









July 19, 2000


Oakland Planning Commission

page 10
Design Review Committee

Case File No. ER 01-33
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____________________________________________________________________________________________




Location:
7100 Mountain Boulevard (Leona Quarry – 128 acres)




Proposal:
Follow-up Design Review Issues Meeting for the Leona Quarry Residential Project:  477 residential units (revised from 564 units) on a 128-acre quarry site located at 7100 Mountain Boulevard.  

Applicant:
DeSilva Group, LLC  (Jim Summers, Principal).  

Owner:
Gallagher Properties, Inc.  

Case File Number:
ER 01-33  

General Plan:
Mixed Housing Type and Resource Conservation Area.  

Zoning:
R-30 One-Family Residential and R-50 Medium Density Residential Zones.  

Environmental Determination:
A draft environmental impact report has been completed.  The Final EIR (FEIR) has been completed and is available on September 23, 2002; copies are available at the Planning Department

Service Delivery District:
IV – Hills Area.

City Council District:
6

Action to be Taken:
No action will be taken; discussion only  - review and discussion of  major design issues. 

For further information: 
Contact Major Projects Manager Claudia Cappio (510)238-2229

BACKGROUND SUMMARY

In July, 2001, the DeSilva Group filed an application to begin review and consideration of a project to redevelop the Leona Quarry site, located adjacent to I-580 and the Edwards Avenue interchange and extending east to Campus Drive.  The preliminary proposal called for  development of a mixed use project, including 564 residential units, a 10,000 square foot commercial center and a community center.

A Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) was published in June, 2002.  The Final EIR (FEIR) has now  been completed and is available for public review as of September 23, 2002.  The Planning Commission Design Review Committee (DRC) held a meeting on August 21, 2002 to review the major design issues associated with the project.  Subsequently, the Planning Commission Special Projects Committee (SPC) met on September 4, 2002 to review the major  environmental issues related with the project, including geology, drainage and hydrology and traffic.  Prior to publication of the DEIR, three community meetings (April – June, 2001) were held as well as previous Planning Commission meetings on various aspects of the project including the proposed project, a scoping session for the EIR,  and an overview of the contemplated review process (August, 2001, April, 2002, July, 2002.)

Modified Plan.   In response to issues raised in the environmental review process, as well as by the public, Staff, the Planning Commission and further review by the Applicant’s design consultants, the DeSilva Group has submitted a modified plan (filed August, 2002) which would redevelop the site  with 477 residential units.  The revised, mitigated plan calls for clustered residential development adjacent to Edwards Avenue, with 19 single-family homes fronting on Campus Drive.   A two-acre internal park, pathway system, slope stabilization, and flood control detention basin are also included in the proposal.  The project includes extensive reclamation, restoration and revegetation of the quarry site.

The project application will be processed as a Planned Unit Development (PUD) and Conditions of Approval, based on Mitigation Measures contained in the Final EIR and other City conditions and requirements will be made part of the project.  As part of the project, the Applicant has also requested that a Geologic Hazard Abatement District (GHAD), and a Vesting Tentative Map.  The conditions of approval will also include measures to assure that the quarry activity is closed and all reclamation and closure requirements are completed as part of the project.  

PROJECT APPLICATION AND MODIFIED PLAN

As discussed in the DEIR, the original July, 2001 project application proposed development of 565 units over two separate areas of the site.  The upper area of the site, facing Campus Drive  was proposed  to contain nineteen single-family lots, accessed from the adjacent roadway.  The lower portion of the site was proposed to contain approximately 545 clustered townhouse or condominium units with main access to the site from Edwards Avenue.  A secondary emergency vehicle access (EVA) was proposed to connect the site to an existing right of way along Altura Lane, which connects to Rifle Lane and then to Mountain Boulevard.  A small neighborhood serving retail center was proposed at the entrance to the site.  A detailed project and site description is included in Section III of the DEIR.

In August, 2002, in response to issues raised in the DEIR, by the public and Staff and further review by the Applicant’s design consultants, the Applicant has submitted revised plans for the project.  The number of units has been reduced from 564 to 477 (87 units.)   For ease of reference, these revised supplemental plans are called the “Modified Plan”.  An illustrative chart for comparison  of the revised mitigated plan and the original plan is included as  Attachment A to this staff report.  Based upon the environmental consultants review to date, staff believes that the modified plan does not result in any new, significant environmental impacts that were not previously identified in the DEIR, or result in any increase in the severity of  previously identified impacts.

Construction Schedule.   The preliminary information indicates that a development schedule of six to ten years is contemplated to complete the project, with approximately two years of grading and reclamation to prepare the site for development.  

August 21, 2002 Design Review Committee Meeting.  The Planning Commission Design Review Committee (DRC) met on August 21, 2002 to review the revised mitigated plan and discuss the major design issues for the project.  The DRC requested the following information an clarifications concerning the project:

· Clarification and more specification about the changes to the emergency vehicle access  (EVA) for the site requested by the Fire Department. In particular, there was concern expressed about the degree of slope on some portions and compliance with Fire Department standards.

· More information about the historic landslide and debris flow activity on the site, particularly along the western, undisturbed slope, above “H” Street.

· Information pertaining to mine shafts on the site and how these could affect the proposed development.

· Clarification of how the decrease in the number of units will translate to the actual projected population on site, with regard to the number of bedrooms and sizes of the proposed units.  A comparison table of unit sizes and number of bedrooms of the original scheme and the mitigated revised  plan was requested.  Clarification was also requested about how the revised number of units and type would relate to trips generated by the project.

· Clarification of how the reduction in the number of units as compared to the increased number of off-street parking spaces proposed in the mitigated plan.

· Whether the actual building footprints in the revised mitigated plan have increased in size from the original plan.

Changes to the Modified Plan Since August DRC Meeting.   The applicants have continued  to further refine and specify their design plans.   The following changes have been incorporated since the August 21, 2002 meeting:

· Design of the uphill units along “H” Street has been modified so that there is more clearance between the rear of these units and the Village Green cluster homes.  The units have been pulled slightly forward, resulting in a height increase from 6 to 9 feet at the ridge line.

· Two clusters of units have been removed from the Village Green area along the downslope side of “G” Street, thereby increasing the open space and buffer area between unit clusters.  The Village Green area is now approximately 6,500 sq.ft., versus approximately 3,300 square feet in the August, 2002 plans, or versus the 2,000 square feet in the July, 2001 submittal.  More importantly, the pinch points between buildings has been addressed and the distance between buildings has increased by approximately 15 feet to 25 feet (from 10 feet in the August, 2002 plans.)

· “G” Street has been modified slightly to gain parallel (on-street) parking on both sides.

· The units removed from “G” Street have been incorporated into the Village Green clusters along the uphill sides of  “G” Street, “C” Street and D Street.

· The smaller terrace units along “K” Street have been modified so that they are more compact, resulting in a smaller building footprint.

GENERAL PLAN AND ZONING DESIGNATION AND POLICIES

The site is split zoned residential (R-50 and R-30), and is designated in the Oakland General Plan for Mixed Housing Type Residential development.  The maximum permitted density, based on 30 units/gross acre is 3,840 units.  

· General Plan Land Use and Transportation Element (LUTE), Implementation Strategy for South Hills (page 208):

Leona Quarry

Leona Quarry will be closed within the life of this Element.  Subsequent reclamation of this site will provide opportunities for open space, housing and commercial uses.  The reclamation of the Leona Quarry mine is a priority for the improvement of the South Hills area.  The Oakland General Plan envisions reclamation and reuse of the Leona Quarry site with residential development that is sensitive to the low density, residential character of the area, and serves the needs of Central Oakland Communities. 

· The City’s General Plan Open Space, Conservation and Recreation Element (OSCAR) Policy 3.2. identifies mitigation of the effects of quarrying operations, including clean-up and reclamation of mining sites. 

· There are no plans for the City to acquire or to designate privately owned property for open space purposes in the South Hills area.  The OSCAR has established a land acquisition priority for urban park space in the flatland planning areas with specific criteria (Policy OS-2.5.)

· Priorities for establishing or improving trail connections in the South Hills area have been identified in the OSCAR.  Specifically, trail connections should be established from the Leona Open Space through the redeveloped Oak Knoll Navel Hospital to Mountain Boulevard and into Knowland Park (Policy OS-5.1).

The modified plan is consistent with the General Plan designation for the site and the policies noted above.   

KEY DESIGN REVIEW ISSUES

Applicant’s Response to Previous DRC Comments.  As noted in the background section of this report, the applicant has responded to the Commission, public and staff comments during the past month and refined their plans.  The following section of this report will update the DRC about responses to their August 21, 2002 comments.  In addition, staff has outlined the remaining design concerns and suggested conditions or requirements about how these concerns should be addressed as the project moves forward toward full Planning Commission review:

A.  August 21, 2002 DRC Comments.

1.  Please clarify and provide more specific information about the changes to the emergency vehicle access  (EVA).

Staff response:  The modified plan provides a new EVA, meeting minimum 20 foot width requirements, with access from Mountain Boulevard around the Gateway Senior Housing site.  In order to supplement this “Gateway EVA”, the originally proposed Altura EVA would be modified to provide a 12 foot wide hard surface path from the end of “I” Street to the site’s boundary line and Altura right of way.  A connection would be provided between the site boundary and the improved portion of Altura.   In addition, the “Northwestern EVA”, as analyzed in the EIR under Alternative 3, would be improved to a 12 foot wide, hard, all-weather surface path from “B” Street, running parallel to I-580 and connecting up to Leona Place.  These two supplemental access routes would provide a redundant emergency connection to other roadways.  Finally, emergency connections have been shown from “H” Street to “B” Street and “I” Street to “A” Street, thereby providing two ways in and out of each minor street in the project.

The supplemental access routes to Altura and Leona Place will be designed with bollards or gates accessed by a Knox Box, a special lock  controlled by the Fire Department.  The route on Altura will be accessible by pedestrians through a small entrance, similar to the design used by the East Bay Regional Park District (EBRPD) for fire trails.  The Leona Place access is restricted to emergency access only; pedestrian access will not be designed into the gate specification.

2.   Provide more information about historic landslide and debris flow activity on the site.

Staff Response:  Concerns have been expressed about the slope stability on the site.  The City has retained an independent geotechnical engineer, Paul Seidelman, who has reviewed the technical reports.  The FEIR includes a more specific set of slope stability measures for the western side of the project, which will be reviewed and approved  by the city and their consulting engineers during plan check, construction and post construction.  The proposed Geologic Hazard Abatement District (GHAD) will also include periodic inspection, maintenance and repair of these slope stability measures to assure that they work properly.

3.  Provide information about any mine shafts on the site.

Staff response:  There is no evidence, based on the extensive geotechnical analysis to date (including hundreds of borings on the site), that any mine shafts exist on site.

4.  Provide a comparison of the size and projected population between the originally submitted application and the modified plan (number of bedrooms and projected population.)  Provide a comparison table of unit sizes and number  of bedrooms.

Staff response:  The modified plan is projected to serve a smaller population.  A detailed comparison table is provided in the FEIR.

5.  Clarify how the revised number of units and unit type would relate to trips generated by the project.
Staff response:  This information  is provided in the FEIR.  

6.  Clarify how the reduction in the number of units compares to the increased number of off-street parking spaces proposed in the modified plan. 

Staff response:  This information is provided in the FEIR. In addition, staff recommends certain reductions in on-street parking in order to gain more landscaped areas along the street.  This recommendation is explained in more detail in Section C of the Key Design Issues section of this report.

B.  Update and Status of Other Major Design Issues and Recommended Measures to Address Them.

1.  Gateway Site and Senior Housing. 

The modified plan does not include convenience-serving retail, and the Applicant has stated that there is little demand for small-scale on-site commercial/retail development.  Instead, the major entry feature to the site will be the proposed Gateway Senior Housing building.  This building, shown on sheets 9-1 and 9-2 is a four level, 54 unit structure.  

Staff response:  The proposed massing and height appear appropriate, but more design work is required with regard to the exterior materials, design elements and landscaping.  A distinctive, high quality building is important to incorporate as a true gateway.  

RECOMMENDATION:  Include a condition of approval that requires this building design to be revised and to return to the DRC for final design review and confirmation of colors, materials and other major design elements, including but not limited to window design, design of the trim and other details, roof design and entry design.  In addition, assure that the landscaping for this area, at the corner of Mountain and “A” Street includes extensive trees and shrubs,  provide buffering and screening of the parking and ground floor of the building
2.  Building Mass and Layout
The project Applicant has attempted to stagger groups of housing units in order to reduce the overall massing for the project.  The project design incorporates building setbacks and off-sets to present a uniform yet varied streetscape.  More variation has been incorporated into the modified plan.

Staff response:  Although the Applicant has incorporated a number of  ways to vary units, staff believes that there is more opportunity for visual interest and variation.

RECOMMENDATION:  a)  Along the downhill units of  “I” and “J” Streets, incorporate more variation in modulation and sequencing of unit clusters through more variation in patterns. Instead of unit type A-B-A-B, incorporate patterns such as A-B-B-A or A-B-A-A-B.  This refinement should also include modulating the front setbacks in more of the units.  The smaller terrace units along “K” Streets are not working well.  The architects have done an excellent job on the massing and proportion of the larger end units along “K” Street, but the smaller ones appear compressed and out of proportion.  The design of these buildings should be revised, with final design review approval by the DRC.

3.  Streetscape and Sidewalks
Because of the clustered townhouse prototypes and the number of enclosed garages, streets and building frontages may take on the appearance of a series of facades dominated by garage doors.  In order to accommodate a greater degree of landscaping along interior streets, the Public Works Department ha s indicated that a 28 foot standard street width could be designed in such a way as to leave 20 feet clear for emergency access, incorporate some on street parking, and in appropriate places, widen the landscaped median.

RECOMMENDATIONS:  

a)  On “I” and “J” Streets, the uphill unit clusters are further stepped back than the downhill clusters, thereby providing both a longer driveway pad for parking and more opportunity for front yard landscaping and tree planting.  The sidewalk is also located on this side.  By flipping the sidewalk to the downhill side, more width can be gained, thereby making the garages recede and providing more opportunity for the landscaped pockets as described above.  In some instances, this on-street landscaped pocket, shown now as a on-street parking space, can be combined with the landscaping shown inbetween the unit clusters or in the front yards of units, resulting in an approved streetscape. 

b)  The color of the driveways should be darker, using colored concrete, stamped concrete or other similar treatments so it is a closer tone to the adjacent landscaping.  This requirement is a mitigation for not actually meeting the 50 percent limit on garage and driveway frontages. 

c)  Similarly, special concrete pavers or patterning should be used on the larger (8-10-12 plex) driveway courts (village green units). 

d)  Grass-crete, grass cell or an equivalent treatment should be used for the upslope driveways to further soften the street scape.

e)  Street trees are important and should be placed whenever possible to create a residential quality to the side streets.  The landscape plans need to be updated and revised to reflect the latest unit plans.   Street trees should be placed in all landscaped pockets between driveways as shown on the site plans submitted.

f)  Along  “B”, “D”, “I” and “J”  Streets, trellis elements should be incorporated in the building design to gain more vertical landscaping at the street edge.
4.  Landscape, Pathways and Linkages
The modified plan incorporates a system of pathways and stairways on the site, thereby providing a stronger series of connections between different areas of the site and opportunities to vary the design of end units adjacent to stairways and pedestrian pathways.    The latest set of plans show renderings showing how these stairways will be made an important design element against the building massing.

Another positive change is the increased size of the village green area.  The specific design of this space, both with regard to planting, grades and  perhaps an outdoor amphitheater needs to be detailed.

There is a pathway leading from the detention basin area up through to B Street and D Street, a meandering path between units facing on to C Street and H Street, and two pathways leading from the upper reaches of K Street down through the park area and beyond to the Gateway complex.  The landscape treatment for the pathways indicates a varied treatment for individual paths.  The landscaping along certain streets will include street trees, bushes and ground cover as appropriate.  The larger open space and park areas will take on landscaping of a larger scale to match the size and volume of the open space areas. 

RECOMMENDATION:  A fully developed landscape plan needs to be updated and revised for the entire site, showing landscaping in developed and undeveloped areas, street details, and other important details such as the design of retaining walls, paving and other ground surface treatments.   All retaining walls must meet City standards (e.g., maximum of 6 feet tall, with 4 foot separations.)

Transitions between cultivated and more natural landscaped areas should be included and other landscape features such as the placement of rocks and street furniture, the water feature along A Street, types of trees and the interplay of plant forms and massing.   It is recommended that this plan, along with the revegetation plan for the restored slope area, be carefully and independently reviewed by a landscape architect and other consultants as required so that the proposed irrigation system, planting details, soil amendments and other specifications can be reviewed so the planting will be successful.
5.  Housing Types and Typology
The architects have continued to refine plans and elevations to vary housing styles and types.  

Cross-sections of the housing types show that height exceptions are being requested for some of the phase 1 units along “H” Street, “B” Street and the downhill unit clusters of “D” Street.  These exceptions would be approximately 6 to 9 feet above the 36 foot height requirement.  

For the units along “H” Street, staff thought that more height was appropriate for two reasons:  1)  in order to gain more space between these units and the village green clusters below and 2) because there are no uphill lots whose views would be impacted.  The DRC may want to comment on this change.

RECOMMENDATIONS:  a)  More refinement and design work is required to assure that the design of  the rear side of the “H” Street units are compatible with the village green unit clusters.    b)  As noted previously, the smaller terrace units along “K” Street need more design work.  c)  While the visual design of Phase I downhill townhomes is very successful and attractive, these townhomes are significantly  above the height limit, and have a great deal of un-used under-roof area in certain portions.  This element should be studied further to try  to decrease the overall height while maintaining the aesthetics of the current design.

6.  Overall Architectural Character
Overall, the design of the buildings is well composed with a great deal of articulation, and a variety of roof forms.  There is an overall design strategy that unifies the project with stepping of roof forms, and use of a coordinated color palette.  It is proposed that wood siding be used in the lower portions; a mix of wood siding and stucco in the mid-level portions (Streets “I” and “J”) and a more modern fully stucco design at the higher elevations (Terrace units.)  There is a need to further study the design elements (railings, windows, proportions, materials, wood trim, shutters, etc.) to achieve the overall level of design continuity throughout the project while still having a level of individuality fro different units and product types.  The units on “H” Street and the village green units particularly warrant further study in this regard to potentially revise the all-stucco exterior material, the use of shutters, rock and classical pediment forms on the village green and other features.  Staff also suggests that stucco and siding be integrated in the buildings of “I” and “J” Streets rather than having these buildings alternate in full siding and full stucco.

More specific building designs and elevations have been included in the latest plan set.   As part of the final conditions and requirements for the project, staff suggests a Planned Unit Development document (design book) be produced, which would set forth all exterior materials, colors, trim sizes, window designs including type and degree of recess, overhangs, rafters, roof materials,  and other important design features so that future building plans can be reviewed against these standards.  Many of these standards will be called out in the recommended conditions of approval.  

RECOMMENDATIONS:  a)  Direct that conditions of approval be prepared to address key design features to include a desirable level of design quality, and to ensure an overall level of design compatibility throughout the project.  Such conditions should address: siding materials for each product type; window types and recess, size of trim elements, roof materials, window sill details, railings, and any other key design elements.    b)  Colors of units along a block face as well as the color tones and variation used on individual units are an important part of the design.  In general, darker colors should be used on garage doors and along the building bases. c)  It is recommended that major design elements and specifications be called out as conditions of approval and then the PUD design book will be completed and brought before the DRC for final review and confirmation that it meets the conditions of approval (final plans, unit designs, architectural details, colors, review process, exterior materials, etc.)  The senior housing and community center design will be included in this process as well.

Staff requests that the DRC review and comment on the major design issues pertaining to this project with regard to:

· Gateway Senior Housing

· Building  Mass and Layout

· Streets and Sidewalks

· Landscaping, Pathways and Linkages

· Housing Types and Typology

· Overall Architectural Character

· Any other issues the DRC may have

Respectfully Submitted,

________________________________

Claudia Cappio

Manager, Major Development Projects

Reviewed and Approved for Submittal to 

the Design Review Committee:

_________________________________

Leslie Gould

Planning and Zoning Director

Attachment A:
Comparison Table of the July 2001 Project and the August 2002 Project
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