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Location:
2893, 2901, and 2909 Glascock; 303 Derby Ave. (partial) ; (APN          025-0674-001-00; 025-0674-002-00; 025-0674-003-00)

Proposal:
Demolition of existing industrial and institutional structures and construction of 100 condominium residential dwellings

Owners:
John E.Weber and Charlene A. Weber Trust; and UC Board of Regents

Applicant:
Signature Properties, Inc.

Planning Permits Required:
Interim Conditional Use Permit for residential dwellings in the M-40 zoning, with Design Review, and a Tract Map.

General Plan:
RMU-Residential Mixed Use, Estuary Policy Plan

Zoning:
M-40, Heavy Industrial   (Best Fit per Guidelines for General Plan Conformity R-50, Medium Density Residential)

Environmental Determination:
To Be Determined; Potential Negative Declaration

Historic Status:
Potentially Designated Historic Property (PDHP); C3 rating - OCHS 

Service Delivery District:
IV

City Council District:
5

For further information: 
Contact case planner Scott Miller at 510 238-2235 or by e-mail at smiller@oaklandnet.com. 

SUMMARY

The purpose of this report is to provide a preliminary design review assessment of a project proposing the construction of 100-unit residential condominium units on Glascock Street near Derby Avenue.  The proposed development is located between 29th Avenue and Fruitvale Avenue directly adjacent to the Oakland Estuary.    The seven proposed 3- and 4-level buildings are predominantly residential in character but with an industrial flavor, with a stone or concrete building base, stucco and metal sided walls, metal  roofing, and large  multi-light windows with heavy mullions.  The project is laid out with townhouse-style 2-level units, stacked one on top of the other, each with a garage facing an internal driveway.  The project proposes 2 access points on Glascock, one directly in line with Peterson Street and one centered approximately 180 feet west of Derby Avenue, at the east end of the site.  

The project includes the demolition of several existing buildings that have a C3 rating from the Oakland Cultural Heritage Survey (OCHS).  The project site includes land and a building currently owned and occupied by the University of California (UC) Board of Regents, supporting the UC crew facility (2909 Glascock St.).  The project applicant will provide a parcel for the relocation of the UC crew facility at the east end of the block, at the corner of Glascock Street and Derby Avenue, where the existing brick Iconco buildings are located.  That new facility for UC crew is not included in this development plan, and will be addressed under separate review.  The resulting parcel to be set aside for the facility, however, is included in the Tentative Tract Map application currently in for review (TTM7401).  A portion of the existing building at 2909 Glascock St. may be worthy of relocation instead of demolition.  The issue of demolition will be addressed as this project is presented to the full Planning Commission.

AREA MAP HERE

Staff is generally supportive of the project although suggests that design revisions may be appropriate to provide a more industrial character and less residential appearance, given the historic industrial character and context of the surrounding area.  Although the surrounding area supports an eclectic mix of building styles and uses, it is predominantly industrial in form, massing, and architectural character.  

In addition, pursuant to the Historic Preservation Element, Policy 3.5, for any project involving complete demolition of Potentially Designated Historic Properties (PDHPs) requiring discretionary City permits, the City must make a finding that: 1) the design quality of the proposed project is at least equal to that of the original structure and is compatible with the character of the neighborhood; or 2) the public benefits of the proposed project outweigh the benefit of retaining the original structure(s); or 3) the existing design is undistinguished and does not warrant retention and the proposed design is compatible with the character of the neighborhood.  

Staff is interested in comments from the Design Review Committee and the public regarding the design of the proposed project that may provide direction to the applicant and staff in processing the Conditional Use and Design Review applications for the project. 

The project requires an Interim Conditional Use Permit for residential units in the M-40 zone, along with Design Review, and a Tract Map for the subdivision of  lots, as described in more detail below.

GENERAL PLAN ANALYSIS

The General Plan designation of the project site is RMU-Residential Mixed Use pursuant to the Estuary Policy Plan (EPP).  This EPP designation states its Intent is to “Enhance and strengthen the viability and attractiveness of the Kennedy Tract as a mixed-use residential neighborhood of low to medium-density housing within a fine-grained fabric of commercial and light industrial uses,” and states its Desired Character as “Future development in this area should be primarily residential, work/live, light industrial, neighborhood-serving retail, offices, public parks, and open spaces.”  The maximum intensity is 40 dwelling units per gross acre, which equates to 53.33 units per net acre.  The proposed 100 units on the 4.18 acre site is approximately 24 dwelling units to the acre.

 The current M-40 zoning potentially conflicts with the EPP land use designation in that the M-40 zone does not permit residential uses.  In these situations, the General Plan governs, and residential development is permitted with an Interim Conditional Use Permit, pursuant to the General Plan Guidelines (as amended Dec. 2001). 

The Guidelines for General Plan Conformity also specifies a number of Best Fit Zones that may be applied in RMU-Residential Mixed Use areas.  For the RMU category, the R-40 and R-50 districts are identified as potential best fit zones.  In the case of the subject site, staff has determined that the R-50 zoning is the most appropriate best fit zone for the area, although many development standards of the R-50 district may be overly restrictive, given the density of the RMU land use designation and the intense industrial development in the area.  The RMU has significant similarities to the Housing and Business Mix (HBM) land use designation of the General Plan.  In conjunction with the Citywide zoning rewrite process, the HBM land use category is currently being studied and development standards drafted for proposed new zoning districts appropriate to the HBM land use category.  The proposed zoning standards for the HBM land use areas include 2 districts, BHX-1 and BHX-2.  While the proposed zoning regulations being drafted are not adopted, nor have they been specifically targeted for the RMU land use category, staff believes the proposed BXH-1 standards may be most appropriate to use as a guide in determining appropriate development standards for the site, given the similarities in the HBM and RMU land use categories.  These standards are outlined, along with the existing zoning and best fit zone standards, in the following section of this report.  

ZONING COMPLIANCE

The site is located in the M-40, Heavy Industrial zoning district.  As explained above, the Best Fit zone is R-50, while for guide purposes the proposed standards of BHX-1 may be appropriate, given the similarities of the land use classifications and development pattern of the area.  The following table depicts the project’s comparison to R-50,  M-40, and the proposed BHX-1 standards.

Criteria
Requirement

 R-50   M-40  BHX             
Proposed
Comment

Yard – Front
15’
 0*
10’**
Ranges from 5.37’ to 21.7’
Satisfies M-40 and proposed BHX-1, subject to design considerations

Yard – Side
4’
 0*
0-4’
10’-20’ (west);  28’ (east)
Exceeds requirements

Yard – Rear
15’
 0*
 30’
Ranges from 50’ to 78.5’ (to top of bank)
Exceeds requirements

Height
30’
 N/A
30’ up to 50’*** 
50’ to roofridge
      Proposed is 35’4” to eaves, 50’ to roofridge; **** 

Open Space
200sf/unit=20,000 sf
   48,905+ sf
Exceeds requirements

Parking
1 space per unit=100 spaces
200 spaces (garages)
Exceeds requirements –     see Design Issues regarding visitor parking

Density
1 unit/ 1,500 sf=121 (R-50)
1unit/ 1,100    sf =165 (BHX-1)
   100 units
The maximum units is 222 based on the EPP density

Table Notes:

*Except when adjacent to a Residential Zoning District, which is not the case for the subject site.

**The proposed BHX-1 front setback is 10’, with the ability to reduce it to 0’ with a CUP, based on development patterns, residential design to insure privacy, and sidewalk-streetscape elements, including landscape area and street trees.

***Proposed height limitation of the BHX-1 is 30’ at the setback line, stepping up to a maximum of 50’ on a 45 degree angle. 

****The proposed buildings would not comply with the R-50 zone 30’ limitation or with the proposed BHX-1 zone 30’ limitation at the setback lines but would comply with the maximum 50’ height limit of the proposed BHX-1.
As shown in the above table, the project generally complies with R-50 development standards, except for building height and minimum front setback, and generally complies with the proposed BHX-1 regulations, except for the 30’ height limitation at the setback line.   

DESIGN REVIEW COMMENTS

The project is a medium density residential project that is striving to create a townhouse-like setting on a waterfront site.  The area around the site is currently predominantly industrial in character, although the EPP encourages introduction of additional residential uses and there has recently been much interest in residential development in the area.  For instance, earlier this year a Conditional Use Permit was issued for a Live/Work conversion of an industrial building at 400-450 Derby Avenue (CM02-043), and there is an active application for 6 residential units at 3030 Ford Street (CD02-442), as well as strong interest from the subject applicant for a residential project on the former animal shelter site between Glascock and Ford Streets.  Although the area will undoubtedly continue to transition into a more residential and Live/Work neighborhood (as supported by the EPP), it is staff’s opinion that the character of future development should maintain a significant industrial quality with regard to overall building form and design character.  

The subject proposal has been revised significantly through the pre-application process from a purely suburban residential appearance to the current design which offers a good deal of industrial-inspired elements and materials.  Of continuing concern to staff is whether the current proposal has gone far enough to incorporate architectural elements consistent with its strong industrial surroundings.  While the developer has understandably argued that the design must appeal to the residential market, and hence have identifiable residential-scaled elements (such as varying rooflines, balconies, and significant building articulation), staff believes more design effort could be focused on both staff and developer objectives. 

Public Access Considerations

The site’s Estuary location requires provisions for public access to and along the waterfront, pursuant to the EPP.  The Shoreline Access objectives (EPP pages 37-41), among other sections of the EPP, provide policy direction for public access and view corridors.  Among the applicable objectives is Objective SA-3:  Emphasize visual corridors and open space links to surrounding inland areas.  This objective states “To make the Estuary shoreline more accessible, links to inland areas should be strengthened.  Visual corridors and physical links to the water should be provided at regular intervals along the shoreline, using the grid of city streets in their full widths, to enhance the connection between inland areas and the water.  In addition, the design of open spaces should promote opportunities to appreciate views and waterfront amenities from inland areas.  At the same time, key corridors should be extended outward to the Estuary itself, to provide viewing experiences that are unique to the Estuary.”  Because the view corridor of Peterson Street is somewhat obstructed by proposed buildings, staff has identified this as a design concern below.
The Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC) has jurisdiction within the 100-foot shoreline band along the Estuary, and hence a permit is required from BCDC prior to development along the Estuary.  The project applicants have held preliminary meetings  with BCDC staff and have general staff support for the proposed plan and its treatment along the Estuary.  Formal review by the Design Review Board and approval by the BCDC  Commission of is required after the City takes action and prior to the issuance of a building permit.  To the most practical extent, staff is coordinating their review with BCDC staff to assure that the City’s action will address their comments.
Public Street Improvements

Improvements to Glascock Street are necessary, due to its poor condition and lack of consistent sidewalk treatment or curb and gutter.  Street improvements will provide an upgraded urban edge and will allow for on street parking along the curb.  Subject to Public Works Agency review and approval, it is anticipated that from 20 to 25 parallel on street parking spaces can be provided along the Glascock Street frontage.  In addition, curb, gutter, and sidewalk improvements and street trees will be required in conjunction with development of the site.

Outstanding Design Issues

Staff believes the project overall is well designed, providing good public access and quality ownership units. The project is in scale with the surrounding industrial development, and has been designed at an appropriate density and with a balance of industrial and residential character.  Staff has identified the following design issues, and requests the DRC provide comments and direction, as well as any other issues identified by the Design Review Committee:

· Basic building form – is the basic form and massing and the amount of articulation appropriate? Is the building form relatively representative of surrounding industrial forms, or at least complimentary to them?  The current proposal has been simplified to reduce the amount of smaller-scaled articulation in the massing, reduce the prominence of balconies, and increase the proportion of the windows.  Staff is relatively satisfied that the current design has reached an appropriate compromise of industrial and residential forms and scale, but requests input on this issue from the Committee.   

· Roof forms – should they be further simplified?  The proposed roofline and massing has been simplified to echo industrial roof forms from the area, and the roof material is standing seam metal, also common to the area.

· Use of materials – stucco, stone, metal, glass, etc.  The materials of stone and concrete, metal siding and roofing, and glass are common materials on industrial buildings in the area.  The plaster (stucco) is less prevalent in the area, and staff has some concern about the extent of its use on the majority of exterior facades.  Input from the Committee on this and the use of other materials may be appropriate.

· Garage door monotony – variation is needed in design, color, articulation, etc.  The private driveways providing vehicular access to the residences are dominated by rows of garage doors, which tend to create a monotonous internal streetscape.  Staff has commented that some variation in the design, materials, or colors of the garage doors may assist in alleviating the monotony, and input from the Committee on this issue is requested.

· Design of the side building walls adjacent to Glascock Street (west end of site) needs work.  Given the flat side wall facing the street, is an enhanced level of architectural detailing and fenestration needed to provide an attractive presence to the sidewalk and street along Glascock Street?  See sheet A-4 for side treatment.

· Convenient Guest Parking – The project exceeds the City’s code required parking by provided 2-space tanden garages for each unit.  From a practical standpoint, however, all of the on-site parking is tandem; there is no on-site parking available for visitors; and only about 15 units will have driveways suitable for vehicle parking. The public on street parking mentioned above in the Public Street Improvements section may provide some opportunity for visitor and overflow resident parking (up to 20 or 25 public on street spaces). In addition to that opportunity, staff would prefer to have a minimal amount of guest parking provided on the site (such as 10-15 spaces).  Since there is currently no readily apparent space for such parking spaces, redesign with a loss of some units would be required. Staff is interested in DRC input on this issue.

· Streetscape/building entry treatments and connections.  The façade along Glascock Street and the waterfront pathway contain raised porches and front doorways, which is a strong positive design feature and will serve to encourage interaction between the residential units and the public street and waterway “edges”.  Staff will recommend parameters for the height and material of any fencing and railings used along these public edges so the entryways remain attractive and visually connected to the public spaces at these edges.

· Access to and design of the public waterfront pathway – As mentioned earlier in this report, significant direction has been provided from the City and BCDC regarding the visual and physical access to the Estuary.  The EPP provides guidance in establishing view corridors and access at the Peterson and Derby street ends.  Staff is concerned that the westernmost unit of the Lot 3 block encroaches on the view corridor extension of Peterson Street across the site out to the Estuary, which conflicts with EPP Objective SA-3, as described above.  Staff recommends that the full width of the Peterson Street view corridor be maintained as open visual corridor, without building encroachment.  In addition, BCDC has requested additional mid-block pedestrian access to the waterfront pathway. 

CONCLUSION

Staff recommends the Design Review Committee review and comment on the site layout and building design of the proposed project, with emphasis on the issues discussed above.








Respectfully submitted:

LESLIE GOULD

Director of Planning and Zoning

Prepared by:

SCOTT MILLER

Planner IV

Attachments:
A.
Project Plans
Oakland City Planning Commission	
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