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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

A.  CEQA PROCESS

On August 22, 2001, the City of Oakland (Lead Agency) released for public review a Draft
Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR or DEIR) on the proposed AvalonBay at Lake Merritt
project (ER01-0001).  The 30-day public review and comment period on the Draft EIR began on
August 22, 2001, and closed on September 21, 2001.  The Planning Commission held a public
hearing on the Draft EIR on September 5, 2001.  The Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board
held a public hearing on the design review aspects of the project which included comments on
the Draft EIR on September 17, 2001.  These comments , in the form of motions made by the
Board, will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and are also included in this document.

The Draft EIR for the AvalonBay at Lake Merritt project, together with this Response to
Comments, constitute the Final EIR for the proposed project.  The Final EIR is an informational
document prepared by the Lead Agency that must be considered by decision makers (including
the Oakland City Planning Commission) before approving or denying the proposed project.
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines (Section 15132) specify the
following:

“The Final EIR shall consist of:

(a) The Draft EIR or a revision of that draft.

(b) Comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR either verbatim or in a
summary.

(c) A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the Draft EIR.

(d) The response of the Lead Agency to significant environmental points raised in
review and consultation process.

(e) Any other information added by the Lead Agency.”

This document has been prepared pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines.  This Final EIR
incorporates comments from public agencies and the general public, and contains appropriate
responses by the Lead Agency to those comments.
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B.  METHOD OF ORGANIZATION

This Final EIR for the proposed AvalonBay at Lake Merritt project contains information in
response to issues raised during the public comment period.

Following this introductory Chapter I, Chapter II of this document contains text changes
(initiated by the Oakland Community and Economic Development Department staff and those
resulting from comments on the Draft EIR) and errata to the Draft EIR.

Chapter III contains a list of all persons and organizations that submitted written comments on
the Draft EIR and that testified at the public hearing held on September 5, 2001.

Chapter IV contains comment letters received during the comment period and the responses to
each comment.  Each comment is labeled with a number in the margin and the response to each
comment is presented immediately after the comment letter.

Chapter V contains a summary of the public comment received during the public hearing held on
September 5, 2001, and the response to the comment received during the public hearing.
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CHAPTER II
REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT EIR

REVISIONS TO THE PROJECT

I.  PARKING

Since publication of the Draft EIR, the project sponsor has increased the number of on-site
(off-street) parking spaces for the proposed project in response to comments received on the
project.  As described below, the changes would not result in any new significant impacts or any
substantially more severe impacts than those identified in the Draft EIR; rather, the changes
result in less impacts as described below.  Therefore, pursuant to Section 15088.5 of the state
CEQA Guidelines, recirculation of the EIR prior to certification is not required.

As currently proposed, there would be a total of 322 off-street parking spaces (188 single stalls
and 67 pairs of tandem spaces), rather than 293 spaces (181 single stalls and 56 pairs of tandem
spaces) as previously proposed.  This change would thus result in a net increase of 29 total
off-street parking spaces, with seven more single (independently-accessible) stalls.

The project revisions would result in full accommodation of the project’s peak parking demand
(i.e., no spillover of project-generated parking onto surrounding on-street spaces) without the
previously required on-site parking management plan (although such a management plan is still
recommended), reducing any potentially significant parking impacts identified in DEIR
Impact B.4 to a less than significant level.

As a result of these changes, Figures III-6 and III-7 have been revised, and are presented at the
conclusion of this Chapter II.

The following changes are made to the Draft EIR and are incorporated as part of the Final EIR to
acknowledge the project revisions.  Revised or new language is underlined (except where all of
the indicated text is new).  Deleted language is indicated by strikethrough text.

The text describing Parking Impacts (Impact B.4), on pp. IV.B-25 – 29, and IV.B-31 – 32, is
revised as follows (Figure IV.B-9, on p. IV.B-30, is not affected by these revisions):

“PARKING IMPACTS

Impact B.4:  The project would generate a demand for automobile and bicycle parking
spaces.  This would be a potentially less than significant impact.
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Potential parking impacts were assessed by comparing the project’s proposed on-site parking
supply with (1) the City of Oakland’s Planning Code requirements for off-street parking, and
(2) the estimated parking demand generated by project uses.  The results of those comparisons
were then used to determine the effects on parking conditions in the project area.

Planning Code Requirements

The project site is within the C-30 District Commercial Thoroughfare Zone, which has an
S-12 Residential Parking Combining Zone overlay.  The S-12 overlay regulation may be
combined with any other zone where residential facilities are permitted or conditionally
permitted.  This regulation is intended to “create, preserve, and enhance areas with high
concentrations of residential facilities, to ensure that adequate off-street parking is provided for
those facilities, and to maximize the general availability of on-street parking” typically in high-
density residential neighborhoods, adjacent to commercial areas, and in other neighborhoods
where high concentrations of residential facilities may contribute to on-street parking congestion.

Chapter 17.116 of the Oakland Planning Code stipulates requirements for off-street parking for
land uses, and Chapter 17.94 provides regulations related to the above-cited S-12 overlay;
Table IV.B-11 summarizes Code requirements for the proposed project, using conservative
assumptions for requirements for the 13,000 sq.-ft. commercial portion of the project, based on
the understanding that the design of the 3,800 sq.-ft. space along Harrison Street is not proposed
to accommodate retail uses.  In that way, the number of Code-required spaces could be
established for higher-intensity commercial uses so that impacts of a reasonable worst-case
parking scenario could be measured.  The actual number of Code-required parking spaces would
be a function of the nature of the commercial use that would eventually occupy the space
(e.g., food sales, general retail or office).  To provide an assessment of the Code-required
commercial parking spaces for the project, a range of alternative scenarios (with varying
commercial uses) was examined; that information is presented in Table IV.B-11.

Based on provisions in Chapters 17.116 and 17.94, the project would be required to provide a
basic requirement of the greater of either one parking space per dwelling unit (Section
17.116.060[A]) or one parking space per three habitable rooms (Section 17.94.040[A]).  The
project would provide 525 habitable rooms and thus would require at least 175 parking spaces.
This number is lower than the number of units in the project.  Therefore, the basic requirement
for the project’s residential portion would be one space per dwelling unit (or 176 parking
spaces).

In addition, Section 17.94.040(B) specifies a visitor parking requirement for an additional
0.2 space for each dwelling unit to be provided, adding 35 parking spaces.  The total off-street
parking requirement for the residential component of the project would therefore be 211 spaces.
The project would provide tandem parking spaces, as allowed by Section 17.94.060.  The pairs
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TABLE IV.B-11 [Revised]
PARKING PLANNING CODE REQUIREMENTS (Estimated)

                                                                                                                                                                            

Land Use / Activity
(Proposed Project) Planning Code Requirement

Required
Spaces

Proposed
Supply Notes

Residential (176 dwelling units 525 habitable rooms)
Basic Requirement One space per three habitable rooms,

or one space per dwelling unit a
176

Visitor Requirement 0.2 space per dwelling unit   35
Subtotal (Residential) Requirement 211

Commercial (most parking-intensive use – Scenario No. 1) See below for
Food Retail (9,200 square feet) One space per 200 square feet of floor area 46 alternative mixes of
Office (3,800 square feet) One space per 600 square feet of floor area    7 commercial uses.

Subtotal (Commercial) Requirement 53

TOTAL REQUIREMENT 264 293 322
Spaces

56 67 tandem stalls b
(2 spaces each);
181 188 single stalls

237 255
Stalls

Variance
required b

_________________________________________________________

Land Use / Activity
(Alternative Scenarios) Planning Code Requirement

Required
Spaces

Variance? b
(based on a 237
255-stall supply)

Commercial Uses
Food Retail One space per 200 square feet of floor area
General Retail (Non-Food) One space per 400 square feet of floor area
Office One space per 600 square feet of floor area

Project Scenario No. 2
Office (13,000 square feet) Subtotal (Commercial) Requirement 22

Total Requirement (w/ Residential Portion) 233 No
Project Scenario No. 3
General Retail (13,000 square feet) Subtotal (Commercial) Requirement 33

Total Requirement (w/ Residential Portion) 244 No Yes
Project Scenario No. 4
Food Retail (4,600 square feet) 23
Office (8,400 square feet)  14

Subtotal (Commercial) Requirement 37
Total Requirement (w/ Residential Portion) 248 No Yes

Project Scenario No. 5
General Retail (4,600 square feet) 12
Office (8,400 square feet)  14

Subtotal (Commercial) Requirement 26
Total Requirement (w/ Residential Portion) 237 No

________________________

a Per the Oakland Planning Code, the project would be required to provide the greater of either one parking space per
dwelling unit, or one parking space per three habitable rooms.  The Code also requires that for each pair of tandem
spaces, both the independent space and dependent space shall be permanently assigned to the same dwelling unit.

b Code requirements (tandem spaces assigned to dwelling units) result in a shortfall of 27 9 Code-required parking
spaces despite the project’s total supply of 293 322 parking spaces, 237 255 of which would be independently-
accessible (56 67 tandem spaces and 181 188 single stalls); the added 56 67 spaces that are dependent in the
tandem spaces can not be used for commercial parking.

SOURCES: City of Oakland, 1999; and Environmental Science Associates, 2001
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of tandem spaces (i.e., the independent space and dependent space) must be permanently
assigned to the same dwelling unit, per Code requirements.1

For commercial uses, the Planning Code stipulates different rates of parking requirements for
different uses.  A range of potential commercial uses were assessed, as well as the proposed
(most conservative) scenario (see Table IV.B-11).  Section 17.116.080 requires that off-street
parking spaces be provided at the rate of one space for each 200 square feet (sq. ft.) of floor area
for retail with food sales activity, the most parking-intensive retail use (i.e., 46 parking spaces for
the 9,200 sq. ft. of food retail space in the showroom), and one space for each 600 sq. ft. of office
floor area (i.e., 7 parking spaces for the 3,800 sq. ft. of office space along Harrison Street).

According to the City’s zoning requirements, the overall parking requirement shall be based on
the sum of the individual requirements for each of the different uses on the same lot.  Therefore,
the total project Code requirement, assuming the above-described most parking-intensive mix of
commercial activities, would be 264 spaces (i.e., 211 + 46 + 7).

The project would provide 293 322 off-street parking spaces, of which 112 134 would consist of
56 67 pairs of tandem spaces (assigned for the use of residents in 56 67 of the dwelling units, per
Code requirements), and 181 188 single stalls (a combination of assigned and unassigned parking
spaces).  Excluding the 56 67 dwelling units that would have assigned tandem parking spaces,
the combined 208 197 spaces required by the Planning Code (i.e., 120 109 for the remaining
residential dwelling units, 35 for visitors, and 53 for commercial [retail plus office] space) would
not be met by those 181 188 stalls.  Thus, because of requirements for the use of tandem spaces,
the project would provide 27 9 fewer parking spaces than required by the Planning Code (and the
project would require a variance for this most-conservative scenario), despite the fact that the
project’s total supply of off-street parking spaces (293 322 spaces) would be 29 58 spaces more
than required by the Code.

However, as described above, because the actual number of Code-required parking spaces would
be dependent upon the commercial use that would occupy the space, it is not certain at this time
whether or not the project would require a variance.  Table IV.B-11 presents Code requirements
for a various mixes (scenarios) of commercial uses in the 13,000 sq.-ft. commercial space.
Scenario 1 is the proposed project, as assumed (i.e., 9,200 sq. ft. of Food Retail uses in the
rehabilitated auto showroom, and 3,800 sq. ft. of Office uses along Harrison behind the
showroom building) in this EIR.  Scenarios 2 and 3 assume a single use (Office and General
Retail, respectively) in the commercial space.  Scenarios 4 and 5 assume that half of the
commercial space in the auto showroom would be Retail (Food Retail and General Retail,
respectively), and the other half, plus the 3,800 sq.-ft. space along Harrison, would be Office
uses.  As shown in Table IV.B-11, under all scenarios except Scenario 1, the most parking-
intensive (worst-case) scenario, Scenarios 2 and 5, the project would not require a variance to
Code requirements for off-street parking spaces.  Under the other three scenarios presented

                                                     
1 The Planning Code defines an “independent parking space” as a parking space that can be accessed without driving

across another parking space, and a “dependent parking space” as a parking space that can only be accessed by
driving across another parking space.
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herein, however, the project proposed parking supply would have a shortfall of between 11 and
27 spaces, and a variance to the Planning Code would be required.  Because of the present
uncertainty in the exact commercial activity that would be included in the project, it is not
possible to judge conclusively whether or not a variance would be required.

It is important to note that failure to provide enough off-street parking spaces to satisfy Planning
Code requirements would not be, in and of itself, a significant impact.  Determination of
potential parking impacts is made on the basis of the proposed parking supply versus the
estimated parking demand; that determination is described below.

Parking Demand

As shown in Table IV.B-12, the sum of the estimated peak parking demand for the proposed
project’s individual land uses would be about 261 spaces, based on parking generation rates
published by the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE, 1987).  As described above, the
project would provide 293 322 off-street (on-site) parking spaces, of which 112 134 would
consist of 56 67 pairs of tandem spaces (assigned to 56 67 of the dwelling units), and 181
188 would be single stalls.  The 112 134 tandem spaces would more than accommodate the
estimated demand for the 56 67 dwelling units.  Despite the fact that , but the unused supply
(“surplus”) of those tandem spaces could not be used to accommodate demand by other project
uses, and the remaining 188 parking spaces would not more than fully accommodate that latter
demand of 180 spaces (i.e., 132 + 37 + 11), and the project impact on parking conditions would
be less than significant.  , resulting in an unmet demand of about 12 spaces.  Thus, similar to the
situation regarding the supply versus Code requirements, discussed above, the project would
generate an unmet demand for 12 parking spaces (based on the sum of the individual peak
parking demand for each of the different project land uses), even though the total supply of
off-street parking spaces would be higher than the calculated peak parking demand.

Parking demand unmet by the on-site supply would spill over into available on-street parking
spaces.  A survey of on-street parking supply and midday and evening occupancy was conducted
in the vicinity of the project site; Figure IV.B-9 shows the surveyed area.  Two-hour parking
restrictions (metered and unmetered) generally apply throughout the survey area.  There are
about 310 on-street parking spaces within the study area.  Parking occupancy was observed at
about 84 percent (about 260 spaces were occupied) during the weekday noon period, and about
86 percent (about 270 spaces were occupied) during the weekday evening period.2  Spillover
from the above-described 12-space unmet project demand would increase parking occupancy
from the observed 84-86 percent range to an 88-90 percent range.3

                                                     
2     Because on-street parking occupancy levels can fluctuate, occupancy levels in the project area could be higher (or

lower) than those observed at the time the survey was conducted for this EIR.
3     There are an additional 180 on-street parking spaces across Harrison Street and Bay Place from the project site

(with observed weekday occupancy of about 93 percent during the noon period, and about 64 percent during the
evening period), but the widths and traffic volumes on those streets could dissuade people who are unable to park
on-site from parking in those areas, and as such, those parking spaces were not included in this analysis.



II.  REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT EIR

ER01-0001/ AvalonBay at Lake Merritt Final EIR II-6 ESA / 200415

TABLE IV.B-12 [Revised]
ESTIMATED PROJECT PARKING DEMAND

                                                                                                                                                                            

Land Use
Parking

Demand Rate
Estimated
Demand

Proposed
Supply a Notes

Residential b
(56 67 dwelling units) P = (1.21 x DU) b c

68    81 112 134

(120 109 dwelling units) P = (1.21 x DU) b c  145  132  145 132
Residential Subtotal 213 257 266 surplus (+ 44)

Commercial
Retail (9,200 square feet) P = (3.97 x KSF) c d

37

Office (3,800 square feet) P = (2.79 x KSF) d e  11
Commercial Subtotal 48 36 56 surplus

 deficit (-12)

TOTAL 261 e f 293 322 surplus
deficit (-12) b

________________________
a Of the 293 322 parking spaces the project would provide, 237 255 would be independently-accessible parking

spaces (56 67 tandem spaces and 181 188 stalls).  The added 56 67 spaces that are dependent in the tandem spaces
can not be used for commercial parking.

b      Project dwelling units are split between the 56 units to which the 112 tandem parking spaces would be assigned
(per Code requirements), and the other 120 units.  The “surplus” with the tandem spaces could not be used to
accommodate the “deficit” (unmet demand) generated by the 120 units and the office and retail space; see
discussion under Impact B.4, on the following page.

b Peak parking demand rate for low/mid-rise apartments; P = parking demand; DU = number of dwelling units.
c Peak parking demand rate for shopping center; P = parking demand; KSF = Thousands of square feet of floor

area.
d Peak parking demand rate for office space; P = parking demand; KSF = Thousands of square feet of floor area.
e Total parking demand presented here represents the sum of the individual parking demands for the three uses, and

thus does not reflect implementation of shared parking; see text under Impact B.4, below, for a further discussion
of the concept of shared parking.

SOURCES: ITE, 1987; and Fehr & Peers Associates, 2001
                                                                                                                                                             

However, In addition, combining the estimated parking demand for the three individual land uses
does not take into account the concept of shared parking.  Shared parking is defined as parking
space that can be used to serve two or more individual land uses without conflict or
encroachment (ULI, 1983).  Because peak demand for residential parking occurs during the
overnight period, and peak demand for commercial (retail and office) parking typically occurs
during the midday period, there could be opportunities for the project to reduce its total demand
by implementing shared parking operations, thereby ensuring that the proposed on-site parking
supply would fully accommodate the peak parking demand.

If a “shared” parking management plan were established for the project, under which a user of
the project’s commercial spaces could use a parking space during the day, and a resident could
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use that same parking space during the evening/night when the commercial uses are closed, then
the above-cited 12-space unmet parking demand would be reduced, and likely eliminated.  For
example. using representative hourly accumulation patterns for residential, office and retail land
uses (ULI, 1983), the adjusted total (composite) peak parking demand for the project would be
about 237 spaces; see Appendix F for a description of basis for the adjusted parking demand.  As
described above, the project’s 293 on-site parking spaces would consist of 237 independently-
accessible spaces and 56 dependent spaces.

In consideration of possible higher-than-observed on-street parking occupancy in the project
area, and the need for a shared parking management plan to ensure efficient use of the proposed
on-site parking spaces, the project impact is considered to be potentially significant.

Project Use of Site Frontage and the Effect on On-Street Parking Spaces.  The project would
construct a new site access driveway on Vernon Street, which would eliminate three on-street
parking spaces.  In addition, the proposed provision of an on-street loading space on Harrison
Street, described under Impact B.7, below, would eliminate two parking spaces.  Currently,
parking occupancy adjacent to the project site (on Vernon Street, Bay Place and Harrison Street)
is about 92 percent at noon (seven vacant spaces) and about 57 percent in the evening (32 vacant
spaces).  With the loss of the five parking spaces, parking occupancy would increase to
98 percent at noon and 68 percent in the evening.  The loss of those five parking spaces would
worsen midday parking conditions in the area, but would not be a significant impact.

Bicycle Parking.  In July 1999, the City Council adopted the Oakland Bicycle Master Plan.  The
plan contains a series of recommendations for bicycle parking to be included in new
developments; these recommendations are anticipated to be incorporated into revised zoning
regulations currently underway.  The plan proposes that a new multifamily residential building
with private garage have one short-term (i.e., visitor) bicycle parking space per 10 dwelling units;
that commercial retail space have one short-term bicycle parking space per 5,000 square feet (a
minimum of two spaces) and one long-term (i.e., employee) space for every 8,000 square feet (a
minimum of two spaces); and that commercial office space have one short-term bicycle parking
space per 10,000 square feet (a minimum of two spaces) and one long-term space for every
3,000 square feet (a minimum of two spaces).  Thus, the project should provide 22 short-term
bicycle parking spaces and four long-term bicycle parking spaces.  The project architect has
indicated that the project would provide for the required long-term bicycle parking spaces within
the structured parking, as well as accommodate the short-term spaces on site.

Although not required, the following mitigation measure is recommended in order to ensure that
the project impact on parking conditions would be less than significant:

Mitigation Measure B.4:  As part of the requirements for the project, the project sponsor
shall establish an on-site parking management plan (subject to review and approval by the
City), which would allow residents and the users of the project’s commercial spaces to
share on-site parking spaces through the designation of “assigned” spaces for residents and
“unassigned” spaces for residents and users of the commercial spaces.  The goal of the plan
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would be to accommodate project-generated parking demand on-site, or within reasonable
walking distance of the project site.  The number of parking spaces in the assigned and
unassigned (“shared”) pool would be set on the basis of the following factors:

1) The type of commercial uses within the project and the resulting parking
demand; and

2) The patterns of usage of on-site parking spaces (by residents and users of the
project’s commercial spaces) throughout the day.

If a “shared” parking management plan were established for the project, under which a user of
the project’s commercial spaces could use a parking space during the day, and a resident could
use that same parking space during the evening/night when the commercial uses are closed, then
the above-cited surplus of on-site parking would be increased.  For example, using representative
hourly accumulation patterns for residential, office and retail land uses (ULI, 1983), the adjusted
total (composite) peak parking demand for the project would be about 237 spaces (as opposed to
the 261 spaces listed in Table IV.B-12) (see Appendix F for a description of basis for the
adjusted parking demand).  As described above, the project’s 322 on-site parking spaces would
consist of 255 independently-accessible spaces and 67 dependent spaces.

This parking management plan shall be monitored one year after final occupancy of the
project buildings to ensure that the parking demand for the project does not exceed the
on-site parking supply.  The monitoring study, and further recommendations (as needed)
to meet unmet demand, shall be submitted for review and approval by the City.

Significance after Mitigation:  Less than significant.”

__________________________

The 4th sentence of the paragraph describing Cumulative Parking Impacts (Impact B.5), on
p. IV.B-32, is revised as follows:

“However, with implementation of Mitigation Measure B.4, because the project’s peak parking
demand would be accommodated with the proposed on-site parking supply, and the project’s
contribution to cumulative parking impacts would be less than considerable.”

In Table II-1 (Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures), Impact B.4 is
moved from Impact Category “B. Significant But Mitigable Impacts” to Impact Category
“C. Less Than Significant Impacts”.

II.  PROJECT DESIGN

Since publication of the Draft EIR, the project sponsor has revised their elevations for the
proposed project in response to comments received on the project.  As described below, the
changes would not result in any new significant impacts or any substantially more severe impacts
than those identified in the Draft EIR; rather, the changes result in less impacts as described
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below.  Therefore, pursuant to Section 15088.5 of the state CEQA Guidelines, recirculation of
the EIR prior to certification is not required.

In its revised proposal, the project design would enhance the parapet roof of the four-story
portions of the new construction nearest the showroom with a cornice detail incorporating
moldings and decorative railing.  This treatment would replace the simple cornice detail as
previously proposed.  The project revisions would result in visually tying these four-story
portions with the rest of the new construction while simultaneously providing a neutral backdrop
for the Showroom that helps set off the Showroom.

As a result of these changes, Figures III-2 and III-3 have been revised, and are presented at the
conclusion of this Chapter II.  Changes are made to the Draft EIR and are incorporated as part of
the Final EIR to acknowledge the project design revisions.

III.  OTHER CHANGES TO THE DEIR

The following corrections and changes are made to the Draft EIR and are incorporated as part of
the Final EIR.  Revised or new language is underlined (except where all of the indicated text is
new).  Deleted language is indicated by strikethrough text.

Where a change is made as part of a response to a comment on the Draft EIR, the comment
number is noted in brackets at the end of the text change.  Where no comment number is given,
the change is initiated by the Planning Department staff.

On p. III-2, the first sentence under “Project Location and Characteristics” is revised as follows
for clarification:

The project site is bounded by Bay Place, Harrison Street, and Vernon Street, and private
properties on the south and west 1 of Vernon Terrace and the Vernon Terrace Steps (see
Figure III-1) and is located on the southwestern portion of the Adams Point
neighborhood.

1  Following Oakland convention, the hills are to the north; therefore, Broadway and street parallel
to it run north-south, and numbered streets run east-west.  [H-2]

On p. IV.A.2, the first sentence under “Project Site Land Use” is revised as follows for
clarification.

The site is located on a corner lot in an urban area bounded by Bay Place to the south,
Harrison Street to the west, and Vernon Street to the north, and private properties on the
south and west of Vernon Terrace and the Vernon Terrace Steps, in the Adams Point
neighborhood.  [H-2]
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On p. IV.B-10, the fifth sentence under “Significance Criteria” is revised as follows for
clarification:

For the purpose of this EIR, the project would result in a significant impact on a study
roadway segment if it were to cause the level of service to degrade below the LOS
standard established by in the CMA Level of Service Monitoring Study for the affected
roadway facilities that are part of the Congestion Management Program (CMP) or the
Metropolitan Transportation System (MTS).  [A-1]

On pp. IV.B-21 through IV.B-24, Tables IV.B-7 through IV.B-10 are revised (as shown on the
following pages) to include additional roadways in the Metropolitan Transportation System
network:  [A-2]

On p. IV.B-35, Mitigation Measure B.7b is replaced with the following:

Mitigation Measure B.7b:  The final location of the proposed on-street loading space
shall be determined by the City’s Traffic Engineering Division of the Public Works
Agency, based on a formal on-street loading zone request by the project sponsor to the
City traffic engineer once the development project is completed, as is standard City
procedure.  However, the loading zone shall be operated under the following conditions,
restrictions and requirements:

•  As part of the requirements for a loading zone, the project sponsor shall establish a
loading management plan (subject to review and approval by the City), whereby use
of the on-site and on-street loading spaces would be coordinated through the
property manager to ensure that use of the on-site space is given first priority, and
that the on-street space is used efficiently and safely to minimize impedance of
traffic flow on Harrison Street.

•  Truck loading in the on-street space shall be prohibited during peak traffic hours
(i.e., 7:00 to 9:00 a.m., and 4:00 to 6:00 p.m.), and the space shall revert to a regular
parking space at night.

•  In addition, if deemed necessary by the City traffic engineer, Harrison Street shall be
restriped along the project frontage to provide an 11-foot-wide lane next to the center
median (thereby increasing the width of the travel lane next to a parked truck to a
minimum of 10 feet).

The loading management plan shall be monitored one year after final occupancy of the
project buildings to ensure that the loading demand for the project does not substantially
affect traffic flow and traffic safety in the project area.  The monitoring study, and
further recommendations (as needed) to ensure safe and efficient loading activity, shall
be submitted for review and approval by the City.   [Master Response 1]
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TABLE IV.B-7 [revised]
YEAR 2005 LEVEL OF SERVICE (LOS) ANALYSIS – AM PEAK HOUR

METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM ROADWAYS
                                                                                                                                                                            

Without Project With Project
Roadway Segment Direction Capacity a Volume V/C b LOS Volume V/C LOS
                                                                                                                                                                            

I-580, west of Harrison Street WB
EB

9,900
9,900

7,912
4,610

0.80
0.47

D
A

7,919
4,613

0.80
0.47

D
A

I-580, east of Harrison Street WB
EB

8,800
8,800

8,531
5,071

0.97
0.58

E
A

8,534
5,078

0.97
0.58

E
A

I-980, west of I-580 WB
EB

8,800
11,000

5,758
2,510

0.65
0.23

B
A

5,760
2,512

0.65
0.23

B
A

SR 24, east of I-580 WB
EB

8,800
8,800

7,356
3,709

0.84
0.42

D
A

7,359
3,714

0.84
0.42

D
A

Harrison Street, north of
27th Street

NB
SB

1,600
1,600

509
1,291

0.32
0.81

A
D

523
1,299

0.33
0.81

A
D

Oakland Avenue / Harrison
Street, south of I-580

NB
SB

1,600
2,400

727
1,052

0.45
0.44

A
A

749
1,060

0.47
0.44

A
A

Oakland Avenue / Harrison
Street, north of I-580

NB
SB

1,600
1,600

565
955

0.35
0.60

A
B

573
957

0.36
0.60

A
B

Harrison Street,
north of Grand Avenue

NB
SB

2,400
2,400

784
1,749

0.33
0.73

A
C

823
1,780

0.34
0.74

A
C

Harrison Street,
south of Grand Avenue

NB
SB

2,400
2,400

1,275
2,298

0.53
0.96

A
E

1,283
2,320

0.53
0.97

A
E

Grand Avenue,
west of Harrison Street

WB
EB

1,600
1,600

1,130
294

0.71
0.18

C
A

1,139
297

0.71
0.19

C
A

Grand Avenue,
east of Bay Place

WB
EB

1,600
1,600

1,737
755

1.09
0.47

F
A

1,740
764

1.09
0.48

F
A

Broadway,
north of 27th Street

NB
SB

2,400
2,400

143
1,050

0.06
0.44

A
A

145
1,051

0.06
0.44

A
A

Broadway,
south of Grand Avenue

NB
SB

2,400
2,400

275
507

0.11
0.21

A
A

277
512

0.11
0.21

A
A

Telegraph Avenue,
north of 27th Street

NB
SB

1,600
1,600

426
177

0.27
0.11

A
A

428
178

0.27
0.11

A
A

___________________

a Roadway capacities assumed to be 2,200 vehicles per hour per lane for freeway segments and 800 vehicles per hour
per lane for arterial roadway segments.

b Volume to capacity ratio

NB = northbound; SB = southbound; EB = eastbound; WB = westbound

SOURCE:  Fehr & Peers Associates
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TABLE IV.B-8 [revised]
YEAR 2005 LEVEL OF SERVICE (LOS) ANALYSIS – PM PEAK HOUR

METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM ROADWAYS
                                                                                                                                                                            

Without Project With Project
Roadway Segment Direction Capacity a Volume V/C b LOS Volume V/C LOS
                                                                                                                                                                            

I-580, west of Harrison Street WB
EB

9,900
9,900

5,272
8,983

0.53
0.91

A
E

5,278
8,992

0.53
0.91

A
E

I-580, east of Harrison Street WB
EB

8,800
8,800

6,017
9,766

0.68
1.11

B
F

6,026
9,772

0.68
1.11

B
F

I-980, west of I-580 WB
EB

8,800
11,000

2,987
5,266

0.34
0.48

A
A

2,990
5,269

0.34
0.48

A
A

SR 24, east of I-580 WB
EB

8,800
8,800

4,527
7,327

0.51
0.83

A
D

4,531
7,331

0.51
0.83

A
D

Harrison Street, north of
27th Street

NB
SB

1,600
1,600

1,402
580

0.88
0.36

D
A

1,421
608

0.89
0.38

D
A

Oakland Avenue / Harrison
Street, south of I-580

NB
SB

1,600
2,400

1,285
654

0.80
0.27

D
A

1,304
682

0.82
0.28

D
A

Oakland Avenue / Harrison
Street, north of I-580

NB
SB

1,600
1,600

1,073
553

0.67
0.35

B
A

1,080
563

0.68
0.35

B
A

Harrison Street,
north of Grand Avenue

NB
SB

2,400
2,400

1,831
862

0.76
0.36

C
A

1,870
889

0.78
0.37

C
A

Harrison Street,
south of Grand Avenue

NB
SB

2,400
2,400

2,701
1,354

1.13
0.56

F
A

2,729
1,373

1.14
0.57

F
A

Grand Avenue,
west of Harrison Street

WB
EB

1,600
1,600

712
1,118

0.45
0.70

A
C

720
1,129

0.45
0.71

A
C

Grand Avenue,
east of Bay Place

WB
EB

1,600
1,600

1,008
1,865

0.63
1.17

B
F

1,019
1,873

0.64
1.17

A
F

Broadway,
north of 27th Street

NB
SB

2,400
2,400

531
433

0.22
0.18

A
A

533
435

0.22
0.18

A
A

Broadway,
south of Grand Avenue

NB
SB

2,400
2,400

1,024
231

0.43
0.10

A
A

1,029
235

0.43
0.10

A
A

Telegraph Avenue,
north of 27th Street

NB
SB

1,600
1,600

234
490

0.15
0.31

A
A

236
492

0.15
0.31

A
A

___________________

a Roadway capacities assumed to be 2,200 vehicles per hour per lane for freeway segments and 800 vehicles per hour
per lane for arterial roadway segments.

b Volume to capacity ratio

NB = northbound; SB = southbound; EB = eastbound; WB = westbound

SOURCE:  Fehr & Peers Associates



II.  REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT EIR

ER01-0001/ AvalonBay at Lake Merritt Final EIR II-13 ESA / 200415

TABLE IV.B-9 [revised]
YEAR 2020 LEVEL OF SERVICE (LOS) ANALYSIS – AM PEAK HOUR

METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM ROADWAYS
                                                                                                                                                                            

Without Project With Project
Roadway Segment Direction Capacity a Volume V/C b LOS Volume V/C LOS
                                                                                                                                                                            

I-580, west of Harrison Street WB
EB

9,900
9,900

8,208
4,322

0.83
0.44

D
A

8,215
4,325

0.83
0.44

D
A

I-580, east of Harrison Street WB
EB

8,800
8,800

8,806
4,812

1.00
0.55

E
A

8,809
4,819

1.00
0.55

E
A

I-980, west of I-580 WB
EB

8,800
11,000

6,379
2,600

0.72
0.24

C
A

6,381
2,602

0.72
0.24

C
A

SR 24, east of I-580 WB
EB

8,800
8,800

7,330
3,710

0.83
0.42

D
A

7,333
3,715

0.83
0.42

D
A

Harrison Street, north of
27th Street

NB
SB

1,600
1,600

525
1,335

0.33
0.83

A
D

539
1,343

0.34
0.84

A
D

Oakland Avenue / Harrison
Street, south of I-580

NB
SB

1,600
2,400

647
986

0.40
0.41

A
A

669
994

0.42
0.41

A
A

Oakland Avenue / Harrison
Street, north of I-580

NB
SB

1,600
1,600

571
1,022

0.36
0.64

A
B

579
1,024

0.36
0.64

A
B

Harrison Street,
north of Grand Avenue

NB
SB

2,400
2,400

792
1,753

0.33
0.73

A
C

831
1,784

0.35
0.74

A
C

Harrison Street,
south of Grand Avenue

NB
SB

2,400
2,400

1,344
2,175

0.56
0.91

A
E

1,352
2,197

0.56
0.92

A
E

Grand Avenue,
west of Harrison Street

WB
EB

1,600
1,600

1,314
307

0.82
0.19

D
A

1,323
310

0.83
0.19

D
A

Grand Avenue,
east of Bay Place

WB
EB

1,600
1,600

1,794
781

1.12
0.49

F
A

1,797
790

1.12
0.49

F
A

Broadway,
north of 27th Street

NB
SB

2,400
2,400

143
1,133

0.06
0.47

A
A

145
1,134

0.06
0.47

A
A

Broadway,
south of Grand Avenue

NB
SB

2,400
2,400

312
574

0.13
0.24

A
A

314
579

0.13
0.24

A
A

Telegraph Avenue,
north of 27th Street

NB
SB

1,600
1,600

420
190

0.26
0.12

A
A

422
191

0.26
0.12

A
A

___________________

a Roadway capacities assumed to be 2,200 vehicles per hour per lane for freeway segments and 800 vehicles per hour
per lane for arterial roadway segments.

b Volume to capacity ratio

NB = northbound; SB = southbound; EB = eastbound; WB = westbound

SOURCE:  Fehr & Peers Associates
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TABLE IV.B-10 [revised]
YEAR 2020 LEVEL OF SERVICE (LOS) ANALYSIS – PM PEAK HOUR

METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM ROADWAYS
                                                                                                                                                                            

Without Project With Project
Roadway Segment Direction Capacity a Volume V/C b LOS Volume V/C LOS
                                                                                                                                                                            

I-580, west of Harrison Street WB
EB

9,900
9,900

5,563
8,994

0.56
0.91

A
E

5,569
9,003

0.56
0.91

A
E

I-580, east of Harrison Street WB
EB

8,800
8,800

6,297
9,697

0.72
1.10

C
F

6,306
9,703

0.72
1.10

C
F

I-980, west of I-580 WB
EB

8,800
11,000

3,463
5,873

0.39
0.53

A
A

3,466
5,876

0.39
0.53

A
A

SR 24, east of I-580 WB
EB

8,800
8,800

4,310
7,693

0.49
0.87

A
D

4,314
7,697

0.49
0.87

A
D

Harrison Street, north of
27th Street

NB
SB

1,600
1,600

1,396
548

0.87
0.34

D
A

1,415
576

0.88
0.36

D
A

Oakland Avenue / Harrison
Street, south of I-580

NB
SB

1,600
2,400

1,269
601

0.79
0.25

C
A

1,288
629

0.81
0.26

D
A

Oakland Avenue / Harrison
Street, north of I-580

NB
SB

1,600
1,600

1,185
546

0.74
0.34

C
A

1,192
556

0.75
0.35

C
A

Harrison Street,
north of Grand Avenue

NB
SB

2,400
2,400

1,824
706

0.76
0.29

C
A

1,863
733

0.78
0.31

C
A

Harrison Street,
south of Grand Avenue

NB
SB

2,400
2,400

2,730
1,187

1.14
0.49

F
A

2,758
1,206

1.15
0.50

F
A

Grand Avenue,
west of Harrison Street

WB
EB

1,600
1,600

766
1,210

0.48
0.76

A
C

774
1,221

0.48
0.76

A
C

Grand Avenue,
east of Bay Place

WB
EB

1,600
1,600

1,028
1,895

0.64
1.18

B
F

1,039
1,903

0.65
1.19

A
F

Broadway,
north of 27th Street

NB
SB

2,400
2,400

640
410

0.27
0.17

A
A

642
412

0.27
0.17

A
A

Broadway,
south of Grand Avenue

NB
SB

2,400
2,400

1,108
254

0.46
0.11

A
A

1,113
258

0.46
0.11

A
A

Telegraph Avenue,
north of 27th Street

NB
SB

1,600
1,600

239
599

0.15
0.37

A
A

241
601

0.15
0.38

A
A

___________________

a Roadway capacities assumed to be 2,200 vehicles per hour per lane for freeway segments and 800 vehicles per hour
per lane for arterial roadway segments.

b Volume to capacity ratio

NB = northbound; SB = southbound; EB = eastbound; WB = westbound

SOURCE:  Fehr & Peers Associates
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On p. IV.B-37, the following additional bullet item is added to Mitigation Measure B.9:

• Provision of a pedestrian management plan, including the dedication of safe
pedestrian pathways along the site;  [E-7]

On pp. IV.B-37 to 38, the following additional text is added to Mitigation Measure B.9:

•  Provision of adequate notification procedures for any road closures, including the
following minimum requirements:

1. Posting of street signs at least 72 hours in advance of the closure;

2. Notification of adjacent residents and businesses or other facilities
within 300 feet of the site through a mailed notice (72 hours minimum
prior) or dropped notice (48 hours prior) to closure. [C-4]

On p. IV.D-1, the first sentence of the second paragraph is revised as follows for clarification:

The project site is bounded by Harrison Street on the west, Bay Place on the south, and
Vernon Street on the east, and private properties to the south and west of Vernon Terrace
and the Vernon Terrace Steps on the north.  [H-2]

On p. IV.D-8, the following text is added to Mitigation Measure D.1a, , as an additional bullet
item:

•  A pre-construction meeting shall be held, at least 30 days before start of
construction, specifically with Westlake Middle School to notify the school in
advance of construction activities. [E-9]

On p. IV.E-6, the following text is added as the last paragraph in the Existing Architectural
Conditions on the Project Site:

In December 1999, the City Planning Commission voted to recommend to the City
Council that the entire site be designated an Oakland landmark.  In October 2000, the
City Council took no action and tabled the Planning Commission landmark
recommendation due to a change in property ownership and a proposed new residential
development being considered on the project site.  [C-1]

On p. IV.E-16, Mitigation Measure E.2a is revised as follows:

Mitigation Measure E.2a:  Significant features and materials of the structure shall be
salvaged and made available for reuse.
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Alternatively or in addition to, based on the recommendation of the Landmarks
Preservation Advisory Board, the applicant shall contribute funds in the amount equal to
the cost of salvaging the truss system and steel windows and storing it securely for a
minimum period of 90 days, in lieu of salvaging and reusing the materials.  These funds
shall be used to fund historical interpretation materials and programs for the site.  The
materials could include a publicly accessible plaque, tour materials, exhibits, or
sculptures that document the history of the site.  The amount of the donation should be
equal to what it would cost the project sponsor to salvage, store, and find a new user for
these materials.

As stated in a letter from AvalonBay to the City of Oakland, the project sponsor will
carefully dismantle the historic street steel truss system and steel sash window frames for
use in another project, if deemed infeasible for incorporation within the proposed
project.  Such items will be carefully stored and made available, via notice in
consultation with City Planning staff to be issued 90 days prior to the dismantling of the
truss system and window frames, for all interested parties including, but not limited to,
other developers and historic societies to contact AvalonBay or the City of Oakland.  If,
after 90 days, no one has responded, these features and materials will be disposed of or
donated.  [D-3]

On p. IV.E-16, Mitigation Measure E.2b is revised as follows:

Mitigation Measure E.2b:  The shed structures shall be documented according to the
standards of the Historic American Building Survey (HABS) and made available to the
Oakland Public Library, California Historic Society, and other interested historic groups.
[D-4]

On p. IV.E-16, Mitigation Measure E.2c is revised as follows:

Mitigation Measure E.2c: A canopy shall be constructed for the Harrison Street steps,
and such design will be sensitive to the history of the site itself.  The design will use the
existing car stop at the intersection of Oakland Avenue and Perkins Alley as a design
reference.  [D-5]

On p. IV.F-1, the first sentence of the second paragraph is revised as follows for clarification:

The project site is located within a developed, high-density residential urban area with a
variety of housing types and styles ranging from single-family homes to multi-unit
apartments.  A majority of buildings of mostly mid- and high-rise buildings in the
southwest portion of the Adams Point neighborhood are multi-story buildings with 3 or
more floors including a high-rise apartment of more than 20 floors.  The area also
includes a variety of mature landscaping along and within private properties.  [H-4]
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On p. IV.F-1, the second sentence of the second paragraph is revised as follows for clarification:

The site is generally bounded by Bay Place, Harrison Street, and Vernon Street, and
private properties on the south and west of Vernon Terrace and the Vernon Terrace
Steps.  [H-2]

On p. IV.H.1, the fourth sentence of the first paragraph is revised as follows for clarification:

The grade of the surrounding area increases from Bay Place towards the north along
Harrison and Vernon Streets, culminating in a retaining wall along the northern
perimeter along the private properties on the southern site of Vernon Terrace and the
Vernon Terrace Steps.  [H-2]

On Table V-1, Summary of Key Impacts, on  p. V-10, Impact E.2 is revised as follows to correct
an editing error:

Alternative 3
Impacta Reduced Density

144
Units

E.2:  Demolish two three contributing structures LS SU



Avalon Bay / 200415

Figure III-2
Bay Place Elevation

(Revised)

SOURCE:  MVE and Partners
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Figure III-3
Harrison Street Elevation

(Revised)

SOURCE:  MVE and Partners
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Figure III-4
Vernon Street Elevation

(Revised)

SOURCE:  MVE and Partners
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Figure III-5
North Elevation

(Revised)

SOURCE:  MVE and Partners
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Figure III-6
Level One Plan

(Revised)

SOURCE:  MVE and Partners
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Figure III-7
Level Two Plan

(Revised)

SOURCE:  MVE and Partners
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CHAPTER III
PERSONS AND ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTING ON THE DRAFT EIR

A.  PERSONS AND ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTING IN WRITING

The following agencies and organizations submitted written comments on the Draft EIR during
the Draft EIR review period (August 22, 2001, through September 21, 2001).

Person/Agency/Organization and Signatory Date

A. Alameda County Congestion Management Agency September 21, 2001
Beth Walukas, Senior Transportation Planner

B. East Bay Municipal Utility District September 21, 2001
William R. Kirkpatrick, Manager of Water Distribution Planning

C. Adams Point Preservation Society September 21, 2001
Ronald Morra, President

D. Oakland Heritage Alliance September 21, 2001
Pamela Magnuson-Peddle, President

E. Seventeeth Street Studios September 21, 2001
Naomi Schiff

F. Douglas Weaver September 11, 2001

G. Allan Feinstein September 21, 2001

H. Judy Haney and Hans Thomas September 21, 2001
Appendix added:
September 27, 2001

The following agency and/or organization also submitted written comments on the Draft EIR.

Person/Agency/Organization and Signatory Date

I. Oakland Unified School District September 26, 2001
Charleen Calvert, Principal of Westlake Middle School (submitted after the end

of the review period)
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B.  PERSONS COMMENTING AT THE PUBLIC HEARING

The following persons provided public testimony at the Oakland City Planning Commission
Public Hearing on the Draft EIR, held at City Hall on Wednesday, September 5, 2001.

• Jill Moran
•  Amy Pickett
•  Jane Powell
•  Joyce Roy
•  Ronald Morra, Adams Point Preservation Society
•  Naomi Schiff
•  Penny Billinghurst
•  George Larson
•  Charles Brown

A summary of the comments made at the public hearing is included in Chapter V of this
document.  A response is provided following the summary of each comment.

C. COMMENTS MADE AT THE LANDMARKS PRESERVATION
ADVISORY BOARD PUBLIC HEARING

At its September 17, 2001 meeting, the Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board members asked
that comments raised on the Draft EIR be forwarded to the City Planning Commission for
consideration. These comments, in the form of motions made by the Board, are included in
Chapter V of this document.  A response is provided following each motion.
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CHAPTER IV
RESPONSES TO WRITTEN COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR

This chapter includes copies of the comment letters received during the public review period on
the Draft EIR and responses to those comments.  Where responses have resulted in changes to
the text of the Draft EIR, these changes also appear in Chapter II of this Final EIR.

MASTER RESPONSES

Master Response 1 – Provision of an On-Street Loading Space

A number of commenters raised concerns about the project’s proposed provision of an on-street
loading space in addition to the off-street (on-site) loading space.  Further evaluation of potential
impacts and measures to mitigate those impacts was requested.  Specific concerns include the
effect on traffic flow and traffic safety from maneuvers that would be needed for vehicles to back
into the on-street space.

Response:  As described on p. IV.B-33 of the Draft EIR, the project sponsor proposes to provide
two truck loading spaces, one on-site (adjacent to the Harrison Street project driveway), and one
on-street (on Harrison Street, about 80 feet north of the project driveway).4  The on-site loading
space would have ample height to accommodate all types of vehicles, but the vertical clearance
through the ground level garage entrance would be limited, and only vehicles less than 8 feet in
height (e.g., vans, pickups and other small delivery vehicles) would be able to enter the loading
space by pulling forward from Harrison Street, and exit by driving through the garage and
turning right onto Vernon Street.  Vehicles higher than 8 feet would need to back into the loading
space from Harrison Street, which would temporarily impede traffic flow on Harrison Street.
Alternatively, larger delivery vehicles would use the on-street loading space.

The DEIR discusses (on p. IV.B-34) the pros and cons of the proposed and alternative locations
for an on-street loading space.  Because of those pros and cons, Mitigation Measure B.7b
(p. IV.B-35 of the Draft EIR) states that provision for, and the location of, an on-street loading
space shall be subject to approval by the City of Oakland’s Traffic Engineer.  The following
response elaborates on the discussion contained in the DEIR.

                                                     
4 Section 17.116.120 of the Oakland Planning Code requires two off-street loading spaces for residential uses with

more than 150,000 square feet of floor area.  The project would have about 170,000 sq. ft. of floor area, and would
require a variance to Code requirements.  The square footage of proposed commercial space (retail and office)
would be less than the minimum Code requirements for a loading zone, and no added off-street loading space
would be required.
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Further Discussion Pertaining to On-Street Loading Zone Alternatives

An existing raised median separates northbound and southbound Harrison Street traffic from the
Harrison Street / Bay Place to just north of the proposed loading space.  Northbound Harrison
Street (adjacent to the project site) has a curb-to-curb pavement width of 30 feet, which
accommodates two travel lanes and a parking lane.  The travel lane adjacent to the median has a
width of 11.5 feet.  Although most trucks are 8 feet wide, allowing for a truck width of 8.5 feet
parked one-half foot from the curb would reduce the effective width of the travel lane next to the
parked truck to 9.5 feet.  The loading space, as proposed by the project sponsor, would be
adjacent to other parking spaces, which would require trucks to back into the loading space if
those other spaces were occupied.  The backing maneuver by a truck into the space, and the
restricted travel width after that truck was parked, could temporarily impede traffic flow on
Harrison Street and might cause traffic safety problems, particularly during peak traffic hours.
Those effects would be potentially significant.

Three alternative locations have been suggested for the on-street loading space.  Each one is
discussed in further detail below:

1. On northbound Harrison Street, just north of the project driveway (south of the proposed
location) – This location would eliminate the need for trucks to back into the loading space.
While the clear travel width between the center median and a parked truck would be reduced
as it would at the proposed location, trucks would have more maneuverability at this location
because of the clear area created by the driveway adjacent to the loading space, and thus
could park closer to the curb, minimizing the intrusion into the adjacent travel lane.

2. On northbound Harrison Street, just north of where the center raised median ends (north of
the proposed location) – Although there are no raised medians here, the width of northbound
Harrison Street, between the curb and the striped double-yellow median, continues to be
30 feet.  Because this location is adjacent to other parking spaces, trucks would need to back
into the loading space if those other spaces were occupied, and constraints (and potential
impacts) similar to the project’s proposed location would exist.

3. On Vernon Street, below the project’s lower driveway – Although this location would not
generate the impacts associated with the Harrison Street locations, it might create new
impacts.  Trucks parked just below the lower driveway on Vernon Street could block the
sight distance for vehicles exiting from the lower Vernon Street driveway.  In addition,
locating the loading space on Vernon Street would result in more truck circulating through
Vernon Street and other residential streets.  Lastly, a loading zone on Vernon Street would
be far removed from the elevators for the residential units (on Harrison), which would force
project residents to manually carry/move furniture/boxes/etc. along Bay Place and up
Harrison Street to access the elevators.  The inconvenient distance to the elevators might
affect the overall practicality of the zone in this location.



IV.  RESPONSES TO WRITTEN COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR

ER01-0001/ AvalonBay at Lake Merritt Final EIR IV-3 ESA / 200415

The above elaboration on the discussion in the DEIR pertaining to provision of an on-street
loading zone does not reveal any new significant environmental effects, nor a greater severity of
significant effect than previously identified in the DEIR.

Upon overall review of the proposed and alternative locations, there does not appear to be a
superior choice.  Rather, the actual operating standards of the loading zone are deemed more
important, such as restricting operating hours, coordinating on-site and off-site parking spaces to
minimize impedance of Harrison Street traffic flow, etc.  It is therefore recommended that
Mitigation Measure B.7b be replaced as follows, to ensure as little disruption to auto and
pedestrian circulation as possible:

Mitigation Measure B.7b:  The location of the proposed on-street loading space shall be
subject to approval by the City of Oakland’s Traffic Engineer.

Mitigation Measure B.7b:  The final location of the proposed on-street loading space shall
be determined by the City’s Traffic Engineering Division of the Public Works Agency,
based on a formal on-street loading zone request by the project sponsor to the City traffic
engineer once the development project is completed, as is standard City procedure.
However, the loading zone shall be operated under the following conditions, restrictions
and requirements:

•  As part of the requirements for a loading zone, the project sponsor shall establish a
loading management plan (subject to review and approval by the City), whereby use of
the on-site and on-street loading spaces would be coordinated through the property
manager to ensure that use of the on-site space is given first priority, and that the
on-street space is used efficiently and safely to minimize impedance of traffic flow on
Harrison Street.

•  Truck loading in the on-street space shall be prohibited during peak traffic hours (i.e.,
7:00 to 9:00 a.m., and 4:00 to 6:00 p.m.), and the space shall revert to a regular parking
space at night.

•  In addition, if deemed necessary by the City traffic engineer, Harrison Street shall be
restriped along the project frontage to provide an 11-foot-wide lane next to the center
median (thereby increasing the width of the travel lane next to a parked truck to a
minimum of 10 feet).

The loading management plan shall be monitored one year after final occupancy of the
project buildings to ensure that the loading demand for the project does not substantially
affect traffic flow and traffic safety in the project area.  The monitoring study, and further
recommendations (as needed) to ensure safe and efficient loading activity, shall be
submitted for review and approval by the City.

________________________
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Master Response 2 – Landmark Status and Process

Several comment letters raised concerns about the documentation of the landmark status of the
entire site including the Cox Cadillac showroom and the attached auto sheds in the Draft EIR and
characterizing the City’s process and implementation of designating a resource an Oakland
landmark.

Response:  While the proposed City landmark designation of the Don Lee Cox Cadillac by the
City is not in and of itself an environmental impact under CEQA, several of the public comments
received on the DEIR raised questions related to the landmark status of the property.

The following provides an informational summary of the status of the landmark designation of
the Cox Cadillac property.

The nomination of the Cox Cadillac site as a City of Oakland landmark was first initiated in
November 1996 by the Adams Point Preservation Society in reaction to a demolition permit
application filed by a previous owner to demolish all structures on the site.  The demolition
application was partly in response to a time limit imposed by the City on the owner for
compliance with the Unreinforced Masonry Buildings (URM) Ordinance.  On the owner's behalf,
the Board requested that the City's Seismic Safety division postpone the deadline for compliance
without penalty to allow the owner time to sell the building for an adaptive re-use project.  An
extension was granted and the landmark process was inactive for almost a year.

In November 1997, the Landmarks Board again took up the landmark nomination of the site.  It
adopted a resolution recommending landmark designation of the entire site to the Planning
Commission.  However, the nomination was not forwarded to the Planning Commission because
there was an active development application for a RiteAid drugstore and staff was pursuing
design solutions that would make the designation and the project compatible.  In early 1999, the
Landmarks Board reviewed the DEIR for the proposed RiteAid store and an associated design
review application.  By late spring 1999, the Board was prepared to recommend approval of the
RiteAid plan to the Planning Commission, which included demolition of part of the structures on
the site.  However, the applicant withdrew the project and a Final EIR was never released.

At its December 15, 1999 meeting, with no current development proposal for the site and no
evidence of a pending sale, the Planning Commission adopted findings for landmark designation
of the entire site including all the buildings over objections from the previous owner. Originally
scheduled to go to the City Council in October 2000, the Commission's landmark
recommendation was tabled by Councilmember Nancy Nadel, due to the change of property
ownership and the fact that a new residential development proposal, the AvalonBay at Lake
Merritt project, was in the initial planning stages that could potentially change the
recommendation of policy makers regarding landmark designation.

In preparation of an October 2000 City Council meeting, city staff, in a separate staff report, had
recommended an alternative landmark proposal to the City Council that offered a balance
between the City's historic preservation goals and housing creation goals. Given the quality of
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the AvalonBay at Lake Merritt project and the developer's willingness to incorporate a thorough
historic restoration of the showroom as part of the overall project, staff recommended that the
landmark designation of the Cox Cadillac property be limited to the historic showroom building
only.  In this way, the most important historic feature of the property is restored, and the property
is redeveloped into a quality residential use.  AvalonBay Communities indicated to staff its
support for the landmark designation of the showroom but indicated its opposition to landmark
designation of the entire site.

Staff will recommend that the showroom be designated as a landmark as a condition of project
approval when the Planning Commission reviews and considers the zoning permits and
certification of this EIR.  In addition, staff will include a recommendation that the Planning
Commission revise its original recommendation to the City Council to support landmarking just
the showroom in light of the new development project. Once the Planning Commission acts on
the landmark designation, its recommendation will be forwarded to the City Council, the policy
body that ultimately makes the final decision on the property's landmark designation.
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RESPONSES TO LETTER A – ALAMEDA COUNTY CONGESTION MANAGEMENT
AGENCY

A-1) The 4th bullet on DEIR p. IV.B-10, in conjunction with Footnote 4 at the bottom of that
page, accurately states that the Alameda County Congestion Management Agency
(ACCMA) does not have a policy for determining a threshold of significance, and that
the City of Oakland established, for purposes of the EIR, a threshold of significance
based on the ACCMA’s level of service standard.  For clarification, the following
revision is made to the 1st sentence of the 4th bullet (new language is underlined; deleted
language indicated by strikethrough text):

For the purpose of this EIR, the project would result in a significant impact on a
study roadway segment if it were to cause the level of service to degrade below the
LOS standard established by in the CMA Level of Service Monitoring Study for the
affected roadway facilities that are part of the Metropolitan Transportation System.

A-2) Tables IV.B-7 through IV.B-10, on pp. IV.B-21 through IV.B-24, in the DEIR are
revised to reflect the MTS routes cited in the comment (see pp. II-11 to II-14 in
Chapter II of this document).  It is noted that the findings presented in the DEIR
regarding the MTS roadways are not affected by the inclusion of the added routes,
i.e., the project impact would be less than significant.
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RESPONSES TO LETTER B – EAST BAY MUNICIPAL UTILITY DISTRICT

B-1) Comment noted.  The responses for each of the comments in the District’s letter dated
February 16, 2001 are provided below.

B-2) Utilities and service systems are discussed on pp. 26-28 of the Initial Study Checklist
(DEIR Appendix A), where it is noted that, “if sufficient capacity in existing water… is
not available to serve the proposed project, the project sponsor would be required to
provide any infrastructure improvements and pay required installation and hookup fees
to the affected service providers to ensure provision of adequate service…”  As part of
standard development practices, the project sponsor has indicated that it will contact the
District to obtain appropriate permits for the project.  If it is determined that the existing
capacity does not adequately serve the needs of the project, the project sponsor will
provide its development share for any required improvements.

B-3) This comment is in response to the proposed project and does not address the adequacy
of the EIR.  Further, the Initial Study prepared for the proposed project concluded that
the project would not create any significant physical impacts on the environment as a
result of water usage; thus, specific mitigation measures were not identified.  The letter
shall be made part of the record and made available to the project sponsor for potential
incorporation of suggested water conservation measures for both internal and external
use of the project prior to the issuance of building permits for the project.

B-4) Note that the comment refers to Section VII, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, p. 15 of
the Initial Study (DEIR Appendix A).  The commenter is therefore referred to DEIR
Chapter IV.G, Hazardous Materials.  Chapter IV.G discusses the existing conditions, site
history, and regulatory actions as they relate to historical uses associated with
automobile storage, bodywork, painting, and repair. These uses resulted in soil and
groundwater contamination primarily due to the presence of leaking petroleum
underground storage tanks.

On DEIR, pp. IV.G-5 to G-8, the analysis considers impacts and provides mitigation for
soil and groundwater conditions related to the past uses on the site.  Mitigation
Measure G.1a states that, “Prior to obtaining necessary building permits or commencing
construction activities, the project applicant shall consult the Alameda County Health
Department and/or other applicable regulator/agencies regarding the potential residual
petroleum-impacted soil and groundwater…”  Prior to residential redevelopment the
applicant would have to demonstrate to the Alameda County Health Department that a
sufficient level of investigation has been completed.  The project applicant might be
required to perform a health-based risk assessment to address potential vapor hazards.
The risk assessment would establish appropriate site-specific cleanup levels for
petroleum hydrocarbons in soil or groundwater, or provide the basis for design of
appropriate structural mitigation measures.



IV.  RESPONSES TO WRITTEN COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR

ER01-0001/ AvalonBay at Lake Merritt Final EIR IV-14 ESA / 200415

Further, Mitigation Measures G.1b and G.1c state that, “An environmental site health
and safety plan shall be created to address worker safety hazards that may arise during
construction activities”; and “The project applicant shall comply with all applicable
regulatory agency requirements, including those set forth by Alameda County and the
California DTSC regulations regarding the storage and transportation of hydrocarbon-
impacted soil and groundwater”.

The impacts and associated mitigation measures presented in the DEIR are sufficient to
ensure that the underlying soil conditions at the site, and consequently, that soil
conditions adjacent to and off-site would be remediated to the satisfaction of the
responsible regulatory agency.  If deemed necessary, concentrations of residual
petroleum would be remediated to below regulatory levels prior to construction and
therefore would preclude future risk of exposure to workers and residents. The project
sponsor would consult with EBMUD staff and provide any required information
regarding soils conditions, including additional soils testing, if necessary, to EBMUD as
part of the routine application for water service.

B-5) Utilities and service systems are discussed on pp. 26-28 of the Initial Study (DEIR
Appendix A), where it is noted that, “if sufficient capacity in existing …wastewater… is
not available to serve the proposed project, the project sponsor would be required to
provide any infrastructure improvements and pay required installation and hookup fees
to the affected service providers to ensure provision of adequate service…”  The Initial
Study states that the project sponsor would be responsible for any upgrading of the
existing sewer lines from the project site to the interceptor.  As a residential project, the
project would not result in discharge that would raise extraordinary issues related to
wastewater quality or financial impact other than those identified above.

B-6) The City of Oakland is divided into a number of sub-basins for purposes of allocating
wastewater capacity.  The City of Oakland, Public Works Agency, Design and
Construction, has confirmed that there is available flow allocation capacity in sub-basin
52-10, in which the project site is located.  As indicated in the Initial Study, “Public
Works Agency, Design and Construction concurs that the square footage of the proposed
project is within the anticipated growth allowances for the relevant sub-basin 52-10.”
For this sub-basin, construction for relief sanitary sewers is scheduled.5  As the City of
Oakland has previously determined that adequate wastewater service capacity exists to
accommodate the project, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts.
Projections pertaining to average daily and peak wet weather wastewater flow estimates
were reviewed by the City’s Public Works Agency as part of the Initial Study, and
therefore, are already part of the environmental record for the project.

                                                     
5 Trang Tran, Design and Construction, Public Works Agency, Memorandum, August 24, 2000.
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B-7) The City of Oakland has confirmed that sub-basin 52-10 has been rehabilitated to
prevent an increase in Infiltration/Inflow.  Certain pipes were replaced and pipes were
internally lined to minimize the amount of I/I into the sub-basin (per contract referral
number C39610).6

                                                     
6 Allen Lau, Design and Construction, Public Works Agency, Telephone Correspondence, October 29, 2001.
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RESPONSE TO LETTER C – ADAMS POINT PRESERVATION SOCIETY

C-1) Regarding the project site’s landmark status, see Master Response 2, Landmark Status
and Process, above.

Text is added as the last paragraph in the Existing Architectural Conditions on the
Project Site on DEIR p. IV.E-6 as follows (new language is underlined; deleted language
indicated by strikethrough text):

In December 1999, the City Planning Commission voted to recommend to the
City Council that the entire site be designated an Oakland landmark.  In October
2000, the City Council took no action and tabled the Planning Commission
landmark recommendation due to a change in property ownership and a
proposed new residential development being considered on the project site.

As stated in the Master Response 2 regarding the landmark status and process, City staff
will recommend that the showroom be designated as a landmark as a condition of project
approval when the Planning Commission reviews and considers the zoning permits and
certification of the EIR.  The project sponsor has indicated their support for designating
the showroom as a landmark.

As stated in the State CEQA Guidelines, the purpose of the EIR is to identify the
significant physical effects of a project on the environment and identify the manner in
which those significant effects can be lessened or avoided (Section 21002.1(a)).  As a
public information document, the EIR is not intended to provide assurances with respect
to future actions to be taken by a Lead Agency.

C-2) As stated on p. IV.B-28 of the DEIR, failure to provide sufficient off-street parking
spaces to satisfy Planning Code requirements would not be, in and of itself, a significant
impact.  Determination of potential parking impacts is made on the basis of the proposed
parking supply versus the estimated parking demand.  As noted in Chapter II of this
document, the project has been revised since publication of the Draft EIR.  The sponsor
now proposes to provide more on-site parking spaces than what was proposed at the time
of the Draft EIR analysis.  As described in Chapter II, the increased parking supply
provided on the project site would fully accommodate the estimated peak parking
demand, with no spillover of parking demand onto on-street parking spaces.  In addition,
although the project’s parking impacts would be less than significant, City staff is
recommending that the sponsor establish an on-site parking management plan (similar to
Mitigation Measure B.4 in the Draft EIR) to ensure a less than significant effect on
on-street parking conditions in the area.

As stated on p. IV.B-31 of the DEIR, construction of a new site access driveway on
Vernon Street would eliminate three on-street parking spaces, and the proposed
provision of an on-street loading space on Harrison Street would eliminate two parking
spaces.  The loss of those five parking spaces would marginally worsen midday parking
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occupancy adjacent to the project site (on Vernon Street, Bay Place and Harrison Street),
but would not constitute a significant impact.

C-3) The comment questions the City’s ability to expeditiously respond to construction
complaints, particularly outside standard business hours.  For major construction projects
where the Planning Commission has determined a need, a special City inspector has been
assigned to a single project and is on-call as well as periodically on-site during non-
business hours.  This special inspector is able to be reached by pager or cell phone.  The
costs of this inspector are borne solely by the developer through a deposit account
system over and above the standard building permit fees.

The Planning Commission will review and consider how construction will be monitored
during review of the project.  Mitigation Measures B.9 and D1.a through D1.d will be
incorporated into a comprehensive construction management and staging plan.
Consideration of the need for a special on-call inspector will be reviewed at the same
time.

C-4) Mitigation Measure B.9 on DEIR p.IV.B-37-38 is revised and further specified as
follows (new language is underlined; deleted language indicated by strikethough text):

•  Provision of adequate notification procedures for any road closures,
including the following minimum requirements:

3. Posting of street signs at least 72 hours in advance of the closure;

4. Notification of adjacent residents and businesses or other facilities
within 300 feet of the site through a mailed notice (72 hours minimum
prior) or dropped notice (48 hours prior) to closure.

C-5) The comment presents concerns about allowing construction outside of normal weekday
work hours and requests more details about the limitations and requirements of when
weekend construction would be allowed.  Similar to response to Comment C-3, the
Planning Commission has required a special on-call City inspector when they have
determined that location, scale of project, projected high noise levels or requested
weekend work deems it necessary as an enforcement tool.

C-6) The time periods of the on-street parking occupancy surveys conducted on September 26
and 27, 2000 for the DEIR analysis (i.e., from 12:00-1:00 p.m. and 6:30-7:30 p.m.) are
consistent with standard parking impact analyses of mixed-use (residential and
commercial uses) projects that are surrounded by an area that accommodates parking
demand generated by both residential and commercial uses.  Residential parking demand
approaches peak demand in the evening hours, after typical workday hours, whereas
commercial demand peaks during midday hours.  In response to the comment, a
supplemental weekday survey of on-street parking occupancy was conducted on
October 8, 2001 at 10:30 p.m., to determine nighttime occupancy levels.  In the
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310-space parking study area for the DEIR (i.e., excluding the 180 on-street parking
spaces across Harrison Street and Bay Place from the project site), parking occupancy
was observed at about 96 percent (about 300 spaces were occupied) during the weekday
night period.  That compares to 84 percent and 86 percent during the noon and evening
periods, respectively.  (The parking occupancy in the outer areas [i.e., west of Harrison
Street and south of Bay Place] is about 40 percent during that same period [versus
93 percent and 64 percent during the midday and evening periods, respectively]).

However, subsequent to the above-described October 8, 2001 nighttime parking survey,
the project sponsor revised the proposed on-site parking supply (as described in
Chapter II herein), making the above discussion less relevant.  In effect, the revised
number of on-site parking spaces (i.e., 255 independently-accessible parking stalls and a
total of 322 parking spaces) would fully accommodate the project’s peak parking
demand without Mitigation Measure B.4 (a shared parking management plan), though
such a plan is still recommended.  Full accommodation of project-generated parking
demand would mean no unmet demand, which would mean no spillover of demand into
available on-street parking spaces (i.e., a less than significant parking impact).

See response to Comment C-2, above, regarding the loss of on-street parking spaces.

C-7) Comment noted.  As stated on p. IV.B-27 of the DEIR, the pairs of tandem spaces
(i.e., the independent space and dependent space) must be permanently assigned to the
same dwelling unit, per Code requirements.  The “same dwelling unit” restriction will
likely minimize the complexity of using tandem spaces.

C-8) Figure C-8, on the following page, shows the reconfiguration of the Vernon Street
approach at its intersection with Bay Place as described in Mitigation Measure B.7a, on
p. IV.B-34, of the DEIR.

C-9) See Master Response 1 at the start of this chapter for a discussion of issues of concern
about provision of an on-street loading space.

C-10 Regarding the commenter’s remarks on the project’s size in relation to the surrounding
land uses, see responses to Comment H-4, below.  For an analysis of the relationship of
the project site to the surrounding area, see DEIR p. IV.E-4.





IV.  RESPONSES TO WRITTEN COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR

ER01-0001/ AvalonBay at Lake Merritt Final EIR IV-23 ESA / 200415

The proposed project is consistent with the City’s General Plan Land Use and
Transportation Element’s land use classification of “Neighborhood Center Mixed Use”
and “Urban Residential” and consistent with the C-30 District Thoroughfare Commercial
Zone designation for the project site.  Compatibility with the General Plan and zoning
regulations are discussed in the DEIR p. IV. A-8, where it is acknowledged:

The General Plan allows a density of 125 units per gross acre.  Using the formula
established in the Guidelines for Determining General Plan Conformity, a
maximum of 167 units per net acre is permitted for the project site.  The project
sponsor proposes to construct 176 units, which is below the maximum of 356
units7 permitted by the General Plan for the site.

With a maximum of 176 residential units and a floor area ratio of 2.0:1,8 the
project would be within the maximum density permitted for a residential
development located in a C-30 zone of 181 units.9

The capacity of existing infrastructure is noted and discussed in the Initial Study (DEIR
Appendix A, Utilities and Service Systems), where it is acknowledged to be less than
significant.  Transportation infrastructure is addressed in DEIR Chapter IV.B, Traffic,
Circulation, and Parking.

The commenter’s concern regarding the setback on Harrison Street is related to the
variance required for the project.  Findings to grant a variance will be required by the
Lead Agency consistent with Section 17.148.050 of the Planning Code.  The variance
process is separate from environmental review, and a separate discussion and analysis as
to whether or not findings can be made will need to be presented to the Planning
Commission, and approved by the Planning Commission for the project to proceed.
However, the potential physical impacts associated with the proposed project’s design,
including the Harrison Street setback, have been fully analyzed and described in the EIR.

Regarding the 18 inch separation between the new construction and the Showroom, the
project sponsor’s architect has clarified that, “While this separation does not contribute
to a physical separation between the buildings, a large common open space behind the
showroom is intended to create a significant visual separation between the new
construction and the showroom.”  As this comment is related to a specific design element
of the building, please see response to Comment D-8, below.

                                                     
7 The proposed site contains a total of 2.13acres.  The number of units per net acre permitted under the General Plan

is calculated as follows:  2.13 acres x 167 units/acre = 356 units (rounded).
8 Total floor area of approximately 166,400 sq. ft. (excluding parking) ÷ 81,083 sq. ft. (excluding the showroom) of

lot area = 2.05.
9 81,083 sq. ft. lot (excluding the showroom) ÷ 450 sq. ft. per unit = 181 units (rounded) per the R-70 Zone

regulations for residential density standards.
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RESPONSE TO LETTER D – OAKLAND HERITAGE ALLIANCE

D-1) See the response to Comment C-1 and Master Response 2, Landmark Status and Process,
above.

D-2) See Alternative 2: Full Preservation Alternative on DEIR pp.V-2 to V-5, where all the
historic buildings on the site would be retained and adaptively reused.  Four different
variants of this alternative were considered for various uses.

D-3) The text in Mitigation Measure E.2a on DEIR p. IV. E-16, is revised as follows (new
language is underlined; deleted language indicated by strikethrough text)::

Mitigation Measure E.2a:  Significant features and materials of the structure
shall be salvaged and made available for reuse.

Alternatively or in addition to, based on the recommendation of the Landmarks
Preservation Advisory Board, the applicant shall contribute funds in the amount
equal to the cost of salvaging the truss system and steel windows and storing it
securely for a minimum period of 90 days, in lieu of salvaging and reusing the
materials.  These funds shall be used to fund historical interpretation materials
and programs for the site.  The materials could include a publicly accessible
plaque, tour materials, exhibits, or sculptures that document the history of the
site.  The amount of the donation should be equal to what it would cost the
project sponsor to salvage, store, and find a new user for these materials.

As stated in a letter from AvalonBay to the City of Oakland, the project sponsor
will carefully dismantle the historic street steel truss system and steel sash
window frames for use in another project, if deemed infeasible for incorporation
within the proposed project.  Such items will be carefully stored and made
available, via notice in consultation with City Planning staff to be issued 90 days
prior to the dismantling of the truss system and window frames, for all interested
parties including, but not limited to, other developers and historic societies to
contact AvalonBay or the City of Oakland.  If, after 90 days, no one has
responded, these features and materials will be disposed of or donated.

D-4) The text in Mitigation Measure E.2b on DEIR p. IV.E-16 is revised as follows (new
language is underlined; deleted language indicated by strikethrough text):

Mitigation Measure E.2b:  The shed structures shall be documented according to
the standards of the Historic American Building Survey (HABS) and made
available to the Oakland Public Library, California Historic Society, and other
interested historic groups.

D-5) Mitigation Measure E.2c is one of three appropriate measures to address demolition
effects on historic resources.   The text in Mitigation Measure E.2c on DEIR p. IV.E-16
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is revised as follows (new language is underlined; deleted language indicated by
strikethrough text):

Mitigation Measure E.2c: A canopy shall be considered to define constructed for
the Harrison Street steps, and such design will be sensitive to the history of the
site itself.  The design will use the existing car stop at the intersection of
Oakland Avenue and Perkins Alley as a design reference.

D-6) The project architects have provided a description of the relationship of the proposed
design, as revised on October 31, 2001, to the existing Showroom: “The new building
has deliberate but subtle differences from the Cox Showroom (for example, a hip roof
instead of a gable roof and variations in color) in order to preserve the historic
Showroom as the focal point of the site and the intersection. The new building
incorporates four-story, flat-roofed elements on the Showroom edge to reduce the visual
competition between the buildings. These four-story elements behind the showroom will
provide a neutral backdrop for the Showroom that helps set off the Showroom. In order
to tie these four-story elements to the rest of the new construction they will have a
parapet roof enhanced with a cornice detail that includes shaped moldings and dentils
and is topped by a decorative railing detail. There is an 18” structural separation between
the new construction and the showroom. While this separation does not contribute to a
physical separation between the buildings, a large common open space behind the
showroom is intended to create a significant visual separation between the new
construction and the Showroom.”

Some historic precedence exists for the placement of a building at the east elevation of
the Showroom. “For nearly five decades, from 1891 to 1939, the corner of Bay Place and
Vernon Street was occupied by the Piedmont Baths. The baths were situated next door to
the powerhouse and cable car barn of the Piedmont Consolidated Cable Company, now
remodeled as the Cox Cadillac building” (Oakland Heritage Alliance News, Fall-Winter
1997-98). The Piedmont Baths was characterized by a large twin-turreted structure,
which appear to be as tall as the proposed project in this same location.

The precedent for another structure on the currently vacant site of a large scale and the
architect’s additional revisions to the design of the new structure further reinforce the
evaluation of Impact E.3, which states that the design would be sensitive to the historic
building and result in less than significant effects.  (See Carey and Company Letter in the
Appendix A of this document)

D-7) Comment noted.  This comment as well as others that have been received about the
project scale and design will be considered by the Planning Commission as part of the
design review process.

D-8) The commenter’s remark regarding the color scheme is noted.  The overall design of the
project will be considered as part of the design review by the Planning Commission. The
project would have to be found to be consistent with the Design Review criteria in
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Section 17.136.070 of the Planning Code.  The Design Review process is separate from
environmental review, and a separate discussion and analysis as to whether or not the
project conforms to the applicable Design Review criteria will be presented to the
Planning Commission, and must be approved by the Planning Commission for the
project to proceed.











IV.  RESPONSES TO WRITTEN COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR

ER01-0001/ AvalonBay at Lake Merritt Final EIR IV-33 ESA / 200415

RESPONSE TO LETTER E – SEVENTEENTH STREET STUDIOS

E-1) See response to Comment C-1 and Master Response 2, Landmark Status and Process.

E-2) See response to Comment D-3.

E-3) See response to Comment D-4.

E-4) See response to Comment D-5.

E-5) Comment noted.  A potential site access and circulation impact associated with the
proposed project is described on pp. IV.B-33 to IV.B-35 of the Draft EIR.  Mitigation
Measure B-7 has been identified to address and reduce the impact to a level of
insignificance.  Please also refer to responses to Comment C-8 for further elaboration of
the proposed improvement.

E-6) See Master Response 1 at the start of this chapter for a discussion of issues of concern
about provision of an on-street loading space.

E-7) See response to Comment C-3, above, regarding mitigation measures during the project’s
construction period.  The following text is added to Mitigation Measure B.9, p. IV.B-37
of the DEIR, as an additional bullet item:

• Provision of a pedestrian management plan, including the dedication of safe
pedestrian pathways along the site;

E-8) Construction period impacts, including haul and truck routes are described and assessed
on DEIR pp. IV.B-36 through IV.B-38.  As noted, truck routes will be established for the
project, in conjunction with the Building Services Department and Public Works
Department, so as to minimize conflicts with existing traffic patterns in the area.  Please
also refer to responses to Comment C-3.

E-9) The EIR contains specific review and analysis pertaining to potential construction noise
activities resulting from the project.  The EIR further identifies appropriate mitigation
measures to lessen such impacts.  These mitigation measures are the City’s standard
construction noise mitigation measures adopted by City Council on January 16, 2001.
Responses to Comment C-5 elaborates and specifies other monitoring and enforcement
procedures that could be instituted by the Planning Commission.

Concerning contacting the principal of Westlake Middle School, the project sponsor has
indicated that they have met and will meet again with the principal prior to construction
activities to minimize potential noise impacts on the school and provide adequate
information and procedures. The following text is added to Mitigation Measure D.1a,
p. IV.D-8 of the DEIR, as an additional bullet item:
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•  A pre-construction meeting shall be held, at least 30 days before start of
construction, specifically with Westlake Middle School to notify the school in
advance of construction activities.

E-10) As identified in the DEIR p. IV.E-8, the auto showroom and the attached sheds are a
Potential Designated Historic Property (PDHP).  With PDHP status, the project is
subject to Design Review by the Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board per Historic
Preservation Element Policy 3.5.  A public hearing was held with the Landmarks
Preservation Advisory Board on September 17, 2001.

E-11) The commenter’s remark concerning improvements to the Harrison Street median is not
an environmental issue involving the project’s impacts.  The Planning Commission will
consider the measure suggested by the commenter as part of the project’s consideration
of the merits of the project.

E-12) See Master Response 1 at the start of this chapter for a discussion of issues of concern
about provision of an on-street loading space.

E-13) See response to Comment D-6.

E-14) The commenter’s statement regarding the EIR’s inadequacy of addressing a four-story
atop two-story garage alternative is noted.  Discussion of this design issue is specifically
included in Alternative 3: Reduced Density Alternative on DEIR pp. V.E-5 to E-6.  On
DEIR p. V.E-6, the EIR acknowledges:

Under this alternative, the height of the proposed structure would be decreased
by about 10 feet (one story), to about 65 feet, compared to the 75 feet with the
proposed project.  The building under this alternative would therefore be slightly
shorter.  Thus, this alternative would be slightly less prominent in views of the
project site and vicinity, compared to the proposed project.  Like the proposed
project, this alternative would result in less-than-significant impacts related to
views.  In addition, because the building would be 10 feet shorter, it would cast
less shadow than would the project.  With a building footprint similar to that of
the proposed project, early morning shadows in the winter season would not
reach quite as far as the proposed project.
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RESPONSE TO LETTER F – DOUGLAS WEAVER

F-1) Comments are noted.  See Chapter IV.D: Noise on DEIR pp. IV.D-1 through IV.D-12
which addresses the project’s impacts regarding operational and construction noise.  See
Chapter IV.B: Traffic, Circulation, and Parking on DEIR pp. IV.B-1 through IV.B-38
which addresses the project’s impacts regarding congestion.

F-2) See response to Comment H-4, below.
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RESPONSE TO LETTER G – ALLAN FEINSTEIN

G-1) Comment noted. See response to Comment D-3 where Mitigation Measure E.2a has been
revised to recognize the historic context of the site.
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RESPONSE TO LETTER H – JUDY HANEY AND HANS THOMAS

H-1) See response to Comments E-9 and I-2, below, regarding pedestrian and vehicular traffic
associated with the Westlake Middle School.

See response to Comment C-6, above, regarding analysis of project parking impacts in
the DEIR, and in light of revisions to the project (as described in Chapter II herein).

Responses to other specific comments are provided below.

H-2) For clarification regarding the project site location, the text is revised as follows (new
language is underlined; deleted language indicated by strikethrough text):

In the first sentence of the Project Location and Characteristics on DEIR p. III-2.

The project site is bounded by Bay Place, Harrison Street, and Vernon Street,
and private properties on the south and west 1 of Vernon Terrace and the Vernon
Terrace Steps (see Figure III-1) and is located on the southwestern portion of the
Adams Point neighborhood.

1  Following Oakland convention, the hills are to the north; therefore, Broadway and
street parallel to it run north-south, and numbered streets run east-west.

In the first sentence of the Project Site Land Use on DEIR p. IV.A-2.

The site is located on a corner lot in an urban area bounded by Bay Place to the
south, Harrison Street to the west, and Vernon Street to the north, and private
properties on the south and west of Vernon Terrace and the Vernon Terrace
Steps, in the Adams Point neighborhood.

In the first sentence of the second paragraph on DEIR p. IV.D-1.

The project site is bounded by Harrison Street on the west, Bay Place on the
south, and Vernon Street on the east, and private properties to the south and west
of Vernon Terrace and the Vernon Terrace Steps on the north.

In the second sentence of the second paragraph on DEIR p. IV.F-1.

The site is generally bounded by Bay Place, Harrison Street, and Vernon Street,
and private properties on the south and west of Vernon Terrace and the Vernon
Terrace Steps.
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In the fourth sentence of the first paragraph on DEIR p. IV.H-1.

The grade of the surrounding area increases from Bay Place towards the northern
along Harrison and Vernon Streets, culminating in a retaining wall along the
northern perimeter along the private properties on the southern site of Vernon
Terrace and the Vernon Terrace Steps.

H-3) Comment noted.  The requested variances will be reviewed and considered separately by
the Planning Commission.  Findings must be made to grant such variances, including
minimizing potential impacts to adjacent neighbors.

H-4) For clarification regarding the description of buildings in the project vicinity, the first
sentence of the second paragraph on DEIR p. IV.F-1, is revised as follows (new language
is underlined; deleted language indicated by strikethrough text):

The project site is located within a developed, high-density residential urban area
with a variety of housing types and styles ranging from single-family homes to
multi-unit apartments.  A majority of buildings of mostly mid- and high-rise
buildings in the southwest portion of the Adams Point neighborhood are multi-
story buildings with 3 or more floors including a high-rise apartment of more
than 20 floors.  The area also includes a variety of mature landscaping along and
within private properties.

The EIR contains sufficient description about the physical characteristics of the Adams
Point neighborhood which is identified by the City of Oakland as the area generally
bounded by Grand Avenue, Harrison Street, and Interstate 580 (Oakland Land Use and
Transportation Element, 1998) where a concentration of multi-family units exist.
Further, the Oakland General Plan identifies the southwestern portion of Adams Point
with an Urban Residential land use classification which are areas “historically quite
dense, consisting of apartments, flats, condominiums, walk-ups, and other multi-unit
configurations…”

The commenter’s remarks regarding the Figure IV.F-9 on DEIR p. IV.F-9 and the
project’s mass and scale are noted.  The perception of a building’s mass and scale is
influenced by the existing elevation change surrounding the project site and is
acknowledged with a notation in Figure IV.F-9 and in Impact F-2.  The figure notes that
“building heights may appear lower or higher due to existing slopes throughout the area.”
Further, as discussed in Impact F-2 on DEIR, pp. IV.F-8 to F-10:

Although difficult to convey in graphic form, the slope along Vernon Street is
quite substantial in that a change in grade of approximately 18 feet occurs
between Bay Place and the immediate vicinity of Vernon Street and Vernon
Terrace.  For instance, the foundation of the building at the corner of Vernon
Street and Vernon Terrace is almost as high as the roof of the auto showroom.
Thus, the new building, which is about five floors taller than the existing auto
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showroom, would only appear as a five-story structure from Vernon Street, as
shown in Figure IV.F-8.

H-5) The commenter’s disagreement with the conclusions of the EIR concerning project
effects on the visual quality is noted.

As stated on DEIR p. IV.F-7, “A project would have a significant impact if it would:

•  have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista;

•  substantially damage scenic resources; or

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

In the Initial Study (DEIR, Appendix A), it concludes that the project would not result in
a significant effect relative to visual quality because, “…as the project site is located in a
densely built urban area, visual changes on the site would not substantially change or
block any scenic vistas currently enjoyed from public open spaces in the area”; and
because, “The proposed project would also not result in any substantial adverse effect on
scenic resources since the site is not located within or near a state scenic highway”.

The EIR acknowledges on DEIR p. IV.F-1, “Views in the area are limited because of the
urban context…. Views within and outside of the neighborhood are generally limited by
buildings.” Further, as mentioned by the commenter and acknowledged on DEIR
p. IV.F-6, “There are a number of mature oak and eucalyptus trees on the project site
along Vernon Street and above a retaining wall adjacent to buildings along Vernon
Terrace.”  These existing mature trees limit to some degree the views from properties
along Vernon Terrace as well as from the Vernon Terrace Steps.  As mentioned in
response to Comment H-4, above, due to the existing elevation change surrounding the
project site (approximately 18 feet between Bay Place and the immediate vicinity of
Vernon Street and Vernon Terrace), the project would result in a building height that
would appear as a five-story structure from Vernon Street which is comparable to other
buildings along Vernon Street.  Within this urban context, the project would not result in
an unreasonable or significant blocking of views.

Regarding the commenter’s general reference to visual quality, the EIR indicates that the
project site is at the northernmost edge of the downtown area and the southernmost edge
of the high-density Adams Point neighborhood.  As such, any development in this area
would have less potential to affect surrounding properties due to the dense urban
character of the surrounding area.

Further, the DEIR p. IV.F-10 concludes that, “The effect of the project would be to
incrementally alter the scale and appearance of the area.  This effect is not considered
significant, given the surrounding dense urban context of varying building height, bulk,
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mass, and scale.”  Although visual quality is subjective, given that the project site is
within the high-density Adams Point neighborhood and near downtown Oakland, it can
be concluded that the proposed building would not result in a substantial negative
aesthetic effect, or that it would substantially degrade the visual character of the site and
its surroundings.  In effect, the proposed project can be considered to have a beneficial
visual impact, as it would eliminate an existing property in extremely blighted condition.

H-6) The commenter’s disagreement with the conclusions of the EIR concerning light and
shadow are noted.  The EIR acknowledges shadow on surrounding properties, as the
shadow study presented in DEIR p. IV.F-10 through IV.F-18 shows that the project
would cast shadow “to the north affecting Harrison Street and sidewalks, and to the east
affecting adjacent properties;” and “In the mid-afternoon year-round, the project would
cast the most shadow on portions of adjacent properties and buildings to the east, and
very minimal shadow to the north on the adjacent Harrison Street sidewalk” (DEIR
p. IV.F-11).  The shadow would reach some residences on both sides of Vernon Terrace
and immediate residences on Harrison Street.

As stated on DEIR p. IV.E-10, “A project would have a significant impact if it would
unreasonably block sunlight for neighboring buildings….  Specifically, a project would
unreasonably block sunlight for neighboring buildings if it would:”

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

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

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

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

The EIR concludes on DEIR p. IV.F-11:

The proposed project would not result in an unreasonable blocking of light to
these properties as it was observed that none of the affected adjacent buildings
were designed for passive solar heating or are equipped with photovoltaic or
solar hot water collectors. Although the project building would generally cast
more shadow than the auto showroom, the new shadow would not substantially



IV.  RESPONSES TO WRITTEN COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR

ER01-0001/ AvalonBay at Lake Merritt Final EIR IV-64 ESA / 200415

diminish the beneficial use of any public or quasi-public park, lawn, garden, or
open space, and therefore would not have a significant impact.  No historic
resources, as defined by CEQA Section 15064.5(a), exist in the area that would
be affected by shadow from the proposed project.

Further, the EIR concludes on DEIR p. IV.F-18:

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

Even when direct sunlight is blocked, by the project beyond the existing mature trees
along the northern perimeter of the site, these buildings and Vernon Terrace Steps would
still receive indirect light.

Because the project would not result in a significant effect related to shadow, no
mitigation is required. Further, the EIR concludes on DEIR p. IV.F-18, “The project also
does not impose on any residential yards’ feeling of openness with development.”

All alternatives described in DEIR Chapter V, would either reuse the existing buildings
or construct a building approximately 10 feet shorter than the proposed project.  Each
alternative therefore would result in the creation of less shadow than would the project.

Although not addressing an environmental effect, the project sponsor has indicated that
lighting will be provided on the Vernon Terrace Steps from the proposed project to
address concerns regarding night visibility.

H-7) See response to Comment H-5, above.

H-8) The preservation architect on the AvalonBay design team has provided the following
description of the planned approach to the reuse of the showroom: “The rehabilitation
and adaptive reuse of the Cox Cadillac showroom is being designed in compliance with
the Secretary’s Standards for Rehabilitation. In general, the project consists of a full
restoration of the exterior, restoration of a portion of the historic elements of the interior,
and alterations as necessary for the adaptive reuse of the building as a commercial and
retail space for an, as yet, unidentified tenant. In order to accommodate the new use of
the showroom, the following specific alterations will be required:

The building will require additional structural support, which will be provided
by a series of steel frames along the storefront walls, and concrete buttresses
along the north wall. The steel columns will replace the wood columns located
within the existing plaster piers between the storefront windows, and the
horizontal members will be hidden within the existing attic. The reconstructed
piers will be slightly deeper to accommodate the larger steel posts, but the space
between the storefront windows will not be impacted, and the piers will be
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finished to match the original. The concrete buttresses will be housed partially
within the plaster piers at the north wall, and partially exposed on the exterior.
The interior piers will be restored to match original finishes, and the parking
garage to be constructed adjacent to the showroom will hide the exterior portion
of the buttresses.

The anticipated new uses will also require updated exiting, access and
mechanical systems. The interior of the showroom is currently a single
uninterrupted space, however, historic photographs show a series of low,
partitioned offices along the north wall. Replicas of these low spaces can be used
to meet updated exiting and ADA requirements and provide auxiliary spaces
including restrooms, kitchens, and equipment rooms. If a single tenant can be
found for the space, a contemporary use of the property will therefore require a
minimal amount of alteration to the historic fabric.

If multiple tenants are required to make the project economically viable, the
space will be divided in a manner that does not visually interrupt the space, but
allows for a view of the continuous ceiling from the individual spaces. In
compliance with the Standards, any new demising walls will be constructed in a
manner that will allow their removal in the future without damage to the historic
integrity of the structure. Access to the interior will still be provided by the 2
original entries on the south facade, and a vestibule will be created on the
interior if necessary to serve more than one space. If required, additional exit
doors will be added on the secondary north and east facades, and not on the
primary south and west facades.

The existing tile floor has experienced severe differential settlement in some
areas, and it is unlikely that it will be usable for a new tenant in its current
condition. However, the floor is a significant design element of the building, so
the decision has been made to retain those areas of the floor not impacted by the
foundation for the new structural system, and deal with the floor on a tenant-by-
tenant basis, retaining as much of the original floor as possible. At the minimum,
a portion of the tile floor will be restored at each of the south entries.

The original uninterrupted plate glass display windows have been destroyed by
vandalism, or replaced by smaller panes over the years. Current safety and
energy requirements do not allow for use of glass that can be manufactured in
the original size. The design of the new storefront windows proposes to restore
the missing wood colonettes at the edge of each window, and to divide each
storefront into 3 sections using thin aluminum muntins, designed to be as
inconspicuous as possible.

The showroom had only a few, very prominent signs, which have since been
removed. The original sign locations will be reused for new signage where
appropriate, and the new signs will mirror the design of the originals in size and
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style. Additional new signage will follow strict guidelines that restrict the
location, size and design. Three types of new signage will be allowed:

1.  Blade signs, which do not obscure the façade and can be mounted with
minimal damage to the historic material,

2.  Signs above the storefront windows that will be attached to a permanently
installed frame to allow for a change in signage without damage to the building,

3.  Signs applied to, or mounted behind the storefront windows within a
restricted area.

The number of signs allowed will be determined by the number of tenants that
occupy the building, but will be kept to a minimum.”

The preservation architect’s description of proposed work is aimed at showing that the
proposed rehabilitation of the showroom would comply with the Secretary of the
Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation. Further design development and details would be
developed. Mitigation Measure E.1 requires final building permit plans and
specifications for the auto showroom to be reviewed for conformance with the Secretary
of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation. Conformance with these standards would
assure that the interior of the showroom will retain its historic and architectural
significance. (See Carey and Company letter in the Appendix of this document.)

H-9) Comment noted.  A number of permitted and conditionally permitted commercial and
retail activities are allowed in the C-30 zone.

H-10) Comment noted.

H-11) The Mayor’s 10K initiative has no definitive geographic boundaries, but is generally
described by the historic central core of the City.  However, the City’s strategy is to
encourage housing near downtown employment centers, transit stations, and retail areas.
As mentioned by the remarks of the commenter, the project site is located at an
intersection of different neighborhoods, including the Valdez neighborhood which is a
10K target cluster area.  As such, the project helps further the 10K goals of locating
population density near certain underpopulated areas of the Central Business District.

H-12) Regarding the commenter’s remarks on the variances, see response to Comment C-10,
last paragraph, above.  All alternatives described in DEIR Chapter V would result in less
height and mass than the proposed project.  Alternative 2: Full Preservation would reuse
the existing single-story buildings and would not result in any height or setback
variances.  Alternative 3: Reduced Density would result in a building approximately
10 feet shorter in height, but would result in similar variances for setbacks as the
proposed project.
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H-13) The EIR concludes that the project would not result in a significant impact with respect
to views and shadow (see responses to Comments H-5 and H-6, above); therefore,
evaluating a new alternative in this regard is not necessary (CEQA Statutes 15126.6(b)).
Analyzed for historic resource impacts, the Draft EIR does evaluate a Full Preservation
alternative that would not create any new buildings on site (Chapter V, Alternative 2).

H-14) As stated in response to Comment H-5 above, and repeated here for clarity, on DEIR
p. IV.F-7, “A project would have a significant impact if it would:

•  have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista;

•  substantially damage scenic resources; or

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

In the Initial Study (DEIR, Appendix A), it concludes that the project would not result in
a significant effect relative to visual quality because, “…as the project site is located in a
densely built urban area, visual changes on the site would not substantially change or
block any scenic vistas currently enjoyed from public open spaces in the area”; and
because, “The proposed project would also not result in any substantial adverse effect on
scenic resources since the site is not located within or near a state scenic highway”.

The EIR acknowledges on DEIR p. IV.F-1, “Views in the area are limited because of the
urban context…. Views within and outside of the neighborhood are generally limited by
buildings.” Further, as mentioned by the commenter and acknowledged on DEIR p. IV.F-
6, “There are a number of mature oak and eucalyptus trees on the project site along
Vernon Street and above a retaining wall adjacent to buildings along Vernon Terrace.”
These existing mature trees limit to some degree the views from properties along Vernon
Terrace as well as from the Vernon Terrace Steps.  As mentioned in response to
Comment H-4, above, due to the existing elevation change surrounding the project site
(approximately 18 feet between Bay Place and the immediate vicinity of Vernon Street
and Vernon Terrace), the project would result in a building height that would appear as a
five-story structure from Vernon Street which is comparable to other buildings along
Vernon Street.  Within this urban context, the project would not result in an
unreasonable or significant blocking of views.

As stated in response to Comment H-6, above, and repeated here for clarity, the EIR
acknowledges shadow on surrounding properties, as the shadow study presented in DEIR
p. IV.F-10 through IV.F-18 shows that the project would cast shadow “to the north
affecting Harrison Street and sidewalks, and to the east affecting adjacent properties;”
and “In the mid-afternoon year-round, the project would cast the most shadow on
portions of adjacent properties and buildings to the east, and very minimal shadow to the
north on the adjacent Harrison Street sidewalk” (DEIR p. IV.F-11).  The shadow would
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reach some residences on both sides of Vernon Terrace and immediate residences on
Harrison Street.

As stated on DEIR p. IV.E-10, “A project would have a significant impact if it would
unreasonably block sunlight for neighboring buildings….  Specifically, a project would
unreasonably block sunlight for neighboring buildings if it would:”

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

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

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

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

The EIR concludes on DEIR p. IV.F-11:

The proposed project would not result in an unreasonable blocking of light to
these properties as it was observed that none of the affected adjacent buildings
were designed for passive solar heating or are equipped with photovoltaic or
solar hot water collectors. Although the project building would generally cast
more shadow than the auto showroom, the new shadow would not substantially
diminish the beneficial use of any public or quasi-public park, lawn, garden, or
open space, and therefore would not have a significant impact.  No historic
resources, as defined by CEQA Section 15064.5(a), exist in the area that would
be affected by shadow from the proposed project.

Further, the EIR concludes on DEIR p. IV.F-18:

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

Even when direct sunlight is blocked, by the project beyond the existing mature trees
along the northern perimeter of the site, these buildings and Vernon Terrace Steps would
still receive indirect light.
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Because the project would not result in a significant effect related to shadow, no
mitigation is required. Further, the EIR concludes on DEIR p. IV.F-18, “The project also
does not impose on any residential yards’ feeling of openness with development.”

H-15) See response to Comments H-5, H-6, and H-14, above.  In addition, as shown on the
project plans on DEIR p. III-9 through III-15, most of the new construction would be set
back about 48 feet from the northern property line.  The building would be
approximately 22 feet from the top of the Vernon Terrace Steps.

H-16) As stated in the response to Comments H-6 and H-14, above, the EIR acknowledges
shadow that would be cast on nearby properties.  However, it is important to recognize
that the proposed project would be setback from the northern property line by
approximately 48 feet from the northern property line and a bit further from the houses
on Vernon Terrace.  Further, the proposed project would be beyond the existing mature
trees located along the property line, which to some degree, cast shadow on Vernon
Terrace as shown in the commenter’s photographs.

H-17) See response to Comments H-6 and H-14, above.

H-18) See response to Comments H-6 and H-14, above.  As depicted in the shadow diagrams
on DEIR, p. IV.F-12 through F-17, additional shadow would be cast on properties along
Vernon Terrace the mid-afternoon in the winter months.  However, it is important to
recognize that the existing mature trees and existing buildings on Vernon Terrace already
cast shadow (as shown by the light gray color in the shadow diagrams).

H-19) See response to Comments H-5 and H-14, above.  Regarding safety for pedestrians at
night, although not addressing an environmental effect, the project sponsor has indicated
that lighting will be provided on the Vernon Terrace Steps from the proposed project.

H-20) See response to Comments H-5 and H-14, above.

H-21)  See response to Comments H-5, H-6, and H-14, above.  In addition, the project would not
result in a wall on Harrison Street but rather a building with active habitable spaces on
the ground floor and windows of residential units above.
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RESPONSE TO LETTER I – OAKLAND UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT10

I-1) Comment noted.  The project sponsors have indicated that they have met with Westlake
School representatives.

I-2) Westlake Middle School is located across Harrison Street from the project site, and most
of the segment of Harrison Street along the project site frontage is divided by a raised
median.  As such, construction activity on the project site would likely not adversely
affect access to the entrance of the school.  Because of the median, the project driveway
on Harrison Street would be restricted to right-in / right-out only, and therefore traffic
to/from that driveway would likely not adversely affect the flow of traffic in and out of
the Westlake School.

There are no bus stops (for AC Transit or school buses) on the project site's Harrison
Street frontage.  AC Transit buses stop on Harrison Street south of Bay Place (adjacent
to the 7-11 store), and there are no other stops until well past the project site.  School
buses for Westlake Middle School pickup and drop-off students within the school
campus.  Many students were observed walking to and from the school throughout the
study area; very few students were seen riding bicycles.  Most students walking or
bicycling to school crossed the streets at the designated crosswalks; a few students were
observed jaywalking mid-block on Harrison Street and Bay Place.  Because most school
pedestrians cross Harrison Street at the crosswalk at the Bay Place intersection, minimal
pedestrian activity occurs on the Harrison Street sidewalk adjacent to the project site.

Safe pedestrian access around the immediate perimeter of the project site would be part
of the construction management plan, which the project sponsor would be required to
submit for review and approval by the Traffic Engineering Division of the City’s Public
Works Agency (see Mitigation Measure B.9, pp. IV.B-37 and IV.B-38 of the DEIR, and
response to Comment E-7).

Conditions in the vicinity of Westlake Middle School were observed at the beginning
and end of the school day (i.e., 8:30 a.m. and 2:35 p.m.).  Drop-off / pickup activity
occurs mainly in front of the school on southbound Harrison Street; some drop-offs /
pickups were observed on northbound Harrison Street at Bay Place.  Westlake School
provides two driveways on Harrison Street.  Although both driveways allow left turns to
and from northbound Harrison Street, few vehicles were observed making a left turn.

In summary, there would be less than significant traffic-related impacts on the school.

                                                     
10 This letter was dated and received on September 26, 2001; the comment period ended on September 21, 2001.

According to Section 15207 of the CEQA Guidelines:  “If any public agency or person who is consulted with
regard to an EIR or negative declaration fails to comment within a reasonable time as specified by the lead agency,
it shall be assumed, absent a request for a specific extension of time, that such agency or person has no comment to
make.  Although the lead agency need not respond to late comments, the lead agency may choose to respond to
them.”
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I-3) As noted in Chapter II, the project has been revised since publication of the Draft EIR.
The sponsor now proposes to provide more on-site parking spaces than what was
proposed at the time of the Draft EIR analysis.  As described in Chapter II, the increased
parking supply provided on the project site would fully accommodate the estimated peak
parking demand, with no spillover of parking demand onto on-street parking spaces.  In
addition, although the project’s parking impacts would be less than significant, City staff
is recommending that the sponsor establish an on-site parking management plan (similar
to Mitigation Measure B.4 in the Draft EIR) to ensure a less than significant effect on
on-street parking conditions in the area.

I-4) The commenter’s remarks are noted and acknowledged in DEIR Chapter C, Air Quality.
On DEIR p. IV.C-13, Mitigation Measure C.2 identifies, “During construction, the
project sponsor shall require the construction contractor to implement BAAQMD’s basic
dust control procedures for sites smaller than four acres, such as the project site, to
maintain construction-related impacts at acceptable levels.”

As noted in response to Comment E-9, Mitigation Measure D.1b has been added, and the
project sponsor has indicated their intentions to meet again with Westlake School
District prior to construction activities.

Regarding operational impacts, the commenter’s remarks are noted.  On DEIR
p. IV.C-14, “Based on the estimates shown in Table IV.C-3, the project would contribute
incrementally to regional emissions, but would be well below the significance thresholds
specified by the BAAQMD for ROG, NOx and PM-10.  Therefore, this would be a less-
than-significant impact.”  Estimated project emissions are well below the BAAQMD
thresholds of significance of 80 pounds per day for ROG, NOx and PM-10.

I-5) See response to Comment E-9.

I-6) See response to Comment I-4, above, and the second paragraph of response to
Comment B-4.

I-7) The commenter’s remarks are noted.  The Planning Commission will consider the
measure suggested by the commenter as part of the project’s review and consideration.
The project sponsor has indicated that they would physically secure the project site
during construction and limit access to only those authorized for construction activities.
Such a measure is part of the City’s standard construction management requirements.
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CHAPTER V
RESPONSES TO COMMENTS AT THE PUBLIC HEARING ON
THE DRAFT EIR

Planning Commission

The City of Oakland Planning Commission conducted a public hearing on September 5, 2001, to
provide the public an opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR.  The following comments were
received from members of the public and Planning Commission.

Comment
JILL MORAN (resident on Orange Street):  Stated that the neighborhood is already dense and
the project is too dense.

Response
See response to Comments H-4 and C-10.

Comment
AMY PICKET (resident at 181 Vernon Terrace, to the north of the project site):  The traffic
generation numbers was of concern.  There is a parking crisis in the neighborhood, and that
people need to park three and four blocks away from their residences, particularly at night. The
second driveway eliminates parking spaces.  Construction of the project would expose hazardous
materials and how would that affect the nearby children that attend the high school and others in
the area and still result in less than significant.

Response
See Chapter IV.B: Traffic, Circulation, and Parking on DEIR pp. IV.B-1 through IV.B-8,
which addresses the project’s impacts regarding traffic congestion.  See response to
Comment C-6, regarding analysis of project parking impacts in the DEIR, and in light of
revisions to the project (as described in Chapter II herein).  See response to Comment
C-2regarding the loss of on-street parking spaces.  See response to Comment B-4
regarding analysis of hazardous materials during construction.

Comment
JANE POWELL:  Findings for demolition must be made.  Parking in the area is a concern,
particularly ……Weekends were not analyzed.  Conclusions of less than significant for the
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cumulative effect is….  Conclusions of less than significant for views is…. As views of nearby
residences are affected.

Response
Comments regarding the findings for demolition are directed at the merits of the project
and do not address the adequacy of the EIR and no response is required.  Specific
findings must be made as part of complying with the City’s historic preservation
provisions.

See response to Comment C-6regarding analysis of project parking impacts in the DEIR,
and in light of revisions to the project (as described in Chapter II herein).

Concerning the EIR conclusions regarding views, see response to Comment H-5.

Comment
JOYCE ROY:  The project should reflect a Mediterranean style and be painted white to show off
the Cox Cadillac showroom.

Response
See response to Comment D-8.

Comment
RONALD MORRA (Adams Point Preservation Society): Expressed concern that there is no
mention of landmarking in the staff report and DEIR.  Concerned about the commercial parking
shortage and the project’s adherence to the S-12 parking requirements.

Response
See Master Response 2, Landmark Status and Process.

See the Responses to Comments C-2 and C-6 regarding analysis of project parking impacts
in the DEIR, and in light of revisions to the project (as described in Chapter II herein).

Comment
NAOMI SCHIFF:  The project is rather large for the site.  The project should be four stories over
two stories of parking, not five stories over two stories.  Construction material.  Visitor parking
& parking in evening.  Median plantings.  Doesn’t believe accident data in DEIR.  Any on-street
loading is problem.  Design of pedestrian canopy.

Response
See response to Comments H-4 and C-10 regarding the size of the project.
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See response to Comment E-14 regarding analysis of a project with four stories over a two-
story parking.

Regarding the quality of construction, the overall design of the project will be considered
as part of design review by the Planning Commission. The project would have to be found
to be consistent with the Design Review criteria in Section 17.136.070 of the Planning
Code.  The Design Review process is separate from environmental review, and a separate
discussion and analysis as to whether or not the project conforms to the applicable Design
Review criteria will need to be presented to the Planning Commission, and approved by the
Planning Commission for the project to proceed.

Please see the Responses to Comments C-2 and C-6 regarding analysis of project parking
impacts in the DEIR, and in light of revisions to the project (as described in Chapter II
herein).

See response to Comment E-11 regarding the plantings on the median.

The accident data presented in the DEIR, which included all reported accidents, not just
fatalities, is based on SWITRS (Statewide Integrated Traffic Records System) data
provided by the City.

See Master Response 1 at the start of this chapter for a discussion of issues of concern
about provision of an on-street loading space.

See response to Comment D-5 regarding the design of the canopy.

Comment
PENNY BILLINGHURST:  The density of the project seems high.  Wants real traffic expert to
do analysis.  Pay more attention to traffic.

Response
Please see the responses to Comments H-4 and C-10 regarding project density.

See Chapter IV.B: Traffic, Circulation, and Parking on DEIR pp. IV.B-1 through IV.B-8,
which addresses the project’s impacts regarding traffic congestion.

Comment
GEORGE LARSON:  In favor of project.  City’s parking standards are not adequate.

Response
The commenter’s opinion about the project is noted.  Please see the Responses to
Comments C-2 and C-6 regarding analysis of project parking impacts in the DEIR, and in
light of revisions to the project (as described in Chapter II herein).
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Comment
CHARLES BROWN:  In favor of project.

Response
The commenter’s opinion about the project is noted.

Comment
PLANNING COMMISSIONER LIGHTY:  Would like to see more adequate parking
management and mitigations.  Consider traffic slowing tools on Vernon such as speed bumps.
Questions on-street loading for safety reasons.  Why does developer think DEIR Alternative #2
(variants 1 and 2) are not feasible?  Good in-fill project.

Response
Please see the Responses to Comments C-2 and C-6 regarding analysis of project parking
impacts in the DEIR, and in light of revisions to the project (as described in Chapter II
herein).

The commenter’s opinion about the existing speed of traffic on Vernon is noted; the
project would not affect those existing conditions, and therefore, no mitigation measure is
required.

See Master Response 1 at the start of this chapter for a discussion of issues of concern
about provision of an on-street loading space.

Regarding the comment of the infeasibility of alternatives, findings rejecting the
alternatives identified in the EIR will be addressed as part of the Planning Commission’s
consideration of the project.

Comment
PLANNING COMMISSION JANG:  Good project, but concerned about parking and traffic.
Concerned about distance of Harrison driveway to the corner and about speed of traffic on
Harrison.  Questions about loading.  Narrow sidewalk on Harrison; consider not building on
Harrison.

Response
See Chapter IV.B: Traffic, Circulation, and Parking on DEIR pp. IV.B-1 through IV.B-8,
which addresses the project’s impacts regarding traffic congestion.  See response to
Comment C-6 regarding analysis of project parking impacts in the DEIR, and in light of
revisions to the project (as described in Chapter II herein).

See Master Response 1 at the start of this chapter for a discussion of issues of concern
about provision of an on-street loading space.
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Comment
PLANNING COMMISSIONER JARVIS:  Flat-roofed portion of project out of context with rest
of project.  Likes combination of new architecture and restored showroom.

Response
See response to Comment D.6.

The overall design of the project will be considered as part of design review by the
Planning Commission. The project would have to be found to be consistent with the
Design Review criteria in Section 17.136.070 of the Planning Code.  The Design Review
process is separate from environmental review, and a separate discussion and analysis as to
whether or not the project conforms to the applicable Design Review criteria will need to
be presented to the Planning Commission, and approved by the Planning Commission for
the project to proceed.

PLANNING COMMISSION KILLIAN:  Parking impacts.  Consider traffic calming.  Consider
limiting exits from Vernon driveways to right turn only to limit traffic incursion in
neighborhood.  Expand parking mitigation to include CarShare and use of nearby lots/garages;
look west of Harrison for parking opportunities.  Use transit incentives to reduce use of
single-drive autos.

Response
Please see the Responses to Comments C-2 and C-6 regarding analysis of project parking
impacts in the DEIR, and in light of revisions to the project (as described in Chapter II
herein).

Comment
PLANNING COMMISSIONER GONZALES:  Consider traffic calming.  Questions conclusions
regarding parking.  Landmarking is significant issue; confirm COA related to landmarking.

Response
Please see the Responses to Comments C-2 and C-6 regarding analysis of project parking
impacts in the DEIR, and in light of revisions to the project (as described in Chapter II
herein).

See Master Response 2, Landmark Status and Process.

Comment
PLANNING COMMISSIONER KATZOFF:  Put FEIR on CD-ROM.  Put EIR on City Web Site

Response
Comment noted.
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Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board

As part of the design review process for the project, the Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board
held a public hearing on September 17, 2001 where the Draft EIR was also discussed.  The
following comments, in the form of motions, were made by the Board for Planning Commission
consideration:

Comment

BOARDMEMBER CARPENTIER, seconded by BOARDMEMBER LYTHCOTT:  To confirm
the Board’s previous recommendation to designate the entire site as an Oakland City Landmark.

Response

Comment noted.

Comment

BOARDMEMBER CARPENTIER, seconded by BOARDMEMBER ALLEN:  To recommend to
the Planning Commission that the project be approved, with requests that the applicant (1) study
the possibility of greater separation between the new building and the showroom, especially on
the Vernon Street side, (2) show in more detail the extent of the historic showroom floor to be
retained, and (3) provide additional information on design details including color and
ornamentation, to be reviewed by Planning Commission’s design subcommittee and/or
Landmarks Board

Response

Regarding reference to the separation between the new building and the showroom, see response
to Comment D-6 and the MVE Architect letter in Appendix B of the document which states that
the separation would not result in a physical separation between buildings.  However, the
common open space would provide a “visual” separation between the buildings (see response to
Comment C-10).  For the provision of more detail to the interior floor of the showroom, see
response to Comment H-8.  As design of the project will be considered as part of the design
review by the Planning Commission, these comments will be forwarded to the Planning
Commission for their consideration (see response to Comment D-8).

Comment

BOARDMEMBER CAPRENTIER, seconded by BOARDMEMBER ALLEN:  To recommend
that the mitigations in the DEIR be modified to use the money that would have been spent
salvaging the steel windows and roof trusses from the repair shops for historical interpretation: a
publicly accessible plaque, exhibit, tour materials, sculpture, or the like, documenting the history
of the site.
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Response

As this recommendation differs from a comment received by the community on Mitigation
Measure E.2a, the mitigation measure has been revised to incorporate either the salvaging of the
significant features and materials or having the project sponsor contribute funds towards
historical interpretation materials (please refer to response to Comment D-3).
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CHAPTER VI
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October 24, 2001

Kelley Kahn
City of Oakland
250 Ogawa Plaza – Suite 3330
Oakland, CA 94612-2032

Re: AvalonBay Lake Merritt – Project No. 20-183

Dear Kelley:

The purpose of this letter is to describe MVE’s design of the new AvalonBay at Lake Merritt
building as it relates to the historic Cox Cadillac showroom, the surrounding Adam’s Point and
Lake Merritt neighborhoods, and the site itself.  As you know, over the past year we have worked
closely with the developer and with the Planning staff at the City of Oakland to ensure that the
design would meet the design criteria of the City and the Developer.

The overall site plan was conceived to respond to the unique characteristics of the Cox Cadillac
site. The two-acre site is surrounded by streets on three sides, sits at a prominent intersection on
an outer corner of Adam’s Point near Lake Merritt, and is oriented towards Harrison Street, a
major thoroughfare.  The site is also set into a hill, which reduces the visual impact of the
building massing.  In addition, the massing of the new building breaks down its apparent scale,
creates appropriate edges and street relationships, and steps down respectfully toward the Cox
Showroom.  The scale of the building is broken down on the Harrison Street edge by use of
setbacks, roof treatment, and contrasts in color.  Significant parts of the building’s Harrison edge
are intentionally brought forward to the street to maintain the strong urban street edge created by
the existing building on the site. On the Vernon Street side, the building presents a large open
space and exposes a narrow edge of the building to better relate to the more residential scale of
Vernon Street.

A “Mediterranean Revival” style architecture is the appropriate design reference for the new
construction because of the immediate context of the Cox Showroom and the First
Congregational Church of Oakland across Harrison Street.  The warm plaster colors, pitched roof
with barrel roof tile, iron detailing, and cornice details of the new construction reflect this design
reference. The new building has deliberate but subtle differences from the Cox Showroom (for
example, a hip roof instead of a gable roof and variations in color) in order to preserve the
historic Showroom as the focal point of the site and the intersection.  The new building
incorporates four-story, flat-roofed elements on the Showroom edge to reduce the visual



competition between the buildings. These four-story elements behind the showroom will provide
a neutral backdrop for the Showroom that helps set off the showroom.  In order to tie these four-
story elements to the rest of the new construction they will have a parapet roof enhanced with a
cornice detail that includes shaped moldings and dentils and is topped by a decorative railing
detail.  There is an 18” structural separation between the new construction and the showroom.
While this separation does not contribute to a physical separation between the buildings, a large
common open space behind the showroom is intended to create a significant visual separation
between the new construction and the showroom

The new building also responds to the Adams Point/Lake Merritt districts in scale, massing,
details, materials, and roof treatment.  The overall massing, use of brick, and window patterning
respond to the established scale of Oakland’s historic apartment districts and are inspired by the
multi-family buildings on Alice, Jackson, and Madison Streets. These forms are also similar in
scale and height to the Mayfair Apartments at 400 Perkins Street and the Graystone Apartments
at 286 Lenox Avenue and several of the other tall, stately apartment complexes located in Adams
Point. The parapet roof of the building elements behind the showroom has a substantial and
permanent look, inspired by the elaborate cornice treatments of Mayfair Apartments at 400
Perkins Street. The notion of the Juliet balconies, cornice treatment, and “penthouse” proportions
is reflected in the Regillus Apartments on Lakeside Drive. Overall, the use of recessed windows,
brick veneer at the base, plaster finish, 3-coat plaster finish, and the other details described
previously will result in a quality, contextual building for the Adams Point and Lake Merritt
neighborhood.

Thank you for your input and involvement in this process. We are looking forward to the
Project’s completion and are confident it will be an asset to the community.

Sincerely,

McLarand Vasquez Emsiek & Partners, Inc.

Darin Schoolmeester
Associate Partner

DS: vm
\\server7\MVPAdmin\MVE & P\Project Files\2000\20183\correspondence\20183lr20.doc



A L A N   R.   D R E Y F U S S
A   R   C   H   I   T   E   C   T A   I   A

1735 SIXTH AVENUE
OAKLAND, CA94606
TEL   510 835 5334
FAX   510 835 5335

10/16/01

Kelley Kahn
Office of Planning and Building
Community Economic Development Agency
250 Frank Ogawa Plaza, 3rd Floor
Oakland, CA 94612

Re: Cox Cadillac Showroom

Dear Ms. Kahn,

This letter is in response to your request for a statement that the rehabilitation of the Cox
Cadillac showroom will be done in conformance with the Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards, specifically addressing the areas where strict restoration of historic materials is
not being anticipated, or where alterations or additions are required for the adaptive reuse
of the building.

The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Preserving, Rehabilitation, Restoring and
Reconstructing Historic Buildings (Department of the Interior regulations, 36 CFR 67)
pertain to historic buildings of all materials, construction types, sizes, and occupancy and
encompass the exterior and the interior, related landscape features and the building's site
and environment as well as attached, adjacent, or related new construction. The Standards
are to be applied to specific rehabilitation projects in a reasonable manner, taking into
consideration economic and technical feasibility. Specifically, the Standards for
Rehabilitation provide for alterations and additions necessary for the efficient
contemporary use of a historic building.

The rehabilitation and adaptive reuse of the Cox Cadillac showroom is being designed in
compliance with the Secretary’s Standards for Rehabilitation. In general, the project
consists of a full restoration of the exterior, restoration of a portion of the historic
elements of the interior, and alterations as necessary for the adaptive reuse of the building
as a commercial and retail space for an, as yet, unidentified tenant. In order to
accommodate the new use of the showroom, the following specific alterations will be
required:



The building will require additional structural support, which will be provided by a series
of steel frames along the storefront walls, and concrete buttresses along the north wall.
The steel columns will replace the wood columns located within the existing plaster piers
between the storefront windows, and the horizontal members will be hidden within the
existing attic. The reconstructed piers will be slightly deeper to accommodate the larger
steel posts, but the space between the storefront windows will not be impacted, and the
piers will be finished to match the original. The concrete buttresses will be housed
partially within the plaster piers at the north wall, and partially exposed on the exterior.
The interior piers will be restored to match original finishes, and the parking garage to be
constructed adjacent to the showroom will hide the exterior portion of the buttresses.

The anticipated new uses will also require updated exiting, access and mechanical
systems. The interior of the showroom is currently a single uninterrupted space, however,
historic photographs show a series of low, partitioned offices along the north wall.
Replicas of these low spaces can be used to meet updated exiting and ADA requirements
and provide auxiliary spaces including restrooms, kitchens, and equipment rooms. If a
single tenant can be found for the space, a contemporary use of the property will
therefore require a minimal amount of alteration to the historic fabric.

If multiple tenants are required to make the project economically viable, the space will be
divided in a manner that does not visually interrupt the space, but allows for a view of the
continuous ceiling from the individual spaces. In compliance with the Standards, any new
demising walls will be constructed in a manner that will allow their removal in the future
without damage to the historic integrity of the structure. Access to the interior will still be
provided by the 2 original entries on the south facade, and a vestibule will be created on
the interior if necessary to serve more than one space. If required, additional exit doors
will be added on the secondary north and east facades, and not on the primary south and
west facades.

The existing tile floor has experienced severe differential settlement in some areas, and it
is unlikely that it will be usable for a new tenant in its current condition. However, the
floor is a significant design element of the building, so the decision has been made to
retain those areas of the floor not impacted by the foundation for the new structural
system, and deal with the floor on a tenant-by-tenant basis, retaining as much of the
original floor as possible. At the minimum, a portion of the tile floor will be restored at
each of the south entries.

The original uninterrupted plate glass display windows have been destroyed by
vandalism, or replaced by smaller panes over the years. Current safety and energy
requirements do not allow for use of glass that can be manufactured in the original size.
The design of the new storefront windows proposes to restore the missing wood
colonettes at the edge of each window, and to divide each storefront into 3 sections using
thin aluminum muntins, designed to be as inconspicuous as possible.

The showroom had only a few, very prominent signs, which have since been removed.
The original sign locations will be reused for new signage where appropriate, and the



new signs will mirror the design of the originals in size and style. Additional new signage
will follow strict guidelines that restrict the location, size and design. Three types of new
signage will be allowed:

1. Blade signs, which do not obscure the façade and can be mounted with minimal
damage to the historic material,

2. Signs above the storefront windows that will be attached to a permanently installed
frame to allow for a change in signage without damage to the building,

3. Signs applied to, or mounted behind the storefront windows within a restricted area.

The number of signs allowed will be determined by the number of tenants that occupy the
building, but will be kept to a minimum.

Sincerely,

Alan Rayor Dreyfuss, AIA
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