CITY OF OAKLAND
CITYWIDE ZONING UPDATE

Summary of the Community Meeting to Address Zoning Issues in the Oakland Hills
Wednesday, June 17, 2009

INTRODUCTION

As part of the Citywide Zoning Update, the Oakland Planning Department organized a
special community meeting to discuss zoning issues in the Oakland Hills. The meeting
took place on Wednesday, June 17, 2009 from 6:30 P.M. to 8:30 P.M. at Skyline
Community Church, 12540 Skyline Boulevard. The purpose was to review the objectives
and status of the Zoning Update, inform the community about zoning issues, solicit
feedback from the community on how to improve hillside development standards and
discuss options for regulating lot size and building size and design.

The meeting was publicized via direct e-mails to interested parties in the City’s database,
postings on the City’s website and neighborhood list-servs, and secondary e-mails sent by
neighborhood organizations and community members. Excluding City Planning staff,
there were approximately 130 attendees.

MEETING FORMAT

Once participants signed in, they were given a name tag, meeting agenda, and comment
card (Appendix A includes the meeting agenda and comment card). They were invited
to peruse reference materials such as the Open Space, Conservation and Recreation
Element and the Historic Preservation Element and to ask questions to planning staff
about the General Plan map or existing zoning.

Eric Angstadt, Deputy Director of Oakland’s Community and Economic Development
Agency (CEDA), opened the meeting with a welcome to all attendees and an introduction
of Council Member Jean Quan and her staff member, Richard Cowan.

The agenda was divided into three parts: Citywide Zoning Update Overview, Hillside
Zoning Framework and Lot Size Standards, and Hillside Development and Design
Standards. Each part included a staff presentation, followed by a Question and Answer
(Q&A) period where attendees voiced their concerns and/or asked questions. City staff
circulated the microphone during the Q&A period to ensure comments were heard.
Additional comments were provided on the comment cards (See Appendix A).

The first presentation was an overview of the City’s Zoning Update. Eric highlighted the
principles of zoning, the relationship between the General Plan and zoning, and the need
for a zoning update, and gave a short summary of the first round of community
workshops. He moved on to discuss what tools planning staff have integrated into the
updated zoning framework
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The second presentation provided an overview of the characteristics of hillside residential
areas, the directives planning staff are taking from the General Plan, and the history of
hill area development regulations. Staff discussed Oakland’s current hillside zoning
framework and the proposed hillside zoning framework. Two options were presented,
with the potential to combine either option with a slope-density requirement.

The third presentation highlighted existing development standards for hillside lots,
focusing on challenges and shortcomings. Alternatives to current regulations were
presented, including a shift toward floor area ratio and lot coverage requirements.

SUMMARY OF MEETING
PART ONE
Eric Angstadt welcomed the audience and explained the purpose of the meeting.

Councilmember Jean Quan welcomed participants. She noted the importance of zoning
to Hill area residents, particularly with respect to safety (evacuation, fire, hazards, etc.).
She noted that zoning also addressed quality of life issues such as second unit regulation,
narrow streets, and parking. Councilmember Quan also provided an update on
Oakland’s budget.

Jeff Franzen, a Ridgemont resident who had represented District 6 on the General Plan
Congress in 1995-1998, addressed the audience. He emphasized the importance of the
zoning update process to implement the General Plan, and cited the Leona Quarry
development as an example of what happens when the Plan is not followed. He urged the
audience to participate in this process and make sure the City’s development regulations
are consistent with the General Plan.

Eric Angstadt then did a 15-minute presentation providing an overview of the zoning
update process. After the presentation, the following questions and comments were
raised:

= Comment: Are all of the areas shown as open space on the General Plan Map zoned
as open space?

Staff replied that yes, most were, but the open space zone was intended to apply to
public property so there may be exceptions.

= Comment: The land below Ridgemont is shown on the General Plan Map as open
space, but it is zoned for development. How will this be reconciled? A developer is
proposing to build on it.

Staff noted that a General Plan Amendment would be required to develop this land,
even it was zoned for housing.
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= Comment: Can the City use zoning as a way to preserve open space on private
property also, for example, by prohibiting development on steep slopes or by using
slope as a factor when calculating development potential?

Staff replied: We are not proposing specific standards at this meeting, but the issue of
how much open space should be set aside on developable parcels may be addressed
through zoning.

= Comment: What does “enhance” mean on the map?

Staff noted: The General Plan included a map of areas to be “maintained and
enhanced.” Enhance means there may be things in the neighborhood that can be
improved, or new uses that the community desires. However, the basic form and
character of the area will not change.

= Comment: Why are the same areas that are light beige on the General Plan Map
shown as dark gold and orange on the zoning map? Does zoning allow more
intensity?

Staff explained that this was a graphics issue, and this was not an intentional
difference.

= Comment: Fire safety, road access, water pressure and inadequate water mains are a
severe constraint in the hills. How is this reflected in the new zoning?

Staff replied that tonight’s discussion would address this issue. The discussion
included two topics—density (lot size) and development standards (what you can
build on a lot after it’s created.)

= Comment: When does a piece of land become subject to open space zoning? The
land below Ridgemont was owned by the HOA, then the County, and then a
developer bought it.

Staff noted that Oakland cannot regulate land owned by the County, but if it was
privately owned it is subject to the general plan and zoning.

PART TWO

Alisa Shen, Planner 111, provided background data on the Oakland Hills, gave a history of
hillside development regulations, and highlighted issues related to lot size and
development density in hillside neighborhoods. She laid out two options for hillside
zoning: a status quo option which carried existing minimum lot sizes forward (R-1, R-10,
R-20, R-30), and a new option which consolidated R-10 and R-20 while rezoning some
of the R-10 areas to R-1. She also discussed potential slope density regulations.
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A question and discussion period followed the presentation.

Comment: What do you mean by bulk?
Staff provided a definition of bulk.

Comment: Whose values are you interested in “protecting” in this process?
Residents? Builders?

Staff (and a member of the Zoning Technical Advisory Group) noted that this process
was driven by the General Plan, which expresses the values of all Oaklanders.
Councilmember Quan also reminded the audience that if they were dissatisfied with
land use proposals, they could attend Planning Commission meetings and voice their
views.

Comment: | live on Panoramic Hill, where all the lots are 25 wide, so the discussion
about minimum lot sizes is irrelevant to us. What we need in our area is a merger
ordinance that requires assembly of multiple lots before building may take place. We
have no infrastructure and our roads are too narrow to support any more development
Panoramic Hill is dangerous because there is only one access road out. Berkeley has
already done a merger ordinance—Oakland needs to follow.

Staff concurred that Panoramic Hill was a unique case and required special
solutions. Staff also noted that lot mergers were addressed by the subdivision code,
which is not part of zoning. Staff agreed that a merger ordinance is needed and will
be considered in the future.

Comment: Don’t we have a policy in the city that prohibits development over a
certain percent slope?

Staff responded that such a policy had been proposed at one time, but had been
modified to simply say that slope should be a factor when land was subdivided. The
City cannot prohibit a property owner from building on a legal lot unless there is a
documented hazard such as a landslide. There is nothing in the General Plan that
specifically says that land over a certain steepness cannot be built on.

Comment: Regulating density based on slope is a good start, but the city needs more.
Oakland should prohibit “mountain-top removal,” otherwise slope becomes a non-
issue because you create a flat site. Mountain-top removal also takes away from the
character of neighborhoods. More grading regulations are needed to avoid what is
proposed at Oak Knoll. The City also should regulate density to reflect traffic.

Comment: | fail to see the benefit of combining R-10 and R-20. Why propose it?

Staff noted that they were simply testing what the impacts of such a merger would be
to see if it made sense. There are not many R-10 and R-20 lots in the hills; the City is
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looking at options to consolidate and have simpler zones. The intent is not to
increase development potential.

=  Comment: It seems like R-30 is used as a default zone in the hills, but it does not fit in
some places. Some R-30 areas should be R-1.

= Comment: We have parcels in this area that are seven acres, 13 acres, 5-10 acres.
Many of these parcels may have development proposals in the future. We need to
consider that there are only two ways in and out of this area—Keller and Redwood.
Don’t approve development until the road capacity exists to safely evacuate.

= Comment: There are specific environmental and infrastructure concerns that should
drive decisions about density in the hills, such as drainage, access, landslides, etc. If
you are going to rezone the hills, you need to first do an environmental constraints
study. Belmont has a very good slope — density ordinance—perhaps consult it. They
also have incentives for lot consolidation. If you have a very small lot, you can only
build a very small house, which is an incentive to merge.

= Comment: There is a gaping hole in the current hillside regulations—we have no lot
coverage standards, while lots less than 20% slope do. Need to correct that. Also,
need to include “Criteria 8” (neighborhood context) in the City’s design guidelines
for 1 and 2 family homes in the hill areas, rather than excluding the hills just because
the architecture is eclectic.

Staff noted that the Design Review manual is currently being worked on.

= Comment: In Shepherd Canyon, we are more concerned with what percent of the lots
are not built and what the ultimate development potential is. It seems like the issue in
the South Hills is subdivision, but where we are it’s development on vacant lots that
already exist. How many lots in the “orange area” (on the map) are vacant? How
many could be subdivided? Do you have this data?

Staff explained that the City is currently working on these statistical analyses.
=  Comment: In Crestmont, we would like the zoning to be consistent with out CC & Rs

— 50 when our homeowners want to subdivide below the minimum lot size in the
CC&Rs, we don’t have to fight the city’s zoning.

PART THREE

Ed Manasse and Laura Kaminski provided the third part of the presentation. They
highlighted the existing design regulations for hillside sites, focusing on setbacks, height
regulations, and wall length restrictions. Common problems associated with these
regulations were noted, and potential solutions (including Floor Area Ratio and lot
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coverage limits) were explored. The presentation was followed by the following
questions and discussion topics:

Comment: We really want FAR and lot coverage limits in Shepherd Canyon. We
would like to see height limits held as they are.

Comment: On Elverton and Thorndale, we have a lot of vacant developable lots—but
the factors used to regulate their development are not working. We need to
emphasize more livable neighborhoods, for example, do not allow developers to put
the creeks into pipes and do not allow residents to take over the mid-block paths
between the blocks. Why are they not protected and why can fences be put there?

Comment: We take issue with the City’s objective of solving the excessive variance
problem by changing the rules and allowing more. On Panoramic Hill, that would be
disastrous. You should not allow construction on 25’ lots. You must enforce the
setbacks in these areas instead of making it easier to build.

Staff concurred that Panoramic Hill was a unique case, and that the discussion of
variances did not really apply to that location. Staff noted that a Specific Plan was
needed for Panoramic Hill.

Comment: Whatever you do, do not allow the land below Ridgemont to be developed
like you did with Leona Quarry. That is a very visible site and a major gateway to
Oakland and it is ugly. It would be a tragedy if that happened elsewhere on the bay-
facing hillsides.

Comment: Any development plan must consider water rationing and the drought.
Also, why do we have this process at all if our Planning Commission is empowered to
trump the General Plan and zoning? We need adequate police and fire before we have
more development. Also, please enforce weed abatement rules.

Staff clarified the circumstances of the slopes below Ridgemont. Staff also clarified
the intent of addressing the variance issue, noting that the intent was not to make it
easier to subdivide and develop, but rather to allow for more architectural creativity
and variety.

Comment: I’m concerned that the open space designation seems to be so flexible. For
instance, at Knowland Park, a resource conservation area became a “special use”
area, and then the zoo undertook a massive expansion onto pristine land.

Comment: Will the City consider placing an absolute limit on the square footage of a
house? We do not want to see more enormous 10,000-19,000 SF houses, even if they
are on large lots. FAR doesn’t really help when you’ve got an 8 acre site.

Staff responded that it is not aware of any city in the Bay Area with a cap on house
size.
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Comment: A proposal was already made to allow development on the slopes below
Ridgemont, but the Council rejected it. On other topics, | like the proposal to use
FAR and lot coverage; | don’t think the City should allow much more development
until the drainage problem is solved; and | am very pleased that this is finally being
implemented.

Staff noted that part of the drainage problem deals with the amount of impervious
paving, which could be addressed through zoning.

Comment: Staff should keep in mind that the needs are very different in different
parts of the hills. What works in Panoramic Hill may not work in Hillcrest Estates.

Comment: When will the City determine what the actual lot coverage limits will be?
A 50% lot coverage limit is much too generous on a one-acre lot but is a good idea
for 10,000 square feet lots.. We need a sliding scale that considers lot size.

Comment: How do people get on the Planning Commission?

Staff responded that there is a period where requests and nominations are submitted.
Residency in Oakland is required. The City usually tries to have at least one
architect and one land use lawyer.

Comment: One way to address “giant” homes is to have a neighborhood consistency
requirement in the 1 and 2 unit design guidelines — hills are exempt, they should not
be. Like the other speakers, we also support lot coverage & FAR limits. It is not
unusual or onerous — it’s very common. Regarding variances, the City should use
them only when they are really needed; and be tough when they are requested.

Comment: It is hard to discuss lot size rules without knowing more about context.
“Open Space” is a political issue — people need to be vigilant and involved to
maintain open space. The zoo is doing a massive expansion with very little notice.

Comment: Most of this discussion has been about development standards. But what
about activities and facilities? What else is permitted in the hills besides housing?
What is the process to build a church or school if someone wanted to build one?

Staff responded that this process will include a discussion of what uses should be
permitted, conditionally permitted, prohibited. Uses like schools and churches are
usually conditionally permitted in residential areas.

WRAP UP/NEXT STEPS

Staff thanked the audience for attending and provided a summary of next steps in the
Zoning Update process. The project website was displayed. The next round of
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community meetings is scheduled for late 2009 to discuss draft zoning concepts and
mapping. Information about meeting schedules and other information about the zoning
update process is available online at the Zoning Update Website at
www.oaklandnet.com/zoningupdate. Members of the public are encouraged to send
questions and/or comments to Planning staff via email at zoningupdate@oaklandnet.com
or to call the Zoning Update Phone Message Line at (510)238-7299.

FOLLOW-UP

Community members were given the opportunity to submit their written comments to
planning staff at the end of the meeting or to send them to City staff via email at
zoningupdate@oaklandnet.com or regular mail by Monday, July 20, 2009 to:

Alisa Shen

Planning and Zoning Division

City of Oakland

250 Frank H. Ogawa Plaza, Suite 3315
Oakland, CA 94612.


http://www.oaklandnet.com/zoningupdate
mailto:zoningupdate@oaklandnet.com
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COMMENTS FROM COMMENT CARDS

There were a total of twenty (20) comment cards that were submitted to City staff immediately following
the meeting. A wide array of comments, ideas and concerns were expressed, some of which are briefly
highlighted below (See Appendix B).

* Request to keep developments like that at Kaufman and Broad away—not in character, too dense.

= Approval of Belmont slope ordinance.

= Limit development around Skyline to preserve this “jewel.”

= Ensure better road safety: Skyline is dangerous and further development won’t help.

= We like open area in lower Ridgemont.

= Modify height requirements so they are measured at the property line instead of pavement line.

= Provide better public transportation.

= Make Skyline 2 lanes at its South end.

= Consider allowances to make the hills area more sustainable: Solar, wells, transportation.

= Underground utilities.

= Adopt FAR and merger ordinance.

= Don’t exclude Hill neighborhoods from zoning restrictions.

= Do all you can to keep open space open.

= Limit or stop building on over 25% slope.

= A petition to change zoning should trigger a wide swath of (notification?).

= Graphics are helpful but colors are hard to read.

= Don’t merge R-10/R-20. Increase lot sizes wherever possible. The hills are being very overbuilt and
the character of the area is being negatively affected. Traffic is a problem and safety is an issue.
Overbuilding results in flooding.

= Environmental constraints must be considered first.

= Regulate slope density and don’t allow overbuilding on steep slopes.
= View preservation is important. How are views preserved?

= Thanks for this meeting, it’s been very helpful.

= Don’t bridge streams and rivers

= The Leona Quarry is a terrible development.

= Don’t develop the open space below Ridgemont. Guarantees were made that it would remain open,
and development would destabilize the hill.

= Don’t prioritize density over neighborhood character. Regulate color for blending?
= Address green building and sustainability measures.

= Panoramic Hill should be under one planning authority for the Berkeley and Oakland sections. It’s a
disaster waiting to happen as is.
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Citywide Zoning Update: Hillside Zoning Issues
éﬁ Community Meeting

G.ﬂ.KL.ﬂND CITYWIDE ZONING UPDATE
Skyline Community Church, 12540 Skyline Boulevard
Wednesday, June 17, 2009
6:30 — 8:30 pm

AGENDA

1. Agenda Overview 6:30 pm

1I. Citywide Zoning Update Overview 6:40 pm

* Questions and Answers (Q&A)

I11. Hillside Zoning Framework and Lot Size 7:05 pm

=  Questions and Answers (Q&A)

IV. Issues with Existing Zoning and Potential Options to Consider 7:45 pm

®* Questions and Answers (Q&A)

V. Next Steps

Additional information related to the citywide zoning update can be accessed online at:
www.oaklandnet.com/zoningupdate

You may also leave a question or comment to the zoning update message line (510) 238-7299 or send an email to
zoningupdate(@oaklandnet.com

City of Oakland - Community and Economic Development Agency - 250 Frank H. Ogawa Plaza, Oakland CA, 94612 A-1
Tel. 510.238.3941 - Fax 510.238.6538


http://www.oaklandnet.com/zoningupdate
mailto:zoningupdate@oaklandnet.com
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CITYWIDE ZONING UPDATE
$ COMMENT CARD
SHGiCo Special Community Meeting for Zoning Issues in the Oakland Hills

Wednesday, June 17, 2009
6:30 — 8:30 P.M.

How could the City improve its current hillside development standards: your thoughts?

(Optional - Contact Information) Name:

Email: Address:

Please use the back or additional sheets for further comments.
Please turn comment cards in at the end of the meeting or email by Monday, July 20, 2009 to:
Alisa Shen, Planning and Zoning Division, City of Oakland, 250 Frank H. Ogawa Plaza, Suite 3315, Oakland, CA 94612

Email: zoningupdate@oaklandnet.com

@ COMMENT CARD
crry for Special Community Meeting for Zoning Issues in the Oakland Hills
OAKLAND Wednesday, June 17, 2009

6:30 — 8:30 P.M.

How could the City improve its current hillside development standards: your thoughts?

(Optional - Contact Information) Name:

Email: Address:

Please use the back or additional sheets for further comments.
Please turn comment cards in at the end of the meeting or email by Monday, July 20, 2009 to:
Alisa Shen, Planning and Zoning Division, City of Oakland, 250 Frank H. Ogawa Plaza, Suite 3315, Oakland, CA 94612,

Email: zoningupdate@oaklandnet.com
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Name

Address:.
A Please use the back or additional sheets for further comments.

Please turn comment cards in at the end of the meeting or email by Monday, July 20, 2009 to:

Alisa Shen, Planning and Zoning Division, City of Oakland, 250 Frank H. Ogawa Plaza, Suite 3315, Oalland, CA 94612
Email: zomngupdate@oaklandnet com
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Please use the back or‘additional sheets for futther comments.
Please turn comment cards in at the end of the meeting or email by Monday, July 20, 2009 to: . .
Alisa Shen, Planning and Zoning Division, City of Oakland, 250 Frank H. Ogawa Plaza, Suite 3315} Oakland, M4&127 ?009
Email: zoningupdate@oaklandnet.com

City of Oakland
Planning & Zoning Division
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Please use the back or additional sheets'for further comments. ‘

Please turn comment cards in 4t the end of the meeting or email by Monday, July 20 2009 to:

Alisa Shen, Planning and Zoning Division, City of Oakland, 250 Frank H. Ogawa Plaza Suite 3315, Oakland, CA
Email: zomngupdate@oaklandnet com
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