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chapter V

alternatives

INTRODUCTION

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires an evaluation of the comparative effects of a range of reasonable alternatives to the project that would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project and reduce or eliminate one or more significant effects of the project (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6).  The range of alternatives is governed by the “rule of reason” that requires the EIR to set forth only those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)).  Evaluation of a No Project Alternative and identification of an environmentally superior alternative are required.  The significant effects of the alternatives may be discussed in less detail than the significant effects of the project (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(d)).

This section addresses four alternatives to the proposed projects:  (1) a No Project Alternative; (2) a Preservation Alternative; (3) a Mitigated Preservation Alternative; and (4) a Reduced Residential Density Alternative.  The components of these alternatives are described below, followed by a discussion of their impacts and how they would differ from those of the proposed project.  

This section evaluates alternatives that avoid one or more significant impacts generated by the proposed project.  The Preservation Alternative and the Mitigated Preservation Alternative would not have a significant unavoidable impact related to demolition of the United Grocers Company Warehouse.  The significant unavoidable effects related to traffic would also be lessened with these two alternatives, though they would not be avoided.  Unlike the Preservation Alternative, the Mitigated Preservation Alternative also avoids a significant parking demand impact and is therefore the environmentally superior alternative.  

The No Project alternative is an alternative that would avoid the significant historic resource, traffic, and parking effects of the proposed project, as the site would remain vacant and unchanged.  Any occupancy on the project site regardless of the type and intensity of use would add to traffic delays at the intersection of 5th and Jackson Streets resulting in LOS F.  Existing conditions at the intersection are already operating at low levels of LOS E.  In addition, with exception to the Mitigated Preservation Alternative, any occupancy would create a significant unavoidable impact related to parking as on-site parking would not be provided to accommodate any new parking demand.  

alternatives considered bUT rejected as infeasible

Grocery Retail use

None of the alternatives examined consider a grocery retail use within the existing warehouse because this scenario would not meet project objectives for developing residential units to help meet housing demand in Oakland. Moreover, a grocery retail use creates a demand for convenient parking that is higher than that for most other commercial uses.  For a grocery retail space of 30,000 square feet, the peak weekday parking demand would be approximately 86 spaces (ITE, Parking Generation Manual).  This parking demand would be somewhat higher during the weekend. As the existing warehouse is built out to all property lines, no on-site parking could be provided on site.  No vacant site in the area is available for parking, as the project site is located in a built-out urban area.  A proposal for development is being considered for the only remaining vacant site (300 Harrison Street).  Long-term availability of the space under Interstate 880 cannot be ensured for parking to serve the grocery retail use due to Caltrans’ auction process to lease these areas for a limited duration of time.  Even if parking could be provided off-site, its inconvenience would likely be too great to attract potential patrons; making the space undesirable for a grocery store of this size (about 30,000 square feet).  The potential for providing valet parking for this type of use is not feasible given the average high turnover of parking spaces, the cost versus the return on food sales, and the fact that it would not likely meet the project sponsor’s objective to develop a project that would cover costs and provide a reasonable return on investment.

Reduced Density

None of the alternatives consider a reduced density with four floors of new construction (wood-frame) over a one-story concrete garage podium located on the ground floor and with residential space provided along the street frontages.  Although this scenario could consist of about 70 residential units including 10 units on the ground floor along 4th and Alice Streets, and parking on the remaining ground floor space, it would not be feasible to construct under the Unified Building Code (UBC).  The UBC does not allow the construction of four floors of wood-frame construction above a concrete podium structure that contains residential space.

off-site

None of the alternatives consider relocating the United Grocers Company Warehouse to an alternative site.  As the warehouse is a contributor building to the Waterfront Warehouse District, an alternative site would need to be acquired within the District by the City of Oakland or the project sponsor to maintain its contributor status.  There is currently only one remaining vacant site within the District boundaries, at 300 Harrison Street.  Aside from a separate project currently being proposed on that site, the configuration of the site would not accommodate the warehouse (about 150 feet by 200 feet).  Although Policy 3.4 of the Historic Preservation Element provides the City a means to consider preservation of the United Grocers Company Warehouse on its current site through eminent domain procedures, the policy is intended to be applied “only to the most important properties (e.g. existing or eligible Class 1 landmarks).”  The United Grocers Company Warehouse is not considered a Class 1 landmark; rather, it is designated Dc1+ by the Oakland Cultural Heritage Survey.

In addition, none of the alternatives consider building the proposed project in an alternate location and leaving the United Grocers Company Warehouse on its current site.  The project sponsor does not have control over any other site in the area, and such a scenario would not meet project objectives to develop residential units within the downtown and Jack London District areas or provide a development that creates habitable space for an active pedestrian environment within the Waterfront Warehouse District.  This scenario would also be financially unfeasible, as the project sponsor would need to purchase a second piece of property and leaving the primary site undeveloped.  The current site is adequately serviced by available infrastructure, is consistent with the General Plan and zoning regulations, and addresses the City’s initiatives for increasing housing in the downtown and Jack London District areas.

A.  alternative 1: NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE

description

Under the No Project alternative, demolition of the existing 30,000 square-foot, vacant structure, the United Grocers Company Warehouse would not occur. The warehouse would be retained and would remain vacant
 (refer to Figure V-2).  Although continued use as a grocer warehouse or similar type use would be permitted in the General Plan and zoning regulations, recent development trends in the area indicate that residential and commercial related uses are more likely to be proposed for the project site.  Adaptive reuse of the warehouse building with these various uses are addressed in the Preservation Alternative and Mitigated Preservation Alternative.   

Impacts

Under this alternative, historic resource and traffic impacts associated with the project would not occur, and site conditions would remain essentially as discussed in the setting sections of Chapter IV.  The United Grocers Company Warehouse is rated Dc1+ by the Oakland Cultural Heritage Survey.  With this rating, the building is a Potential Designated Historic Property and a contributing resource to an Area of Primary Importance (API), the Waterfront Warehouse District.  The building is included on the City’s Local Register of Historical Resources, as per Historic Preservation Policies 2.1 and 3.8.  In addition, the Waterfront Warehouse District was recently listed on the National Register of Historic Places in 2000.  The a.m. and p.m. peak-hour traffic levels of service would remain at LOS E or better at intersections of 5th and Jackson Streets and at the p.m. peak-hour at 6th and Jackson Streets.

This alternative would not appear to meet applicable Oakland plans and policies.  This alternative, unlike the project, would not provide additional residential units near the downtown or habitable space on the ground floor of the Waterfront Warehouse District as required by the Estuary Policy Plan.  The building would remain vacant, and no improvements or modifications would be made to the existing warehouse regarding the provision of transparent windows or other openings along public streets.  Currently, there are four windows and three roll-up doors along 4th Street, and a few openings along Alice Street.

Given the location of the project site in an area that has seen substantial and recent construction of live-work and residential units in both new and renovated buildings, a project similar to the proposed project might be proposed for the site if the proposed project is not constructed. If such a project were proposed, its impacts could be expected to be similar to those of the proposed project.  Demolition of the United Grocers Company Warehouse and new construction would likely be proposed given the current building trends in the area.  Beyond the historic resource impacts, other impacts may differ in degree generally according to the use and density of the subsequent project, the amount of parking that would be provided, and the proposed design.

B. ALTERNATIVE 2: PRESERVATION alternative

description

Under this Alternative, the United Grocers Company Warehouse would be preserved and adaptively reused for either office or residential use. Consistent with the Secretary of Interior Standards for Alterations to Existing Facilities, if possible. The structure would need to be made habitable by the provision of adequate electricity, plumbing (water and sewer), and ventilation, as required by the Uniform Building Code.  Further structural assessment and any necessary improvements including seismic retrofit and ADA compliance work would be required prior to issuance of building permits. As office use, this alternative would contain approximately 22,000 square feet of space. If reused for residential and designed similarly to the ground floor of the proposed project, this alternative could provide about 20 residential units.  The existing interior configuration of the warehouse space and the eastern portion of the building would not be conducive to residential use since openings would be limited or not allowed.  Under the Uniform Building Code, openings are not permitted on a façade located on an interior property line.  Thus, a center courtyard space could be created to allow for desired light to the spaces within the warehouse. Either office or residential use could take design advantage of the high ceiling within the interior space with its exposed trusses.  Regardless of the use, parking would not be provided on site as the building is built to the property lines.  Parking would not be required for the newly occupied space as per Zoning Code Section 17.116.020(a).

The basic stucco facades would be retained and previously blocked openings would be reopened along 4th Street.  The building elevations could be modified to include transparent openings along Alice Street where few openings now exist.  The existing openings for the roll-up doors along 4th Street could be modified to become transparent that would complement the existing windows (refer to Figure V-3).  

Impacts

This alternative, like the No Project Alternative would avoid demolition of the United Grocers Company Warehouse, although historic resource impacts could still be significant if the proposed alterations are found not to be consistent with the Secretary’s Standards.  However, this alternative would not likely result in significant impacts related to the cumulative effect on the integrity of the historic district, unlike the project. Historic resource and shade impacts associated with the alternative would be less or would not occur because the building would be retained although altered.  Unlike the project, this alternative would not appear to meet the General Plan policies or initiatives to encourage housing in the downtown or Jack London District.  However, similar to the project, this alternative would provide habitable space on the ground floor along the front property line as required by the Estuary Policy Plan and Zoning Ordinance.  For residential use, the existing structure would not be required to provide open space as per the zoning regulations. 

As would be the case for the proposed project, both residential and office use in this alternative would result in significant impacts related to parking, but because no on‑site parking would exist to meet parking demand generated by the residential or office use, the impact would be significant and unavoidable (i.e., no mitigation measure is available as it would be for the project).  With more office square footage than the proposed project, this alternative would result in greater impacts associated with parking.  With the residential scenario, although this alternative would contain substantially fewer units than the proposed project, there would still be impacts related to parking for the same reasons; no parking would be provided on site.  

For a residential scenario, impacts related to vehicle trips would be less than the proposed project with a less intensive residential development (74 fewer residential units than the proposed project), but the near‑term (2005) a.m. peak-hour level of service at the 5th/Jackson Streets intersection would degrade from LOS E to F with a residential scenario, which would be a significant impact (same as with the project).  On the other hand, for an office scenario, while total peak-hour vehicle trips would be about 45 to 55 percent less than with the project, the directional split of those trips would be different than for the project (e.g., more morning trips inbound to the project area than for the project), and the degradation of a.m. peak-hour level of service (from LOS E to F) at 5th/Jackson would be greater than with the project because vehicle delay would be higher than with the proposed project. 
C. alternative 3: mitigated preservation alternative

description

Under this alternative, the exterior building shell of the United Grocers Company Warehouse would be retained and two or three floors would be constructed above the warehouse, consistent with the Secretary of Interior Standards for Alterations to Existing Facilities, if possible.  This alternative would include about 8,000 square feet of retail space along with parking spaces on the ground floor level within the rehabilitated warehouse.  The newly constructed upper floors would accommodate about 30 residential units (64 fewer units than the proposed project) for a total of about 73,000 gross square feet.  About 60 parking spaces would be provided: 42 spaces for the residential units, which would result in a parking ratio or 1.4:1; and 18 spaces for the retail use.   Parking would be accessed from the existing openings on 5th Street.  The upper floors of the new construction would be recessed from the 4th Street property line about eight feet and configured similarly to that of the proposed project, in a “u”-shaped design around a central courtyard above the existing warehouse.  The addition of the upper floors would result in a height of about 36 feet along 5th Street and about 46 feet along 4th Street (see Figure V-4).  The design of the addition would have the appearance of a solid structure with punched openings and industrial sash windows in a rhythm consistent with other buildings in the District.  

Similar to the Preservation Alternative, the existing warehouse would need to be made habitable as per the Uniform Building Code.  Structural assessment and improvements to the warehouse and its foundation would more than likely be required, as the additional floors would add loads on the warehouse structure and its foundation. 

impacts

This alternative, like the No Project and Preservation alternatives, would avoid demolition of the United Grocers Company Warehouse.  Historic resource impacts would be reduced as the building would be reused with new construction built above, although historic resource impacts could still be significant if the proposed alterations are found not consistent with the Secretary’s Standards.  Similar to the project, this alternative would appear to meet the General Plan policies and City initiatives for encouraging housing in the downtown and Jack London District areas, although this alternative is providing fewer units.  This alternative would result in less than significant impacts related to the cumulative effect on the historic district due to a less intense development, unlike the project. 

Similar to the proposed project, both the residential and retail uses would create habitable space along the ground floor and would be consistent with the General Plan.  This alternative would result in less visual change and would create less shadow in the District than would the proposed project, as the building’s mass and height would be three and four floors, compared with eight floors of the proposed project.  

Unlike the proposed project, this alternative would not result in parking impacts, as demand would be met by on-site parking provided within the warehouse building. Impacts related to vehicle trips would be less than the proposed project because peak-hour vehicle trips would be about 60 to 65 percent less than with the project.  However, the near‑term (2005) a.m. peak-hour level of service at the 5th/Jackson Streets intersection would degrade from LOS E to F, which would be a significant impact (same as with the project).  

As this alternative would not demolish the United Grocers Company Warehouse and new construction would not adversely affect the character of the District, it would avoid significant unavoidable impacts related to historic resources.  Thus, this alternative would be environmentally superior.

 D.  alternative 4:  Reduced Density alternative

description

This alternative would have a lower residential density than the proposed project.  It would consist of new construction with four floors of wood-frame construction over a one-story concrete garage podium located on the ground floor. This alternative would be approximately 53 feet in height, compared to approximately 85 feet, 4 inches with the proposed project.  This alternative would consist of 60 residential units on the proposed site, rather than the proposed project of 94 units.  This variant would include 80 parking spaces located within the ground floor parking garage, resulting in a parking ratio of 1.33:1 (refer to Figure V-5).  

Impacts

Under this alternative, impacts associated with historic resources (demolition of the building and the cumulative effect on the integrity of the district would be similar to those of the proposed project.  The United Grocers Company Warehouse would be demolished, as with the proposed project.  As identified under the proposed project, demolition of this structure, in and of itself, would be a significant unavoidable impact, and the impact of demolition on the Waterfront Warehouse District would be less than significant. 

This alternative would have 34 (36 percent) fewer units than the proposed project, and due to the reduced number of units, it would have lower parking demand than the project.  This alternative would provide adequate parking spaces within the entire ground floor garage podium to fully accommodate parking demand (providing 80 parking spaces on‑site at a parking ratio of 1.33:1) unlike the project.  However, this alternative would result in less than significant effects, similar to the project with implementation of the identified mitigation measure. Like the proposed project, the residential use for this alternative would be consistent with applicable land use policies and plans. This alternative, however, would not not appear to meet a suggestion in the text of Policy JL-6 of the Estuary Policy Plan to use industrial materials to reinforce the character of the Waterfront Warehouse District, as this alternative would be constructed with a wood-frame over a concrete parking garage podium.  This type of construction does not permit the use of large spans of multi-paned industrial windows, which is suggested in the text of Policy JL-6.  This alternative would also not provide habitable space on the ground floor within the District as per the Estuary Policy Plan. Like the project, this alternative would require demolition of the existing structure, and construction activities would generate short-term emissions of criteria pollutants; although, effects would be less than significant with mitigation.  Operational project-specific air quality impacts, including emissions of criteria air pollutants, effects on local carbon monoxide concentrations, and effects related to the parking garage (which is assumed to have mechanical ventilation as with the proposed project), would be somewhat less intensive than those of the project because of the fewer number of units and corresponding decrease in vehicle trips.  These impacts would be less than significant, as with the project.  Like the proposed project, this alternative would contribute incrementally to cumulative regional air quality effects, although, the contribution would be incrementally smaller than that of the proposed project and, as with the project, would not be significant. 

Construction impacts would be similar to those of the proposed project and would be less-than-significant with mitigation, because construction would occur over a comparable length of time.  Operational effects would be incrementally less substantial than those with the project due to the reduced number of units, and would be less than significant, as with the project.  Under this alternative, the height of the proposed structure would be lessened by 3 stories, compared to 8 stories with the proposed project.  The building under this alternative would therefore be more comparable in height to buildings within the Waterfront Warehouse District.  The building would be slightly shorter than 4th Street Lofts at 4th and Alice Streets and considerably shorter than the former Safeway headquarters building at 4th and Jackson Streets.  Thus, this alternative would be less prominent than the proposed project and cast less shadow than would the project. 

Figure V-1: Proposed project alternative

figure V-2: No project alternative

figure IV-3 preservation alternative

figure V-4: reduced density alternative

figure V-5: Mitigated preservation alternative

TABLE V-1 

SUMMARY OF KEY IMPACTS: PROPOSED PROJECT AND ALTERNATIVES

	
	Proposed
	Alternative 1
	Alternative 2
	Alternative 3b
	Alternative 4

	Impacta
	Project
	No Project
	Preservation
	Mitigated Preservation
	Reduced Density

	
	94 units and 9,800 s.f. Office

 123 parking sp.

85’4’’ tall
	Vacant

Building

0 parking sp.

20’ tall
	20 units or 

22,000 s.f. Office

0 parking sp.

20’ tall
	30 units and 

8,000 s.f. Retail

60 parking sp.

36’ to 46’ tall
	60 units

80 parking sp.

50’ tall


	


	A.  Land Use
	

	None identified.
	

	B.  Transportation, Circulation, and Parking
	

	B.1: Traffic at local intersections
	SUc
	N
	SUc
	SUc
	SUc
	

	B.2: Traffic on regional roadways
	LS
	N
	LS
	LS
	LS
	

	B.3:  Parking Demand 
	LS
	N
	SU
	LS
	LS
	

	B.4:  Cumulative Parking Demand
	LS
	N
	SU
	LS
	LS
	

	B.5:  Configuration of Existing On-Street Parking
	LS
	N
	LS
	LS
	LS
	

	B.6:  Transit Ridership
	LS
	N
	LS
	LS
	LS
	

	B.7:  Traffic Conflicts
	LS
	N
	LS
	LS
	LS
	

	B.8:  Creating Driveways for On-Site Access
	LS
	N
	N
	LS
	LS
	

	B.9:  Project Construction Impacts
	LS
	N
	LS
	LS
	LS
	

	B.10:  Cumulative Traffic at Local Intersections
	SUc
	N
	SUc
	SUc
	SUc
	

	C.  Air Quality
	

	C.1: Construction activity/short-term emissions
	LS
	N
	LS
	LS
	LS
	

	C.2: Project-related criteria pollutant emissions 
	LS
	N
	LS
	LS
	LS
	

	C.3:  Project traffic impact on local carbon monoxide concentrations
	LS
	N
	LS
	LS
	LS
	

	C.4: Project vehicles impact on carbon monoxide concentrations within garage
	LS
	N
	N
	LS
	LS
	

	C.5:  Cumulative impacts on air quality
	LS
	N
	LS
	LS
	LS
	

	D.  Noise
	

	D.1:  Construction activities/temporarily noise levels
	LS
	N
	LS
	LS
	LS
	

	D.2:  Project-generated noise
	LS
	N
	LS
	LS
	LS
	

	D.3:  Introduction of residential land uses
	LS
	N
	LS
	LS
	LS
	

	D.4:  Long-term traffic and cumulatively noise levels
	LS
	N
	LS
	LS
	LS
	

	E.  Historic Resources
	

	E.1:  Demolish warehouse building
	SU
	N
	N
	N
	SU
	

	E.2:  Demolish warehouse contributor to the District
	LS
	N
	N
	N
	LS
	

	E.3:  New construction
	LS
	N
	N
	LS
	LS
	

	E.4:  Cumulative contribution to the District
	SU


	N
	N
	LS
	SU


	

	F.  Visual Quality, Shadow, and Light and Glare
	

	F.1:  Demolish an existing building
	LS
	N
	N
	N
	LS
	

	F.2:  New construction with greater mass and bulk
	LS
	N
	N
	LS
	LS
	

	F.3:  Additional shadow
	LS
	N
	N
	LS
	LS
	

	F.4:  Consistency with provisions of adequate light
	LS
	N
	LS
	LS
	LS
	

	F.5:  Light and glare
	LS
	N
	LS
	LS
	LS
	


� Although the site is currently being used on a temporary basis by a non-rent paying community non-profit agency, the warehouse is considered vacant for purposes of this EIR.
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