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6. Demographics 
Socio Economic and Workforce Evaluation 
This section provides a summary of the workforce characteristics outlined in the Business Profiles in the 
Existing Conditions Report.  This is followed by a detailed assessment of the quantity and character of the 
jobs that would be eliminated, as well as of those that would be added to the Plan Area. 

Currently, the Plan Area is occupied predominantly by a variety of industrial uses, including 
manufacturing, construction, warehousing, and transportation.  Each of the three alternatives would 
significantly alter the landscape of employment opportunities by replacing some of these industrial areas 
with additional residences or higher density employment uses.  However, the number, locations, and types 
of jobs that would be displaced or fostered varies widely between each alternative.   

Alternative 1 would likely result in a small increase in jobs and due to redevelopment of several industrial 
areas in favor of a major retail center and an industrial business park.  This alternative would also largely 
preserve the very strong food-related industrial cluster in the West Subarea. However, the jobs created 
would be of a substantially different quality than those lost. Owing largely to the concentration of retail, 
there would be a dramatic net gain in jobs that pay less than the Oakland Living Wage of $12.45, and a 
net loss in jobs that pay more than that. 

Alternative 2 would induce the displacement of fewer jobs than any other alternative and, by a small 
margin, would also support the greatest overall increase in employment.  In addition, while the greatest 
increase in employment would be in jobs that require more education and training than those lost, there 
would also be a net increase in jobs with similar training requirements to those lost.  Thus, this alternative 
would best support the existing jobs-workforce match.  Overall, wages of new jobs would be somewhat 
higher than those lost. However, this alternative would also result in the displacement of much of the food 
industry in the Plan Area. 

Alternative 3 would be the most transformative of the three, in terms of both jobs and employment.  A 
huge portion of the industrial jobs in the Plan Area would be lost, in favor of low-skill/low-pay retail jobs 
and high-skill/high-pay office and R&D jobs.  In addition, by placing residential and office uses adjacent 
to the remaining industrial areas, many industrial uses would be expected to lose their viability, 
potentially exacerbating job loss.  The increase in jobs under this alternative is comparable to that of 
Alternative 2 and significantly greater than that of Alternative 1.  However, the existing workforce of the 
Plan Area would be poorly matched to these new jobs, which would require much higher education levels 
on average.  Nonetheless, it is under this alternative that many of the non-employment related goals for 
the Plan Area, such as an increase in goods-access, neighborhood amenities, and waterfront housing are 
likely to be most feasible. 

Characteristics of the Plan Area Workforce 
A large share of the Plan Area workforce is composed of residents of Oakland and nearby cities.  As 
shown in Tables 6.1, in 2006, more than a quarter of workers in the Plan Area were Oakland Residents; as 
shown in Table 6.2 more than half were residents of Alameda County.   
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Table 6.1: Share of Workers Living in Oakland, 2006 

  
Workers Living 

in Oakland All Workers Share 

Plan Area 1,118 4,143 27.0% 
Oakland 39,106 150,689 26.0% 

Source: LEHD 2006, Strategic Economics 2009 

 
Table 6.2: Where Plan Area Workers Live (Counties), 2006 

  # Share 

Alameda 2,239 54.0% 
Contra Costa 558 13.5% 
Sacramento 210 5.1% 
San Francisco 172 4.2% 
Santa Clara 138 3.3% 
Solano 132 3.2% 
San Joaquin 130 3.1% 
San Mateo 125 3.0% 
San Diego 57 1.4% 
Sonoma 49 1.2% 
All Other Locations 333 8.0% 

Source: LEHD 2006, Strategic Economics 2009 

There is a relatively close match between the educational demands of the occupations in the Plan Area 
and the educational achievement of residents.  As shown in Table 6.3, only 22% of Plan Area residents 
had a Bachelor’s Degree in 2008.  This is similar to the requirements of jobs in the Plan Area, of which 
only 18% required a Bachelor’s Degree or more of potential employees (Figure 6.1). 

Table 6.3: Educational Attainment of Population Age 25+, 2008 

  
West 

Central-
West 

Central-
East 

Planning 
Area 

Oakland 

  # % # % # % # % # % 

No HS Diploma 208 30% 262 44% 282 56% 752 42% 72,157 27% 
HS Diploma 98 14% 76 13% 56 11% 230 13% 48,132 18% 
Some College 176 25% 152 25% 82 16% 410 23% 68,687 25% 
Bachelors Degree  104 15% 63 10% 71 14% 238 13% 47,446 18% 
Advanced Degree 107 15% 49 8% 11 2% 167 9% 33,503 12% 
Total Pop. Age 25+ 693 100% 602 100% 502 100% 1,797 100% 269,925 100% 

Source: Claritas; Strategic Economics, 2009 
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Figure 6.1: Share of Plan Area Employment by Level of Training Required, 2007 

 

Source: NETS, Center for Community Innovation 2009, Strategic Economics 2009  
Thus, while these data demonstrate that most Plan Area residents work outside of the area, and that the 
workforce of Plan Area jobs includes residents of areas throughout the region, there is nevertheless a 
strong local jobs-workforce match.  To the extent that these jobs are replaced with ones that require a 
different skill set or level of educational attainment, there are likely to be fewer employment opportunities 
for existing residents.     

Impact of Alternatives on Employment 
In assessing the impact of each alternative on jobs, several factors were considered.  First, the displaced 
jobs resulting from changes to existing uses were evaluated in terms of educational/training requirements 
and wages.16  Next, the quantity and character of new jobs were estimated based on the changes in land 
use projected by each alternative.17 There are several important caveats to consider when assessing these 
data: 

 The number of new jobs projected for each alternative is based on the assumption that employers 
will fully occupy the space allocated for each use.  To the extent that there are commercial or 
industrial vacancies in the new buildings, the total number of new jobs may be substantially lower 
than projected here.   

 Projections are based on the assumption that any new development will occur at a higher intensity 
than what currently exists.  If new development is similar to what exists or does not have a higher 
employment density, the new jobs created may also be lower than those projected here. 

                                                        
16 This assessment was performed by examining the number of jobs and industries that occupy the parcels selected 
for redevelopment, then applying data from the 2006 California Staffing Patterns database (published by the CA 
Employment Development Department) to determine educational requirements and average wages of these jobs.   

17 The number of new employees per parcel was determined using the data provided by ARUP.  Within each land 
use, jobs were allocated across a variety of sectors that reflected either (a) industries already strong in the area (like 
food processing) (b) industries that do well in Oakland offices (like engineering consulting) or (c) businesses that 
serve locals (like grocery stores). 
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 While this analysis focuses on gross indicators like total jobs and the training required to access 
jobs, it is important to bear in mind the qualitative factors behind these numbers.  It is not 
necessarily true that a worker whose firm is displaced will be able to obtain work with a new firm 
merely because it requires similar training and is located nearby.  Instead, the impact of lost jobs 
may be long-lasting and should be taken as an important consequence of the alternatives, 
independent of whatever new jobs may also be added. 

 It is obvious but of no small importance to note that merely building new office, retail, or 
industrial space will not create new office, retail, or industrial jobs.  Instead, even if these 
commercial and industrial developments are successful, a large percentage of firms will be 
relocating from elsewhere in the city or region.  Conversely, however, it is often true that the 
firms displaced will be forced to close altogether; those that do not will likely relocate outside of 
the City of Oakland or the region as a whole.  Consequently, if one looks at the changes in jobs in 
the city that result from these alternatives (rather than just at the Plan Area), the net growth in 
jobs will likely be much less than is projected here. 

 

Alternative 1 
In Alternative 1, existing employment uses would be preserved in the West Subarea, while the on-going 
replacement of small-scale employment uses with residential is permitted to advance in the Central-East 
Subarea.  As Table 6.4 shows, this results in a net loss of 50 jobs between these two subareas.   Far more 
pronounced changes are planned for the other two subareas.  In the Central-East Subarea, the Owens-
Brockway facility would be redeveloped to an industrial business park while the Warehouse Triangle is 
set aside for development of a predominantly residential character.  This change causes the loss of 507 
jobs, offset by a gain of 570, chiefly in the business park.  In the East Subarea, the existing industrial land 
uses would be converted to regional serving retail in the area north of Tidewater and to residential 
development south of Tidewater.  This would result in the loss of 531 jobs, offset by a gain of 879 retail 
jobs.  In sum, Alternative 1 would entail an estimated loss of 1,088 jobs, and a gain of 1,449 jobs, for a 
net gain of 361. 

Table 6.4: Employment Change by Subarea, Alternative 1 

 West 
Central-

West 
Central-East East Total 

Jobs Lost 0 50 507 531 1,088 

Jobs Added 0 0 570 879 1,449 

Net Change in 
Total Jobs 

0 -50 63 348 361 

Sources: Center for Community Innovation 2009, Strategic Economics 2009 
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Table 6.5, below, illustrates the educational requirements of the new and old jobs, broken down by 
subarea.  In both the Central-East and East Subareas, the vast majority of jobs displaced would be those 
that are accessible to workers who lack a post-secondary education.  In 84 percent of jobs displaced in the 
Central East Subarea, only on-the-job training is necessary for training potential employees; this is true of 
77 percent of jobs displaced in the East Subarea.   

Table 6.6 illustrates that, despite their low training requirements, the displaced jobs in both the Central-
East and East Subareas offer a wide range of wages.  While few of these jobs would be especially high-
wage, 33 percent of displaced jobs in the Central East Subarea and 28 percent of displaced jobs in the 
East Subarea offer at least $25 per hour.  In contrast, only 21 percent of displaced jobs in each of these 
subareas offer wages below the 2008 Oakland Living Wage of $12.45.  In general, then, the displaced 
jobs would be ones that offer lower-middle class incomes, but with very few barriers to access in the form 
of education or training. 

In terms of training, the new jobs created would be similar to those displaced.  In each of these subareas, 
roughly 85 percent of new jobs would require only on-the-job training (Table 6.5).   There is a bit of a 
disparity, however, between the two eastern subareas, with the plurality of the new jobs in the Central-
East Subarea’s industrial business park requiring moderate-to-long- term training, while the vast majority 
of the new retail jobs in the East Subarea would require only short-term training. 

In terms of wages, the new jobs created in the Central-East Subarea would be comparable to those that 
would be displaced, though there is a significant gain in the number of jobs offering $17.50-$25.00 per 
hour (Table 6.6).  In the East Subarea, however, the new jobs would be much lower-wage than those that 
would be displaced: while 21 percent of the industrial jobs that would be lost are below the Oakland 
Living Wage, 70 percent of the new jobs pay less than $12.45 per hour. 
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Health-Related 

Element West Central-West  Central-East East 

Sustainable and 
Safe 
Transportation 

(Vehicle 
ownership, mode 
share, proximity 
to transit, 
pedestrian and 
bicycle networks, 
traffic-related 
collisions) 

The new residential and retail uses and the substantial increase in densities in the Planning Area under this Alternative are likely to 
necessitate significant improvements in transportation and street infrastructure.  These improvements as well as the gradual phasing out 
of industrial uses under this Alternative are likely to do the most (in contrast to the other Alternatives) to improve ped/bike and transit 
conditions and to decrease the overall proportion of auto trips in the area. With this level of density, there will be the greatest number of 
new cars in the subarea; however, there is also the greatest amount of funding available via DIFs that can be used for transportation and 
streetscape improvements.  

There are varied levels of proximity to transit throughout the area, but in the West and East, where proximity is worst, the increased 
population density and demand may lead to a need to increase in service provision that compensates for poor proximity.   Additionally, 
the phasing out of industrial uses in the area will remove many of the pedestrian and bike hazards that currently exist in the Planning 
Area.  Some potential conflicts still remain, particularly around retail and incubator spaces in the Central East and East subareas, but 
these could be mitigated through traffic calming and TDM strategies.  Increased density, however, even with no industrial uses, will 
increase collision frequency without countermeasures.   

Access to Goods 
and Services  

(Schools, child 
care, parks, 
libraries, grocery 
stores, banks/ 
credits unions) 

Current proximity to goods and services is most limited in both the West subarea, and somewhat better in the Central East subarea, and 
best in the Central West subarea.  While the Alternative indicates the placement of additional households in areas that currently have 
reasonable to limited access to goods and services, this Alternative may do the most to improve baseline access for existing and new 
residents.   

First, moderate increases in retail are anticipated in the East Subarea, which (depending on the types of service provided) will help 
support all residents of the Plan Area.   

More importantly, however, while provision of goods and services may not increase within the Plan Area substantially, the substantial 
increase in densities in the Plan Area under this Alternative are likely to necessitate significant improvements in transportation and street 
infrastructure that will enhance access to goods and services both within the Plan Area and to areas north of the Plan Area.  

These improvements as well as the gradual phasing out of industrial uses under this Alternative are likely to do the most (in contrast to 
the other Alternatives) to improve ped/bike and transit conditions that support safer access to daily needs. With this level of density, 
there is the greatest amount of funding available via DIFs that can be used for transportation and streetscape improvements. Finally, with 
such a large increase in population, it is likely that neighborhood serving retail may be more likely to locate into the area.    
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Health-Related 

Element West Central-West  Central-East East 

Adequate and 
Healthy 
Housing 

(Density, cost 
burden, 
overcrowding, 
tenure) 

The additional supply of housing in throughout the Plan Area under this Alternative will increase current densities significantly.  
However, new development (particularly if it is ownership housing) is likely to induce some increases in the value of adjacent housing 
units, a vast majority of which is renter-occupied in both the West and Central West subareas.  Notably, the Central West subarea has the 
greatest number of existing residents throughout the Plan Area.   

The new housing stock will do little to alleviate existing overcrowding and may negatively impact housing cost burden in the West and 
Central West subareas.  Households in these subareas are currently the most cost-burdened when compared to other subareas.  As a 
result, there is some potential for rent increases and displacement risk among existing residents.  It is also unclear whether new housing 
will contribute to below market needs of wider Oakland community. 

Importantly, available parcel sizes and the level of allowable density throughout the Plan Area may allow for a significant expansion 
including affordable housing, particularly in the Central East subarea. Requiring the development of affordable housing, especially with 
diverse unit-size mix may help alleviate both overcrowding and housing cost burden. 

Jobs and 
Livelihood 

(Income 
diversity, self-
sufficiency) 

This Alternative eliminates the greatest number of industrial jobs paying wages at or above self-sufficiency.  Office uses in the East 
subarea will likely provide jobs that pay self-sufficiency wages; however, it is unknown whether these displaced industrial workers 
would be suited for these new jobs.  Retail uses in the Central East subarea will provide some additional jobs, though retail jobs often 
provide wages below levels necessary for self-sufficiency.   

Given, the significant amount of new housing proposed throughout the Plan area, it is likely that resident income levels may diversify, 
though skew more towards moderate-higher levels.   

Social Cohesion 

(Violent and 
property crime) 

Currently, the Planning Area as a whole has high violent crime and property crime rates.  The extent to which crime decreases relates to 
how development under this Alternative is structured, and the types of mitigations that will be applied throughout the Planning Area.  
Known risk factors for crime in the Planning Area include poor pedestrian and bicycle environments, freeway on and off-ramps, high 
volume roadways and noise levels, and a relatively low population density.   
 
This Alternative goes the farthest to reduce risk factors for crime, including by increasing densities significantly and likely bringing the 
types of streetscape improvements that bring more people onto the streets.  Finally, the phasing out of industrial uses in the West and 
East subareas (in comparison to Alternatives 1 and 2) helps eliminate some of the uses that are often associated with higher crime areas 
because streets are deserted at night.  




