikelanes is less 
safe for pedestrians. Loading strategy is critical to making bike lanes work. Wants wayfinding 
signs to have distance and time of walking for destinations. JR says parking should have a 
strategic plan that might include an in lieu fee pool to create a parking structure. Lighting is a 
priority before trees and wider sidewalks; lighting needs to be addressed asap. 
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EM comments that the project team has heard that lighting should be a priority and in phase 1. 
However, It is in phase 2 because the final width of sidewalks won't be determined until then. 
Also might have to with funding. Phase 1 might be city funds and phase 2 will be grant funds. 
 
Daniel Schulman comments that with all of the focus on Chinatown, it is important not to forget 
access to the Jack London District. DS says his neighbors are concerned primarily about 
connections to BART station along Oak and Madison Streets. 
 

Item 7: Oakland City Hall Bike to Work Day Event BPAC Subcommittee  

This item was taken after Item 5. 
 
Request from staff Jason Patton to convene subcommittee from BPAC to provide guidance on 
Bike to Work Day event in May. 
 
Past commitment involved meeting to discuss logo, outreach, getting bike shops to donate 
prizes getting food donating, stuffing bags, soliciting donations help needed and a volunteer 
coordination for the event and the day of event. Also organizing council rides pedal pools 
(adopted by WOBO). 
 
Subcommittee volunteers include Dave Campbell and Carol Levine and Kendahsi Haley and Chris 
Kidd, and Eric Fetty. 
 
Chris Kidd says Alta Consulting firm that he works for has been contracted to prepare  Best 
Practices for Bike to Work Day events, and he will distribute their final report to BPAC members. 

Item 8: Announcements 

Dave Campbell spoke about the recent successful WOBO / EBBC joint celebration 
 
Jason Patton commemorated the passing of Ron Bishop who succumbed to cancer on December 
11, 2011. Ron Bishop was one of the founding members of BPAC, and he served as  Chair for 
many many years. Ron Bishop was instrumental in major City bicycle initiates including Bike to 
Work Day and the Bicycle Master Plan. 
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Draft MINUTES                  LANDMARKS PRESERVATION 
                 ADVISORY BOARD     

                                                                OAKLAND, CA 94612  
 
LANDMARKS PRESERVATION          
ADVISORY BOARD MEMBERS:       
 
 
                             
Christopher Andrews     January 9, 2012 
Thomas Biggs       Regular Meeting 6 PM 
Valerie Garry, Vice-Chair 
John Goins III        
Mary MacDonald 
Anna Naruta, Chair      City Hall 
Daniel Schulman      CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS  
      One Frank Ogawa Plaza 
      Oakland, California 94612 
   
::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::  
The Landmarks Board welcomes public comment on all agenda items.  The Board requests that 
speakers limit their comments to no more than three minutes.  Correspondence received by the 
Monday prior to the meeting date will be included in the Board’s agenda packet.  (See address 
below.) 
 
ROLL CALL 
 
Present: Andrews, Garry, Goins, Naruta, Schulman. Absent: Biggs, MacDonald 
Staff Present: Marvin, Pearson. Absent: Pavlinec. 
 
OPEN FORUM 
 
Naomi Schiff called for a moment of silence in memory of Sanjiv Handa. 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
 
(Taken out of order after Action Item)  Approval of December 5, 2011, minutes was moved by 
Garry, seconded by Goins, carried unanimously. 
 
BUSINESS – Action Item 
 

Location: 
Lake Merritt Station Planning Area is generally bounded by 
14th Street to the north, I-880 to the south, Broadway to the 
west and 5th Avenue to the east. (See map on reverse, p. 4.) 
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            LPAB Meeting – January 9, 2012   

Proposal: 

  
The City is preparing a Lake Merritt Station Area Plan (Station 
Area Plan) and Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the area 
surrounding the Lake Merritt BART Station that will provide a 
roadmap for how the area develops over the next 25 years.  At 
this meeting, staff will present the concepts contained in the 
Draft Preferred Plan, including those for land use and open 
space policies, affordable housing strategy, circulation, access 
and parking plan, and building height proposals, which will 
become the basis for the Draft Station Area Plan and studied in 
the EIR. 

Applicant: City of Oakland 
Case File Number: ZS11225, ER110017 

Planning Permits Required: N/A 
General Plan: Central Business District, Institutional, Urban Open Space, 

Urban Residential, Business Mix, Community Commercial, 
Neighborhood Center Mixed Use 

Zoning: CBD-X, CBD-P,  CBD-P/CH, CBD-R, CBD-C, OS-(SU), OS-
(LP), OS-(NP), OS-(RCA), S-2, RU-4, RU-5, M-40/S-4 

Environmental 
Determination: 

An EIR will be prepared as part of the Lake Merritt Station 
Area Plan. 

Historic Status: The Plan Area includes several Areas of Primary Importance; 
Areas of Secondary Importance; properties individually rated A, 
B, C, D; and Landmark properties.   

Service Delivery District: Metro, 3 
City Council District: 2, and a small portion of 3 

Status: Ongoing 
Action to be Taken: Recommendations to Planning Commission 

Staff Recommendation: 

Provide feedback on the Draft Preferred Plan, which will be the 
basis for the Draft Lake Merritt Station Area Plan and studied in 
the Environmental Impact Report.  

Finality of Decision: N/A 

For Further Information:  

Contact project manager Ed Manasse at 510-238-7733 or 
emanasse@oaklandnet.com.    
Project message line: 510-238-7904  
Project email address: Lake_merritt_plan@oaklandnet.com, 
Project website: 
http://www.business2oakland.com/lakemerrittsap  

 
 
Planners Christina Ferracane and Ed Manasse presented the staff report. The area planning 
project began in 2008 with a needs assessment, followed by extensive community outreach and 
well-attended workshops. The draft Preferred Plan developed out of this process was now being 
presented to boards and commissions and City Council for comment. “Land most likely to 
redevelop” in the plan area was already vacant, notably the numerous parking lots. Historic 
resources are recognized in the plan’s Vision and Goals, notably under Goal 8, Community and 

mailto:emanasse@oaklandnet.com
mailto:Lake_merritt_plan@oaklandnet.com
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            LPAB Meeting – January 9, 2012   

Cultural Anchor and Regional Destination. The plan encourages adaptive reuse, protection of 
individual resources, strengthening connection in districts, interesting and fine-grained new 
development that respects the historic context, and creation of “cultural heritage districts.”. Some 
height limits were reduced to acknowledge districts that the Central Business District study 
identified as having height as a character defining feature, e.g. reducing to 45’ along 7th Street in 
the 7th Street-Harrison Square Residential District. Limits were made higher within the district on 
the side adjoining the BART blocks where taller new buildings were expected. 
 
Public speakers (allowed 8 minutes each):  
 
Naomi Schiff, representing Oakland Heritage Alliance, said OHA supported the Chinatown 
Coalition comment letter. The whole 7th Street-Harrison Square API should have the 45’ height 
limit – new buildings outside the district should be the ones to make the height transition. King 
Block should not have a 400’ tower added – the alley could be “extremely upscale and 
charming.” Relocation of buildings is mentioned but no receiving area is identified. Creative uses 
are possible under the freeways, such as commercial complex of shipping containers in New 
York. Fire Alarm Building should be classified as Open Space; “proximity to the library means it 
might have a future use.” Two-way streets promote historic character and “community 
friendliness.” State Historical Building Code can save owners money. Facade Improvement 
Program has been partly funded by mitigations, so it can survive the end of Redevelopment, if the 
City insists on Community Benefits. 
 
Robert Raburn, elected BART director for Area 4: BART needs density around stations so they 
have more than just commute traffic. BART “intends to fully develop” its two blocks – “of course 
there’s zero displacement” – but large-scale construction is complicated by the subway, control 
center, and other uses below ground on those blocks. BART also owns the MTC block which will 
support conventional construction. BART intends to retain Madison Park and support activities 
relevant to the Chinatown community such as night markets and community gardens. Residents 
of the landmark Madison Park Apartments want the area to be safer at night: “now people flee 
when they get off our trains.” BART will issue an RFQ for its blocks next week. To Daniel 
Schulman’s question whether the proposed height were appropriate, Raburn said it was it was 
unlike the maximum would be built but he would see what the development teams offered. 
 
Joel Ramos of TransForm:: As stated by Chinatown Coalition, housing in the area is now 30% 
affordable and should be kept that way to maintain the diversity of incomes that supports 
Chinatown’s character and businesses. TransForm supports density and transit-oriented 
development but sees a need to protect against indirect displacement through speculative 
development. Inclusion of affordable housing should be a mitigation for building height. Stronger 
tenant protections are needed. New jobs will be retail and service, and workers need to be able to 
live locally.  Requiring less parking would free up resources for better buildings. Parking 
maximums, in-lieu fees, and unbundling parking from residential units were options. One-way 
street are dangerous and out of keeping with the historic character of the area. 
 
Anna Naruta noted that the Landmarks Board’s comments would go to the Planning Commission 
for its January 18 meeting and that the Board was supposed to have received the comment letters 
from previous community meetings. Planners Ed Manasse and Christina Ferracane said their 
presentation had reflected the major concerns, that the letters would be provided to the Board, and 
that all comments will be addressed. 
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            LPAB Meeting – January 9, 2012   

Board members commented in turn. 
Anna Naruta: There has been a request for a workshop for the Community Stakeholder Group on 
FAR and heights. Work with study results from the Revive Chinatown project, e.g. on one-way 
streets. Draft Plan lists historic preservation as a Community Benefit: it is not an extra benefit or 
mitigation, it is a statutory requirement. Show boundaries of all APIs and ASIs on all maps 
context is considered in all decisions. Historic study does not inspire confidence – refer to Willard 
Chow’s study on how redevelopment has affected affordability, also Chinatown history by Kelly 
Fong.. Archaeological mitigation plan will be needed. Check timeliness of economic and 
population projections. Need for fine-grain zoning; “new development should provide the 
transitional heights.” Receiving areas for relocated buildings should be identified. Activate space 
under freeways. Establish mitigation fees and transfer of development rights. Fire Alarm Building 
should be Open Space. Opportunity site map bisects cleaner shop at 14th and Jackson. Insure an 
appropriate use for “amazing King Block” and alley. 
 
Daniel Schulman:  Questioned relatively low heights proposed for Laney College parking lot and 
Area 9 on Franklin Street: Manasse replied that the intent was to match heights across the street 
on Franklin, and Laney’s height was unchanged from existing. Schulman: “Height isn’t 
necessarily what puts something out of historic context, it’s a matter of quality.” Higher buildings 
at 12th and Franklin might take pressure off the rest of Chinatown. The small Areas 2b on 8th 
Street in the API should be merged into Area 1, and let development on the BART blocks be 
what it will. TransForm’s discussion of parking and affordability was “not really within the 
vocabulary of historic preservation” and two-way streets make a lot of sense but shouldn’t be 
labeled “historical.” As stated in OHA’s letter, explicit historic preservation language should be 
in the Vision and Goals which now “speak around” preservation. Endorses other OHA points 
except height limits for BART blocks. 
 
Valerie Garry:  Praised the staff report. There must be a more explicit statement about importance 
of historic resources in the area. Asked for clarification of reference to signs and “displays of 
items in store windows.” Design guidelines have to be very specific and contextual. Building 
towers over existing historic resources such as the King Block is a  very controversial practice 
and a problematic precedent (“if you can’t demolish, drop something on top of it”), “could 
compromise the integrity of the district,” and is seldom done well. Transfer of development rights 
would be another way to address low-rise buildings. (Ed Manasse pointed out that the CBD 
zoning had no height limit at the King Block.) 
 
Chris Andrews: Asked about the relation of the staff report to prior comment letters. Ed Manasse 
said all comments were being collected and would be taken into account; nothing had yet been 
dismissed or responded to. Andrews asked as an architect, is massing and height really the only 
tool to insure compatibility with historic resources – maybe good architecture is another way to 
respond. The attitude seems to be “with modern technologies and economies ... we can’t make 
buildings like that anymore so let’s make buildings the same size.” The successful commercial 
development of the alley behind the 4900 block of Telegraph in Temescal is a model for the King 
Block but it would “not have that quality” of “tactical urbanism” if surrounded by towers. 
 
Discussion: Anna Naruta objected to the packet containing only excerpts from the Draft Plan plus 
a link to the website, and repeated that the Board had not received the previous community 
comment letters. It was difficult to comment without complete materials. She proposed that the 
Board send draft minutes to the Planning Commission as comment, as well as sending a speaker 
prepared with bullet points for a two-minute presentation. 
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Daniel Schulman moved – with amendments and input  by Valerie Garry, Chris Andrews, and 
Anna Naruta - that the Board send a representative to the Planning Commission hearing on 
January 18 to present the following points: 
 
Larger statement on historic preservation needed in the Vision and Goals 
Inappropriateness of building on top of the King Block  
Request for workshop on height and FAR for the CSG 
Fire Alarm Building should be reclassified as Open Space 
All maps in the plan should show boundaries of APIs and ASIs 
Need for design guidelines carefully tailored to each context to maintain continuity 
Encourage finer-grained height and context map 
 
Seconded by Valerie Garry, carried unanimously. 
Later in the meeting, Valerie Garry moved that Anna Naruta present the above points at the 
January 18 Planning Commission meeting; Anna Naruta added that the draft minutes of tonight’s 
meeting also be presented to the Planning Commission. Seconded by Chris Andrews, carried 
unanimously.  
 
Discussion continued about content and timeliness of meeting materials. Valerie Garry said she 
had just received the Chinatown Coalition letter by email and could not comment on documents 
she had not had a chance to read. Was it permissible to consider material that was not in the 
packet? Anna Naruta said the Community Stakeholders had been told their letters would go to the 
boards and commissions, her confidence in staff providing information was undermined, “we 
should reach out to the City Attorney.” John Goins was concerned that the selected materials in 
the packet amounted to “someone deciding for us what the boundaries of this board are.” Chris 
Andrews asked how board members came to receive email directly from the Chinatown Coalition 
rather than through staff: Betty Marvin explained that Board members’ contact information is 
public record, and Ed Manasse suggested that the CTC may have sent the letter in lieu of 
appearing in person. Valerie Garry noted that the agenda said the Board would “provide feedback 
on the Draft Preferred Plan,” not on historic preservation excerpts from the plan. Manasse said 
complete copies would be provided, every comment would be addressed, and the Plan could be 
agendized at the Board again.  John Goins asked why the Community Stakeholders hadn’t been 
directed to send their comments directly to the Landmarks Board and expressed general 
concerned about process and schedules. Chris Andrews mentioned a presentation on the Brown 
Act by the City Attorney’s office last year, and that the Board was often asked to comment or act 
on matters without enough time; there should be a manual for boards, and it would be useful to 
have someone from the City Attorney’s office present at some meetings to answer questions. 
Valerie Garry asked what is the purview of this board. Anna Naruta recalled situations when EIRs 
that affected historic resources had gone to the Planning Commission without being referred to 
Landmarks Board: this could jeopardize Oakland’s Certified Local Government status with the 
State Office of Historic Preservation.  Staff was directed to contact City Attorney. 
 
 
 
BOARD REPORTS  
 
California Preservation Foundation May 2012 Conference Steering Committee Meetings:    
LPAB Representative report (Garry).  Garry reported planning continues for “really interesting 
sessions” and offered to forward details to anyone interested 
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Lake Merritt Station Area Plan, Community Stakeholder Group Meeting:  LPAB 
representative report (Naruta). 
 
Broadway/Valdez District Specific Plan, Community Stakeholder Group Meeting:  LPAB 
Representative report (Biggs).   Naruta reported that today was the deadline for comment on the 
Emerging Plan; expects it to be agendized for Landmarks Board. 
 
West Oakland Specific Plan, Public Workshop January 31:   LPAB representative report 
(Andrews).  No report. 
 
 
ANNOUNCEMENTS 
 
Garry noted that Oakland was favorably mentioned in the New York Times travel section. 
 
 
SECRETARY REPORTS 
Marvin noted that three more meetings in 2012 will be in Council Chambers, all non-second 
Mondays: February 6, September 17, and November 5.  
The two 2011 Mills Act contracts got signed and recorded. 
 
 
ADJOURNMENT  at 9:05 pm. 
 
Respectfully submitted: 
 

 
BETTY MARVIN 
Historic Preservation Planner 
 
 
NEXT REGULAR MEETING:    February 6, 2012  (first Monday in February) 
     
                   
Written correspondence should be addressed to: 
 

Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board 
250 Frank H. Ogawa Plaza, Suite 3315 

Oakland, CA 94612 
Fax Number: 510-238-6538 

 
 

This meeting is wheelchair accessible.  To request materials in alternative formats, or to request an 
ASL interpreter, or assistive listening devise, please call Joann Pavlinec at 510-238-6344 or TDD 510-
238-3254 at least three working days before the meeting.  Please refrain from wearing scented 
products to this meeting so those who experience chemical sensitivities may attend.  Thank you. 
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Figure 6.3:  
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