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CHAPTER I

Summary

Reviewers: Summary to be prepared following CEDA review of ADEIR 2.

2935 Telegraph Avenue
Administrative Draft EIR

I-1
Preliminary − Subject to Revision

ESA / 206145
NovemberJanuary 20076

CHAPTER II

Project Description
A. Site Location and Project Characteristics
Site Location
The project site is located at 2935 Telegraph Avenue in the Central / Chinatown planning area of
Oakland, approximately six blocks north of the Central Business District. The project site consists
of approximately 1.4 acres on the eastern two-thirds of the block bounded by 29th Street,
Telegraph Avenue, 30th Street and Interstate I-980 (see Figure II-1, Project Location). Uses on
the project site include a two-story, approximately 30,000 square-foot fitness club (Courthouse
Athletic Club – now closed) on the corner of 30th Street and Telegraph Avenue. Adjacent to the
former fitness club is surface parking lot which accommodated approximately 93 automobiles
(also closed). The parking lot is encircled by a chain link fence, with the former entrance on
Telegraph Avenue adjacent to the athletic club fenced off as well. The site is completely
developed with the exception of two groupings of mature redwood trees located toward the
westerly and southerly portions of the site (see Figure II-2, Project Site Existing Conditions). The
project site is located in the C-40 and R-80 zoning districts, and the Community Commercial and
Urban Residential land use districts from the City of Oakland’s LUTE from the General Plan.
The project vicinity includes a mix of residential, commercial, and institutional land uses.
Commercial uses primarily front Telegraph Avenue, which is a four-lane arterial boulevard with a
center turning lane and on-street parking, connecting downtown Oakland with downtown
Berkeley to the north. The commercial uses opposite Telegraph Avenue from the project site are
primarily two to three-story buildings with ground floor retail and office uses above, as well as a
few older, single family homes that have been converted to office and/or commercial uses. The
residential uses in the project vicinity are mostly two-story, single-family detached residences,
with smaller number of multi-family residential buildings range from three to five stories.
Institutional uses in the project vicinity include a concentration of hospitals and medical services.
Medical retail and office uses occupy many of the retail spaces including a former church and
mortuary on the northwest corner of 30th Street and Telegraph Avenue, now a medical office
building. Other institutional/civic uses in the project vicinity include Alta Bates Summit Medical
Center on the corner of 30th Street and Telegraph Avenue, diagonally across Telegraph Avenue
from the project site, St. Augustine’s Episcopal Church, a City of Oakland Historical Landmark
on the southwest corner of 29th Street and Telegraph Avenue, as well as a number of small
restaurants, cafes and food markets. Interstate I-980 (Grove/Shafter Freeway) is located
approximately 160 feet west from the western boundary of the project site, separated by three
properties containing single-family homes.
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Figure II-1
Project Location
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II. Project Description

Project Description
The project sponsors, Trammell Crow Residential, intend to demolish/replace the fitness club and
adjacent surface parking lot and construct approximately 142 residential units, about 2,900 square
feet of ground floor retail, and on-site parking for approximately 204 automobiles, in a five story
building (four stories of residential construction above a two-level parking garage; one level of
parking would be below ground and one at ground level, accessed by an internal ramp). The
maximum height of the building would be approximately 50 feet, measured to the top of the roof.
The development would be about 276,000 square feet in size, encompassing about 93 percent of
the lot area. See Table II-1, below.
TABLE II-1
PROJECT COMPONENTS BY USE AND SIZE
Approximate Size
(sq. ft.)

Use
Studios (16%)
Junior 1 bedroom flats (4%)
1 bedroom flats (35%)
2 bedroom flats (45%)
Residential (142 Units) – Total

14,700
5,300
40,700
76,600
137,300

Residential Common Space (includes lobbies and corridors)
Utility and Storage Space
Common Open Space
Retail
Parking (204 spaces on 2 levels)
Total

25,200
9,000
24,530
2,900
81,500
280,430

SOURCE: Trammell Crow Residential, 2006

The ground floor would contain two retail spaces, a residential lobby, an HOA room and a
Community room along the Telegraph Avenue elevation (see Figure II-3, Ground Floor Plan).
Two access points to the parking garage would be located along 29th and 30th Streets. The
remainder of the ground floor elevations along 29th and 30th Streets would contain a total of
seven one bedroom flats and three studios that would be accessible directly from the 29th and
30th Street frontages.
The dwelling units on the second through fifth floors would consist of a mix of studios
(16 percent) one bedroom flats (35 percent) and two bedroom flats (45 percent) totaling
approximately 137,300 square feet of residential space. The residential lobby off fronting
Telegraph Avenue would provide elevator access to a series of internal hallways to access the
residential units. The units would be grouped into a series of wings separated by U-shaped
courtyards on the 29th and 30th Streets elevations (see Figure II-4, Level 2 Floor Plan, which is
typical of floors two through five). A total of nine landscaped courtyards would be on the podium
(second) level, totaling approximately 18,450 square feet of common open space. Two of the
courtyards would face the rear (western) elevation of the building. Over 6,000 square feet of
2935 Telegraph Avenue
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II. Project Description

open space would also be provided in the form of balconies for a total of about 24,530 square feet
of project open space. Landscaping provided by the project would include approximately 20
deciduous trees and shrubbery to be planted within the project site courtyards, as well as
approximately 20 new street trees to be planted along Telegraph Avenue, 29th Street, and
30th Street. All units would be for sale.

Parking and Circulation
The two-level parking garage would provide up to 204 parking spaces, including four disabledaccessible spaces, 29 compact spaces and 31 tandem stalls. To accommodate about 90 bicycles,
the garage would also include 650 square feet of bicycle storage on the ground floor. Parking
Vehicular access to the garage would be via two, two-way driveways; one each on 29th and
30th Streets (see Figure II-3). The lower level of the parking garage would be accessed by an
internal, two-way ramp. The parking garage entrances on 29th and 30th Streets would be secured
by an automatic gate/roll-up door. There would also be an off-street truck loading dock adjacent
to the vehicle entrance on 29th Street.

Construction Schedule and Type
The construction period is anticipated to last approximately 24 months, beginning in Fall 2007
and ending in Fall 2009.
The proposed project would excavate to a depth of approximately 12 feet for the construction of
the underground parking garage and would remove approximately 22,200 cubic yards of soil. The
proposed building would be constructed on a concrete mat foundation that would not require pile
driving or drilled piers. A two-level concrete podium encompassing the basement and ground
floor levels would support wood frame construction above (Type 5 – one hour fire rated
construction). All construction materials, storage, and construction worker parking would be
provided on-site or at designated off-site locations.
The project is being designed by MBH Architects in a contemporary style using exterior surface
materials such as cement plaster (stucco), wood siding, metal railings and aluminum-framed
window units (see Figure II-5, showing the conceptual building elevations along Telegraph Avenue
and 29th Street, and Figure II-6, showing conceptual buildings elevations along 30th Street and at
the rear of the building). The building would be built to the lot line at the ground floor with
intermittent setbacks in the form of courtyards at the podium level along 29th Street, 30th Street and
rear (west) elevations.

B. City and Project Sponsor’s Objectives
The project sponsor, Trammell Crow Residential, seeks to develop an infill residential project in
greater downtown Oakland, providing up to 142 residential units, 2,900 square feet of retail, and
approximately 204 on-site parking spaces in a five-story building. The project objectives for the
city and the sponsor include the following:
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II. Project Description

•

Redevelop an underutilized site within into a mixed-use residential/retail project that
provides housing opportunities in close proximity to local and regional transportation and
job opportunities in greater downtown Oakland.

•

Provide a mixture of dwelling sizes and types to accommodate the greatest range of
potential residents.

•

Provide neighborhood-serving commercial uses that provide goods and services to the local
community and the City.

•

Ensure an active street frontage along the three primary streets where possible, including
street-level townhouse-style condominiums with separate entrances on 29th and 30th
Streets, and ground-floor commercial space on Telegraph Avenue.

•

Create a residential community that will complement and enhance existing adjacent
residential and commercial neighborhoods.

•

Provide for a 24-hour population in the greater downtown, implementing furthering the
goals of the City of Oakland’s 10K Downtown Housing Initiative.

•

Provide additional much-needed housing to help meet existing housing needs and to help
alleviate the current jobs/housing imbalance for the region.

•

Enhance the appearance of an existing urban infill property to improve the streetscape and
visual quality of Telegraph Avenue in keeping with the City’s vision to revitalize the
Telegraph Avenue corridor.

•

Develop a project that is economically feasible in terms of residential density, building
massing, parking, and other amenities.

•

Provide construction jobs as well as other long term employment opportunities.

•

Develop a mixed-use project that includes residential and retail components that are both
internally compatible (with each other) and externally compatible (with surrounding
neighborhood).

•

Develop and/or contribute to the active residential/retail/office corridor of Telegraph Avenue
in order to make the City’s central area more inviting for residents and visitors.

C. Discretionary Actions and Other Planning
Considerations
The City of Oakland is the Lead Agency responsible for preparation of this EIR (pursuant to
CEQA Guidelines Section 15051). This EIR is intended to be used for all required discretionary
actions for the project described below, along with any other discretionary approvals required for
the project. In addition, the project may require review and approval by a number of public and
quasi-public agencies and jurisdictions that have authority over specific aspects of the project.
These other agencies may also consider this EIR in their review and decision-making processes.
The discretionary actions and other considerations and approvals anticipated to be required for
the project include the following, without limitation; 1) consistency with General Plan
2935 Telegraph Avenue
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II. Project Description

Policy 3.5[2] (the proposed design is at least equal in quality to the existing design and is
compatible with the neighborhood), and 2) .tree removal permit.

City of Oakland
•

Variances to the Oakland Planning Code Section 17.148, including 1) provision of a
rear yard depth of ten feet as pursuant to Sections 17.30.170 and 17.54.160 because the
project would not have a the required 10-foot rear yard setback; 2) provision of two
residential off-street loading berths with a 12’w x 33’l x 14’h dimension for projects
between 150,000--299,999 square feet pursuant to Section 17.116.120 as the project would
include a single berth with a height of 10 feet; and 3) provision of a 25-foot minimum
separation between two driveways on 29th Street as required per Section 17.116.210.

•

Demolition Permits (Oakland Municipal Code Chapter 15.36). The project would require
City approval of demolition permits to demolish existing buildings and structures on the
project site (the former Courthouse Athletic Club and adjacent parking lot).

•

Other Various Building Permits. The project would require City approval of all other
permits required for project construction on the project site.

Other Agencies and Considerations
•

California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) – The California
Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) would have lead oversight responsibility
for investigation and remediation of hazardous materials at the site, including approval of
the proposed remediation plan.

•

California State Water Resources Control Board – San Francisco Region (RWQCB)
The project would require San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB)
review and approval regarding storm water discharge. The RWQCB would also participate
in the process for investigation and remediation of hazardous materials at the site.

•

Alameda County Environmental Health Department – The Alameda County
Department of Environmental Health would participate in the process for investigation and
remediation of hazardous materials at the site.

•

Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) – The project would be subject
to applicable regulations of the BAAQMD, such as construction emission reduction
measures that are imposed by the City.

•

East Bay Municipal Utility District (EBMUD) – The project would require EBMUD
review and approvals regarding water and sewer service, capacities, and facilities.
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CHAPTER III

Environmental Setting, Impacts, and
Mitigation Measures
Introduction to the Environmental Analysis
This chapter contains a discussion of 1) setting (existing baseline conditions and regulatory
background), 2) environmental impacts (direct, indirect or secondary, short-term, and cumulative)
that could result from the proposed project, and 3) mitigation measures and/or standard conditions
of approval that would reduce or eliminate the adverse impacts that are identified.
An Initial Study/Notice of Preparation (IS/NOP) was published on October 6, 2006 which
identified two potentially significant impacts as a result of the project; impacts to historic
architectural resources, and impacts to transportation, circulation, and parking. As such, this EIR
evaluates the proposed project’s impacts on historic resources and transportation, and identifies
mitigation measures to avoid or reduce such impacts. This EIR also evaluates project alternatives
that would avoid or reduce impacts of the proposed project to a less-than-significant level.
Impacts to all other environmental factors were determined to be less-than-significant with
incorporation of standard conditions of approval (see Initial Study, Appendix A).
The NOP and public scoping meeting held on November 6, 2006 elicited a number of comments
and concerns from the general public, interested parties, and members of the City of Oakland
Planning Commission. These NOP and scoping meeting comments and responses are provided in
Section VI of this EIR. Comment letters are provided in Appendix B.
Throughout the EIR, the analysis addresses the potential impacts of all activities that would result
from development of the entire project site and during all development phases. The significance
criteria used to assess the significance of adverse environmental effects are identified, and the
significance of the impact after implementation of mitigation is reported.
The analysis provided in this EIR has been prepared in accordance with CEQA, as amended
(Public Resources Code Section 210000, et seq.), and the State CEQA Guidelines (California
Code of Regulations).
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III. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures

A. Historic Resources
The Initial Study (see Appendix A) for the proposed project concluded that it would not
adversely affect archaeological or paleontological resources or disturb any human remains. The
Initial Study did, however, find that the proposed project may have adverse impacts to historic
architectural resources under CEQA, and that the demolition of a potentially historic building
would be inconsistent with the goals and policies provided in the Historic Preservation Element
(HPE) of the City of Oakland General Plan. This section, therefore, evaluates the potential
impacts to historic architectural resources that could result from the proposed project. Included in
this section is a description of project area’s history, a description of the buildings on the project
site, a summary of the regulatory environment governing protection of historic resources,
potential impacts to historic resources associated with the project, and mitigation measures to
reduce potential impacts to a less-than-significant level. Resources used to prepare this section
include cultural resource information developed for the Broadway West Grand Mixed Use Project
Draft EIR, archival research at the California Historical Resources Information System’s
Northwest Information Center; and consultation with the Oakland Cultural Heritage Survey
(OCHS), and a technical architectural memorandum of the project site buildings prepared by
Muller & Caulfield, Architects, in March, 2006.

Setting
The project site is within the Rancho San Antonio land grant that was granted to Luis Maria
Peralta on August 3, 1820, for his service to the Spanish government. The 43,000-acre rancho
included the present-day cities of Oakland, Berkeley, Alameda, and parts of San Leandro and
Piedmont. Peralta’s land grant was confirmed after Mexico’s independence from Spain in 1822,
and the title was honored when California entered the Union by treaty in 1848. Despite the title,
by the middle of the 19th century, squatters had moved in to use portions of Peralta’s
undeveloped land. The Gold Rush and California statehood brought miners, businessmen,
lumbermen and other speculators to the area in search of opportunities. Early settlers of that
period include Edson Adams, Andrew Moon, and Horace Carpentier, who squatted on 480 acres
of Vicente Peralta’s (one of Luis Peralta’s sons) land. Adams, Moon, and Carpentier
subsequently hired Jules Kellsersberger, an Austrian-educated Swiss military engineer, to plot a
new city – Oakland, which was incorporated in 1852.
The city originally encompassed the area roughly bordered by the Oakland Estuary on the south,
Market Street on the west, 14th Street on the north, and the Lake Merritt Channel on the east.
Broadway served as the main street. The majority of the early city dwellers, numbering under one
hundred, lived near the foot of Broadway in proximity to the estuary. In 1869, transcontinental
rail service began along 7th Street, which was followed by the 1st Street freight line and Long
Wharf in 1891. With the arrival of the railroad, Oakland was transformed into a commercial
center with a rapidly growing population. The city’s population tripled from 10,500 in 1870 to
34,555 in 1880. City development moved north along the street car lines of Broadway and
Telegraph Avenue towards the Oakland Hills and ultimately towards East Oakland.
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III. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures
A. Historic Resources

The 1906 earthquake and fire in San Francisco prompted a population increase in Oakland, and
by 1910 the City’s population of 150,000 was more than double the 1900 level of 67,000.
Residential and commercial development in Oakland increased during this time to accommodate
displaced San Francisco residents. Older neighborhoods became more densely populated as new
apartment buildings and related growth became part of Oakland’s residential fabric. The
population growth also increased the demand for retail goods, and shopping districts expanded
throughout the next decade to meet this demand. The post-earthquake development boom defined
much of downtown Oakland as it is known today, resulting in most of the City’s notable early
20th century architecture.

Brief History of the Project Site
The project site and immediate surroundings were developed during the late nineteenth and early
twentieth centuries as street car lines down Telegraph Avenue provided quick transportation to
Downtown, and from a population boom due to post-earthquake development pressures. Sanborn
maps from 1902 identify sparse residential development on the blocks along Telegraph Avenue in
the project vicinity. This map identifies a single family dwelling on the project site with address
given as 1395 Telegraph Avenue. 1 A later Sanborn map from 1912 denotes the same house on the
project site as seen on the earlier map. By this time, nearly every lot in the project vicinity hads
been developed with single family dwellings. The larger lot, adjacent and to the south of the
house, however, was still vacant at this time.
Around 1912 or 1913, the property was purchased by Charles Truman who had previously
operated a funeral home in San Francisco for about 10 years prior to his purchase of the Oakland
property. In 1916, Truman took out a permit to construct an “undertaking parlor.” It was likely at
this point that the original, circa-1900 dwelling was transformed into the “Truman Mortuary,” as
all subsequent permits over the next three decades were pulled to expand the mortuary business.
Substantial additions and alterations included a new garage facing 30th Street (1921), an addition
to the rear of the house along 30th Street (1922), interior changes including installation of an
organ grill and plaster work (1935, 1936), and two additions to the rear of the house, between the
house and the garage (1939) (Lombardi, 2005). Charles Truman died in 1940, and his son,
Lloyd H. Truman, took over the business.
The most profound change to the building occurred when plans and specifications for large, new
addition to the mortuary were completed by architects Miller & Warnecke in December 1945. In
1946, a large, Colonial style chapel and port cochere was added to the southern façade of the
building, nearly doubling the size of the structure. A brick veneer was placed over the wood
siding of the remaining portions of the building to “fireproof the exterior,” at a total cost of
approximately $25,000, according to permit information. A photo from a 1948 phone book shows
the “New Truman Colonial Chapel,” with pews in the foreground. The exterior of the building is
basically unchanged from its 1940s configuration.

1

Street addresses were changed between 1909 and 1911.
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III. Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation Measures
A. Historic Resources

The building sat vacant for a number of years before being purchased in 1978 by Thomas
Schmitz, a local sports medicine doctor who opened a health and fitness center at the site (the
Courthouse Athletic Club). Permits from this year indicate that the interior of the building was
transformed into sports, health, and evaluation center, with no exterior alterations. Building
permits indicate that an indoor pool was installed in 1983, with a number of smaller interior
building, electrical, and plumbing alterations occurring throughout the next two decades. The
Schmitz family ran the Courthouse Athletic Club from 1978 until Fall 2006.
The 1951 Sanborn map identifies that a service station, auto sales, and auto repair shop had once
existed on the southern half of the project site. Previously, the southern half of the project site had
been a vacant lot, as indicated on earlier Sanborn maps from 1902 – 1912, described above. This
property was likely purchased by the Truman family in the 1950s and the buildings removed at
some point during this decade to create parking for the mortuary business. This site served as the
parking lot for the Courthouse Athletic Club when the entire property was purchased in 1978.
The parking lot remains closed today.

Description of Project Site Buildings
The following description of the former Courthouse Athletic Club is provided in the Primary
Record Form (DPR Form 523A) prepared by the Oakland Cultural Heritage Survey (OCHS) in
September 9, 1996:
2935 Telegraph Avenue is a Colonial Revival funerary building. It is two stories, accretive
plan, on a corner lot. It has a hip roof and dormer, tall columned porch with a pediment and
steeple, and arched windows on the right side. Exterior walls are brick. Roof is composition
shingle. Structure is wood frame. The building has wood sash windows, shutters in the
second story windows, and a scrolled broken pediment over the entry. There is a porte
cochere with balustrade above on the left side. Visible alterations include rear addition. The
building is in excellent condition; its integrity is excellent.
A reconnaissance-level n architectural review of the project site building by Muller &
Caulfield, ArchitectsESA, Inc. in MarchJanuary, 20076 indicates that the exterior of the
building is essentially unchanged from the description provided by the OCHS in 1996
(see Figure III.A-1 on the following page).

Architectural Style and Period Revival Funeral Homes
The 1946 addition to the former Courthouse Athletic Club exhibits the Colonial Revival style of
architecture., used for the 1946 addition to the building, This style of architecture was first
introduced to the United States by Thomas Jefferson, who used it for his house at Monticello as
well as for the University of Virginia. This style of architecture was widely used for monumental
buildings in the Southern United States, both before and after the Civil War. The use of period
revival styles for funeral facilities was typical in Oakland, as well as throughout the nation,
throughout the early-mid twentieth century. The Colonial Revival style for funeral facilities
constructed as late as the 1940s, however, is uncommon in Oakland.

2935 Telegraph Avenue
Administrative Draft EIR

III.A-3
Preliminary − Subject to Revision

ESA / 206145
NovemberFebruary 20076

III. Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation Measures
A. Historic Resources

There are a total of five period revival-style funeral homes in the project vicinity, including the
former Courthouse Athletic Club, within approximately 0.5 mile of the project site. These current
or former funeral homes, including the project site building, are shown in Table III.A-1 and
Figure III.A-2. OCHS inventory and/or research forms for each of these buildings are provided in
Appendix C.
TABLE III.A-1
PERIOD REVIVAL-STYLE FUNERAL HOMES IN THE PROJECT VICINITY
Name

Address

Year Built

1

Grant Miller Mortuary (currently
operational)

2850 Telegraph
Avenue

1931

2

Truman Mortuary (former funeral
home, project site building)

2935 Telegraph
Avenue

c. 1916, 1946

3

Telegraph Hill Medical Plaza
(former funeral home)

3003-27 Telegraph
Avenue

4

Albert Brown Mortuary (currently
operational)

5

Mosswood Chapel/Albert Engel
Funeral Home (currently
operational)

Architectural Style

OCHS Rating

Tudor Revival

B+3

Colonial Revival

B+3

c. 1925

Tudor Revival

B+3

3476 Piedmont
Avenue

1926-27

Exotic Revival
(“Byzantine”)

B+3

3630 Telegraph
Avenue

c. 1932

Spanish Revival

C3

SOURCE: OCHS, 2007

While there may be other period-revival style funeral homes in the City of Oakland, they are not
in the vicinity of the project site and would beyond the scope of this discussion.

Miller & Warneke, Architects
The design of the 1946 addition was prepared by the architectural firm of Miller & Warnecke.
The 26-year-old Carl I. Warnecke joined Chester Miller's Oakland architectural firm in 1917 to
form the design firm Miller & Warnecke, who were best known for a number of civic and quasicivic buildings, as well as period revival houses and apartment buildings, throughout Oakland. 2
Other buildings in Oakland, Piedmont, and Berkeley designed by Miller & Warnecke include the
St. Andrew Missionary Baptist Church, an Oakland City Landmark at 2624 West Street, Oakland
(1920), 3 the Tudor Revival style Grant Miller Mortuary at 2850 Telegraph Avenue (1931), the
Art Deco style Sherman Cleaners Building 3249 Lakeshore Avenue, Oakland (1936), 4 the
Piedmont Avenue Branch Library at 160 41st Street (1931–32), a one story commercial building
at 1500 Leimert Boulevard in Piedmont, 5 and Mulford Hall (1948) and an addition to Le Conte
Hall (1950) on the U.C. Berkeley campus. 6
2
3
4
5
6

City of Oakland, Historic Resources Inventory Form, St. Andrew Missionary Baptist Church at 2624 West Street,
1991.
City of Oakland, Ordinance No. 1266, An Ordinance Designating St. Andrew Missionary Baptist Church At 2624
West Street As A Landmark, August 9, 2004.
http://www.artdecosociety.org/preservation/pres_2004/histpres_2004.htm
http://www.oakmorehomes.org/PDF/OHA%20newsletter_fall-2004.pdf
http://www.berkeleyheritage.com/berkeley_landmarks/kawneer.html
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Carl I. Warnecke is not as well-known as his son, John Carl Warnecke, who joined his father’s
firm and later became nationally known in the 1950s and 1960s for completing a number of
modern civic projects.

Findings of the Historic Resources Technical Memorandum
An historic resources technical memorandum of the property was prepared in March, 2006, by
Rosemary Muller of Muller & Caulfield Architects under contract with the project sponsor
(Muller & Caulfield, 2006). The intention of the report was not to determine whether the property
qualifies as a historic resource according to federal, state, or local standards, but rather, to briefly
describe the building’s history, architecture, physical integrity, local historical rating, as well as to
provide the project sponsor with options for adaptive reuse or demolition. The report finds that
the exterior of the 1946 addition to the building fronting Telegraph Avenue is considered the area
of primary architectural significance, as this is the only element described in the 1996 survey. The
remainder of the Telegraph Avenue frontage, comprised of the footprint of the original house,
would be considered to be a “contributing” element. The 1920’s additions along 30th Street are of
lesser architectural importance. While the exterior of the building has changed very little from
1946, the report notes that the building’s interior has been changed considerably, with the
addition of suspended ceilings, the removal of the original residential entrance and stairs on
30th St., and changes to the configuration of the rooms. The only finished interior spaces that still
retain some original 1946 features are the entrance hall and stairway and interior window trim
and arched ceiling of the chapel on the same level as the entrance hall. The report concludes that
the building has limited adaptive reuse potential and does not merit preservation due to a general
lack of architectural and historical significance (Muller & Caulfield, 2006).

Records and Literature Searches, Consultations and Surveys
Previous Records and Literature Searches
The staff of the California Historical Resources Information System’s Northwest Information
Center (NWIC) at Sonoma State University, Rohnert Park, California, completed a record search
of the project area on November 13, 2006 (NWIC File No. 06-375). The record search included a
review of the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), the California Register of Historical
Resources (CRHR), the California Inventory of Historic Resources (1976), the listing of
California Historical Landmarks (1990), the California Points of Historical Interest listing (May
1992 and updates), the Historic Property Directory (Office of Historic Preservation) current
computer list, historical maps of the area (Thompson and West, 1878), and other pertinent
historic data available at the NWIC for each specific county.
The City of Oakland Cultural Heritage Survey (OCHS) was also consulted in 2006 as part of this
project. OCHS supplied primary record forms and other historical background material on
existing structures on the project site – the Courthouse Athletic Club at 2935 Telegraph Avenue.
Copies of 1953 Sanborn maps (updated through the early 1970s by the Oakland Planning and
Zoning Division using maps produced by the Sanborn Fire Insurance Company) were reviewed
for this analysis. A photocopied set of these maps contain field survey notes and estimated
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construction dates of structures observed during the 1985-1986 OCHS windshield surveys of
Oakland.

Historic Architectural Resources Surveys and Ratings
This building was originally surveyed and evaluated by OCHS as part of its citywide
reconnaissance survey in 1986, which assigned the building with a preliminary field rating of
“B+3” (major importance, not in an area of primary or secondary importance - see discussion
under Regulatory Setting, below, for further information). OCHS later prepared a primary record
survey form (DPR 523a) for this building as part of its citywide reconnaissance survey in 1996.
Again, OCHS assigned the building with a preliminary field rating of “B+3.” No Building,
Structure, and Object (BSO) form (DPR form 523b) was prepared for this building. This
preliminary rating has not been changed or confirmed by OCHS since it was originally assigned
in 1996. Given its rating of “B+3,” the former Courthouse Athletic Club is considered a Potential
Designated Historic Property (PDHP) in accordance with Policy 1.2 and 3.8 of the Historic
Preservation Element of the Oakland General Plan. (See discussion under Regulatory
Framework, below)
This building is not listed in the National Register of Historical Places (NRHP) or the California
Register of Historic Resources (CRHR). The State Office of Historic Preservation (OHP)
assigned this building with a rating of “7” (not evaluated for the NRHP or CRHR). There are no
recorded historic structures on the project site (NWIC, 2006).

Historic Resources in the Project Vicinity
There are three historic resources in the immediate project vicinity (within one block);
1)

St. Augustine’s/Old Trinity Church, constructed in 1892, located at 2845 Telegraph
Avenue (corner of Telegraph and 29th Streets immediately opposite 29th Street from the
project site), Oakland City Landmark # 79 and has an NRHP rating of “1S” (listed in the
NRHP);

2)

Grant Miller Mortuary (Miller Cathedral Chapel), a Tudor revival style building designed
by Miller & Warnecke and constructed in 1931 at 2850 Telegraph Avenue (about, one
block south from the project site) which has a local rating of “B+3 (major importance, not
in an ASI or API) and an NRHP rating of “3S” (appears eligible for the NRHP as an
individual property through a survey evaluation);

3)

Telegraph Hill Medical Plaza, a Tudor revival style former funerary building constructed in
the 1920s at 3003-27 Telegraph Avenue (corner of Telegraph and 30th Streets immediately
opposite 30th Street from the project site) which has a local rating of “B+3” (major
importance, not located in an area of primary or secondary importance) – no NRHP rating.

A number of older residential and commercial properties are located in the immediate project
vicinity. Approximately six single family residences constructed between 1900 – 1910 located at
535 – 557 29th Street just west from the project site were surveyed by OCHS and assigned
historical ratings between “C” and “D” (secondary to minor importance). A number of
commercial and residential properties constructed between 1900 – 1910 are located along
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Telegraph Avenue opposite from the project site. Many of these are former residences were later
converted to commercial use. These buildings were also assigned historical ratings by OCHS
between “C” and “D” (secondary to minor importance). Due to their relatively low local survey
ratings, they do not appear to qualify as City of Oakland historic resources.

Existing or Potential Historic Districts
The project site is not located within or near any designated historic districts, including areas of
primary or secondary importance (API or ASI). However, Aside from the project site building,
there are two five other period revival-style funerary buildings, including the project site
building, in this areawithin 0.5 mile of the project site, as shown in Table III.A-1 above. These
are; the Grant Miller Mortuary at 2850 Telegraph Avenue (also designed by Miller & Warnecke)
and the Telegraph Hill Medical Plaza at 3003-27 Telegraph Avenue, the Mosswood
Chapel/Albert Engel Funeral Home at 3630 Telegraph Avenue, and the Albert Brown Mortuary
at 3476 Piedmont Avenue. These funerary buildings were likely sited along this portion of
Telegraph Avenue due to their proximity to hospitals and other medical facilities in Oakland’s
nearby ‘Pill Hill’ neighborhood. Other associated funerary facilities in this area include the floral
shops located along Telegraph Avenue.
According to the Oakland Cultural Heritage survey (OCHS), these facilities are a historicallyrelated cluster of period revival-style funerary buildings, and as such, may form a multiple
resource district, defined in the HPE as, “a significant concentration, linkage, or continuity of
buildings, structures, objects, sites, natural features related to human presence; or activities united
historically or aesthetically by plan, appearance, or physical development.” An example of a
designated multiple resource district in the City of Oakland is the Carnegie Library Multiple
Resource District, which includes four historic Carnegie Libraries located throughout the city.
As further defined in the HPE, an API is a, “historically or visually cohesive area or property
group identified by the Reconnaissance or Intensive Surveys which usually contains a high
proportion of individual properties with ratings of “C” or higher. At least two-thirds of the
properties within an API must be contributory to the API, i.e., they reflect the API’s principal
historical or architectural themes. Properties which do not contribute to the APE because of
alterations, but which would contribute if restored are considered non-contributors for purposes
of the two-thirds threshold. APIs appear eligible for the National Register of Historic Places
either as districts or historically-related complexes.”
Although this grouping of period revival-style funerary buildings, including the project site
building, have not been designated by the City as forming or being part of an API or ASI, they
may qualify for local listing as an API as a historically or visually cohesive area or property
group identified by the Reconnaissance Survey containing individual properties with ratings of
“C” or higher. While there may be other period-revival style funeral homes in the City of
Oakland, they are not in the vicinity of the project site and would beyond the scope of this
evaluation, as described above. At minimum, these five period revival-style funeral homes
located along Telegraph and Piedmont Avenues may contribute to a potential API.
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described above. These facilities once formed a cluster of three funerary buildings which once
operated along this section of Telegraph Avenue, but are now closed or have been used for other
purposes for some time, with the exception of the Grant Miller Mortuary which is still in
operation. These funerary buildings may have been sited along this portion of Telegraph Avenue
due to their proximity to hospitals and other medical facilities in Oakland’s nearby ‘Pill Hill.’
Other associated funerary facilities in this area include the floral shops located along Telegraph
Avenue. These funerary buildings have not been identified by the City as forming or being part of
an API or ASI.

Regulatory Framework
City of Oakland Historical Resources
In the City of Oakland, a historical resource under CEQA is a resource that meets any of the
following criteria:
1)

A resource listed in, or determined to be eligible for listing in, the California Register of
Historical Resources;

2)

A resource included in Oakland’s Local Register of historical resources (defined below),
unless the preponderance of evidence demonstrates that it is not historically or culturally
significant;

3)

A resource identified as significant (e.g., rated 1-5) in a historical resource survey recorded
on Department of Parks and Recreation Form 523, unless the preponderance of evidence
demonstrates that it is not historically or culturally significant;

4)

Any object, building, structure, site, area, place, record, or manuscript which the Oakland
City Council determines to be historically significant or significant in the architectural,
engineering, scientific, economic, agricultural, educational, social, political, military, or
cultural annals of California, provided the determination is supported by substantial
evidence in light of the whole record. Generally, a resource is considered “historically
significant” if it meets the criteria for listing on the California Register of Historical
Resources CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5; or

5)

A resource that is determined by the City Council to be historically or culturally significant
even though it does not meet the other four criteria listed here.

A “local register of historical resources” means a list of properties officially designated or
recognized as historically significant by a local government pursuant to a local ordinance or
resolution, unless the preponderance of evidence demonstrates otherwise.
In March 1994, the Oakland City Council adopted a Historic Preservation Element (HPE) of the
General Plan (amended July 21, 1998). The Historic Preservation Element, sets out a graduated
system of ratings and designations resulting from OCHS and Oakland Zoning Regulations. The
Element provides the following policy related to identifying historic resources under CEQA:
Policy 3.8 Definition of “Local Register of Historical Resources” and Historic
Preservation “Significant Effects” for Environmental Review Purposes: For purposes of
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environmental review under the California Environmental Quality Act, the following
properties will constitute the City of Oakland’s Local Register of Historic Resources:
1)

All Designated Historic Properties (Landmarks, Heritage Properties, Study List
Properties, Preservation Districts, and S-7 and S-20 Preservation Combining Zone
Properties); and

2)

Those Potential Designated Historic Properties that have an existing rating of “A” or
“B” or are located within an Area of Primary Importance.

The Local Register also includes properties within Areas of Primary Importance (API). An API is
a district that appears eligible for the National Register of Historic Places.
The Oakland Cultural Heritage Survey uses a five-tier rating system for individual properties,
ranging from “A” (highest importance) and “B” (major importance) to “E” (of no particular
interest). This letter rating is termed the Individual Property Rating of a building and is based on
the following criteria:
1)

Visual Quality/Design: Evaluation of exterior design, interior design, materials and
construction, style or type, supporting elements, feelings of association, and importance of
designer.

2)

History/Association: Association of person or organization, the importance of any event,
association with patterns of history, and the age of the building.

3)

Context: Continuity and familiarity of the building within the city, neighborhood, or
district.

4)

Integrity and Reversibility: Evaluation of the building’s condition, its exterior and interior
alterations, and any structural removals.

Properties with conditions or circumstances that could change substantially in the future are
assigned both an “existing” and a “contingency” rating. The existing rating (UPPER CASE letter)
describes the property under its present condition, while the contingency rating (lower case letter,
if any), describes it under possible future circumstances.
All areas of the City that are not yet intensively surveyed by the OCHS have been evaluated
through “windshield” surveys in 1985-1986 and 1996-1997. This Preliminary Citywide Historical
and Architectural Inventory, known as the Reconnaissance Survey, employs the same A-B-C-D-E
rating system as the OCHS, but is not as thorough and is intended to be confirmed or modified
over time by the OCHS.

Local Plans and Policies
City of Oakland goals and policies that pertain to cultural resources are provided primarily in the
General Plan Historic Preservation Element (HPE) (1994amended 1998) and the General Plan
Land Use and Transportation Element (LUTE) (1998).
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The following overall HPE goals and policies apply to the proposed project and are relevant to
assessing its historic status:
•

HPE Policy 1.2: The City considers any property receiving an existing or contingency
rating from the Reconnaissance or Intensive Surveys of “A” (Highest importance). “B”
(major importance), or “C” (secondary importance) and all properties determined by the
Surveys to contribute or potentially contribute to an Area of Primary or Secondary
Importance to warrant consideration for possible preservation. Unless already designated as
Landmarks, Preservation Districts, or Heritage properties pursuant to Policy 1.3
[Designated Historic Properties] will be called “Potential Designated Historic Properties”
[PDHPs].

•

HPE Historic Preservation Goal 2: To preserve, protect, enhance, perpetuate, use, and
prevent the unnecessary destruction or impairment of properties or physical features of
special character or special historic, cultural, educational, architectural or aesthetic interest
or value. Such properties or physical features include buildings, building components,
structures, objects, districts, sites, natural features related to human presence, and activities
taking place on or within such properties or physical features.

•

HPE Policy 3.1: Avoid or Minimize Adverse Historic Preservation Impacts Related to
Discretionary City Actions: The City will make all reasonable efforts to avoid or minimize
adverse effects on the Character-Defining Elements of existing or Potential Designated
Historic Properties which could result from private or public projects requiring
discretionary City actions.

•

HPE Policy 3.5: Historic Preservation and Discretionary Permit Approvals. For additions
or alterations to Heritage Properties or Potential Designated Historic Properties requiring
discretionary City permits, the City will make a finding that: (1) the design matches or is
compatible with, but not necessarily identical, to the property’s existing or historical
design; or (2) the proposed design comprehensively modifies and is at least equal in quality
to the existing design and is compatible with the character of the neighborhood; or (3) the
existing design is undistinguished and does not warrant retention and the proposed design
is compatible with the character of the neighborhood.
For any project involving complete demolition of Heritage Properties or Potential
Designated Historic Properties requiring discretionary City permits, the City will 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; or (3) the existing design is undistinguished and does not warrant retention and
the proposed design is compatible with the character of the neighborhood.

•

HPE Policy 3.7: Property Relocation Rather than Demolition. As a condition of approval
for all discretionary projects involving demolition of existing or Potential Designated
Historic Properties, the City will normally require that reasonable efforts be made to
relocate the properties to an acceptable site.

•

HPE Policy 3.8: Local Register of Historical Resources. and Definition of “Significant
Effects” for Environmental Review Purposes. For purposes of environmental review under
the California Environmental Quality Act, the following properties will constitute the City
of Oakland’s Local Register of Historic Resources:
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1)

All Designated Historic Properties (Landmarks, Heritage Properties, Study List
Properties, Preservation Districts, and S-7 and S-20 Preservation Combining Zone
Properties); and

2)

Those Potential Designated Historic Properties that have an existing rating of “A” or
“B” or are located within an Area of Primary Importance (API).

The Local Register also includes properties within Areas of Primary Importance (API).
An API is a district that appears eligible for the National Register of Historic Places.See
discussion above.
The above policies from the Historic Preservation Element generally encourage, but do not
mandate, the preservation of Oakland’s historic resources, within the context of and consistent
with other General Plan goals, objectives, and policies (as discussed in Section IX of the Initial
Study, Land Use/Planning, in Appendix A). So, for example, the admonition in HPE Historic
Preservation Goal 2 against “the unnecessary destruction” of historic buildings and
HPE Policy 3.1’s direction to employ “all reasonable efforts to avoid or minimize adverse
effects” on historic resources are reviewed against the overall benefits of the proposed project to
the community.
A determination of consistency with the above policies by the Planning Commission and City
Council must be predicated upon a finding that, as specified in HPE Policy 3.5, “(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; or (3) the existing design is
undistinguished and does not warrant retention and the proposed design is compatible with the
character of the neighborhood.” HPE Policy 3.5 is discussed under Project Impacts, below.

City of Oakland Historic Resources on the Project Site and Vicinity
As discussed above, the former Courthouse Athletic Club has an existing field survey rating of
“B+3” (major importance, not located in an API or ASI) by OCHS in 1996. Although this
preliminary field rating has not been confirmed by OCHS or the LPAB, and there is some
indication that the building has limited adaptive reuse potential and may be unworthy of
preservation according to the historic resources technical memorandum (Muller & Caulfield,
1996), a building with an existing rating of “B” is conservatively considered to be a historical
resource for purposes of CEQA, in accordance with Policy 3.8 of the Historic Preservation
Element of 1994 City of Oakland General Plan. This building is also considered a PDHP, in
accordance with Policy 1.2 of the Historic Preservation Element. No Oakland Preservation
Districts, APIs, Heritage Properties, or any buildings on Oakland’s Preservation Study List were
identified on the project site.
City of Oakland historic resources in the project vicinity include St. Augustine’s/Old Trinity
Church at 2845 Telegraph Avenue (Oakland City Landmark # 79), the Grant Miller Mortuary at
2850 Telegraph Avenue (local rating of “B+3”), and the Telegraph Hill Medical Plaza at 3003-27
Telegraph Avenue (local rating of “B+3”). These buildings would be considered historic
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resources for CEQA purposes. All other buildings in the immediate project vicinity (within one
block) were assigned ratings of “C” (Secondary Importance), “D” (Minor Importance), and would
not be considered City of Oakland or CEQA historic resources based on their local survey status.
No designated Oakland Preservation Districts, APIs, Heritage Properties, or any buildings on
Oakland’s Preservation Study List were identified in the project vicinity. As described above, the
project site building may contribute to a potential API of period revival-style funeral homes
clustered along Telegraph and Piedmont Avenues in the project vicinity.

California Register of Historic Resources
The California Register of Historic Resources (CRHR) is an authoritative guide to the state’s
historical resources – a guide by which properties are considered significant for CEQA purposes.
The CRHR includes resources listed in, or formally determined eligible for listing in, the National
Register of Historic Places (NRHP), California State Landmarks, and Points of Historical Interest.
The State Office of Historic Preservation (OHP) maintains a list of historic resources by county in
their Directory of Properties in the Historic Property Data File. A building or structure identified
on OHP’s Directory with a rating of 1 or 2 (on or determined eligible for the National Register) is
considered to be “listed” on the CRHR.
Properties of local significance that have been designated under a local preservation ordinance
(i.e., local landmarks), or that have been identified in a local historical resources inventory may
also be eligible for listing in the CRHR and are presumed to be significant resources for purposes
of CEQA.
In order for a resource to meet the criteria for listing in the CRHR, it must satisfy all of the
following three provisions:
1.

It meets one of the following four criteria of significance (PRC 5024.1(c) and CEQA
Guidelines 15064.5):
(a)

the resource “is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to
the broad patterns of California’s history and cultural heritage”.

(b)

the resource “is associated with the lives of persons important in our past.

(c)

the resource “embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or
method of construction, or represents the work of an important creative individual, or
possesses high artistic values”; or

(d)

the resource “has yielded, or may be likely to yield information important in
prehistory or history” (this criterion applies primarily to archaeological sites).

2.

The resource retains historic integrity; and

3.

It is fifty years old or older (except where it can be demonstrated that sufficient time has
passed to understand the historical importance of the resource).
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The state CEQA Guidelines indicate that projects that are consistent with the Secretary of the
Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings
generally “shall be considered as mitigated to a level of less than a significant impact on the
historic resource” (Section 15064.5(b)(3)).

California Register Historic Resources on the Project Site and Vicinity
No buildings or structures on the project site are listed in, or have been formally determined
eligible for listing in, the CRHR (i.e., on OHP’s Directory with a rating of “1” or “2”). In 1996,
OHP assigned the Courthouse Athletic Club with a rating of “7” (Not Evaluated for NRHP or
CRHR). As discussed above, a historical resource under CEQA is a resource that is identified as
significant (e.g., rated “1”-“5”) in a historical resource survey recorded on DPR Form 523, unless
the preponderance of evidence demonstrates that it is not historically or culturally significant
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5).
Although the project site building has an OHP rating greater than “5,” if it were further evaluated
against the CRHR criteria, it may viewed as embodying the distinctive characteristics of the
Colonial Revival style of architecture and representing the work of a relatively well-known
Oakland architecture firm, Miller & Warnecke. The building is also more than 50 years old, and
the exterior of the 1946 addition and alterations retains a sufficient degree of integrity on the
exterior to convey its architectural style. As such, the Courthouse Athletic Club may would be
eligible for listing in the CRHR upon further evaluation. A building eligible for listing in the
CRHR would be considered a historical resource for CEQA purposes.
California Register resources in the project vicinity include St. Augustine’s/Old Trinity Church at
2845 Telegraph Avenue (rated “1S” – listed in the CRHR and NRHP). This building is
considered a historic resource for CEQA purposes.

National Register of Historic Places
The National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) is the nation's official list of cultural resources
worthy of preservation. Authorized under the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, the
National Register is part of a national program to identify, evaluate, and protect our historic and
archeological resources. Properties listed in the Register include districts, sites, buildings,
structures, and objects that are significant in American history, architecture, archeology,
engineering, and culture. The NRHP is administered by the National Park Service, which is part
of the U.S. Department of the Interior.
To be listed on the NRHP, a property must be shown to be “significant” at the local, state, or
national level under one or more of the following criteria.
1.

Criterion A (Event): That are associated with events that have made a significant
contribution to the broad patterns of our history.

2.

Criterion B (Person): That are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past.
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3.

Criterion C (Design/Construction): That embody the distinctive characteristics of a type,
period or method of construction, or that represent the work of a master, or that possess
high artistic values, or that represent a significant and distinguishable entity whose
components may lack individual distinction..

4.

Criterion D (Information Potential): That have yielded, or may be likely to yield,
information important in prehistory or history.

Integrity: The property must also possess historic “integrity.” Integrity is defined as “the ability
of a property to convey its significance.” The National Register criteria recognize seven qualities
that define integrity: location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association.
•

“Location” refers to the place where the historic property was constructed.

•

“Design” is the combination of architectural elements that create the form, structure and
style of the property.

•

“Setting” is the physical environment surrounding a historic property.

•

“Materials” are the original physical components that were combined during a particular
period in time and in a particular pattern to form the historic property.

•

“Workmanship” is the physical evidence of the building crafts and skills of a particular
culture during a given period.

•

“Feeling” is a property’s expression of the aesthetic or historic sense of a particular period
of time.

•

“Association” is the direct link between an important historic event or person and a historic
property.

Buildings less than 50 years old are generally not considered eligible for listing in the NRHP,
Special considerations apply to moved or reconstructed properties, cemeteries, religious or
commemorative properties, and properties achieving significance within the past 50 years.
Properties listed in the NRHP are automatically listed in the CRHR.

National Register Historic Resources on the Project Site and Vicinity
No buildings on the project site are listed in or have been determined eligible for listing in the
NRHP. As discussed above, the Courthouse Athletic Club has an NRHP rating of “7” (Not
Evaluated for NRHP or CRHR). If the building were further evaluated against the NRHP criteria,
which are generally similar to the CRHR criteria, the project site building may would also meet
the NRHP criteria in terms of age, integrity, and architectural associations (i.e., potentially
eligible for listing in the NRHP at the local level). A building eligible for listing in the NRHP
would be considered a historical resource for CEQA purposes.
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As discussed above, NRHP resources in the project vicinity include the St. Augustine’s/
Old Trinity Church at the corner of 29th and Telegraph Avenue (rated “1S” – listed in the
NRHP).

Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Significance Criteria
An impact to historic resources would be considered significant if the project would result in any
of the following:
•

Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historic resource, as defined in
Section 15064.5

CEQA Section 21084.1 states that “a project that may cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an historical resource is a project that may have a significant effect on the
environment.” A “substantial adverse change” is defined in Section 15064.5(b)(1) of the CEQA
Guidelines as “physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource or its
immediate surroundings such that the significance of an historical resource would be materially
impaired.” The significance of a historical resource is “materially impaired,” according to
Guidelines Section 15064(b)(2), when a project demolishes or materially alters, in an adverse
manner, those physical characteristics of the resource that:
•

convey its historic significance and that justify its inclusion in, or eligibility for inclusion
in, the California Register of Historical Resources (including a determination by the lead
agency that the resource is eligible for inclusion in the California Register);

•

account for its inclusion in a local register of historical resources adopted by local agency
ordinance or resolution (in accordance with Public Resources Code Sec. 5020.1(k)); or

•

account for its identification in a historical resources survey that meets the requirement of
Public Resources Code Sec. 5024.1(g), including, among other things, that “the resource is
evaluated and determined by the [State Office of Historic Preservation] to have a
significance rating of Category 1 to 5 on DPR Form 523,” unless the lead agency
“establishes by a preponderance of evidence that the resource is not historically or
culturally significant.”

As previously indicated in the above discussion of CRHR, the state CEQA Guidelines indicate
that projects that are consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation
and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings generally “shall be considered as mitigated
to a level of less than a significant impact on the historic resource” (Section 15064.5(b)(3)).
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Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Impact A.1: The project would result in the demolition of the former Courthouse Athletic
Club at 2935 Telegraph Avenue, a building that qualifies as a historic resource as defined
by CEQA Section 15064.5. (Significant and Unavoidable)
The proposed project would replace the former Courthouse Athletic Club and the adjacent
parking lot with a five story, mixed use building containing 142 residential units, 2,900 square
feet of ground floor retail, and parking for 204 automobiles.
As indicated in the Setting discussion, tThe Courthouse Athletic Club is conservatively
considered a historic resource pursuant to CEQA Section 15064.5 or Policy 3.8 of the City of
Oakland’s Historic Preservation Element given its existing “B+3” rating. Upon further review,
the building may would also meet the state and federal criteria for listing in the CRHR and
NRHP.
As the proposed project would result in the physical demolition of the resource such that the
significance of an historical resource would be materially impaired, the project would cause a
substantial adverse change in the significance of a historic resource. Therefore, the proposed
project would result in a significant impact to historic resources pursuant to CEQA Section
15064.5.
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(b)(2) states that, “In some circumstances, documentation of a
historical resource, by way of historic narrative, photographs, or architectural drawings as
mitigation for the effects of demolition of the resources will not mitigate the effects to a point
where clearly no significant effect on the environment would occur.” In such cases, the
demolition or substantial alteration of a historical resource would remain a significant and
unavoidable impact on the environment even after the historical documentation has been
completed. Implementation of the following measures would reduce the potential impacts to
historic resources (2935 Telegraph Avenue), but not to a less-than-significant level.
Mitigation Measure A.1a: Archival Documentation. Trammell Crow Residential shall
document the building at 2935 Telegraph Avenue prior to its demolition through the use of
large-format black and white photography and a brief historical report, meeting the
specifications of the Historic American Building Survey (HABS). The historic report
should briefly describe the building and its historic significance to the City of Oakland. The
documentary photographs and report would be archived locally at the Oakland History
Room (OHR) of the Oakland Public Library along with a copy on archival paper. Digital
copies of the photographs would be forwarded to the Oakland Cultural Heritage Survey.
Mitigation Measure A.1b: Interpretive Materials: Trammell Crow Residential shall
prepare interpretive materials as directed by the City, including, but not limited to on-site
interpretive signage, brochures, or any combination thereof. Any such materials should
address not only the history and architecture of the building, but also its contribution to a
potential API of period revival style funeral homes in the project vicinity.
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Mitigation Measure A.1c: Relocation: In accordance with HPE Policy 3.7, the City will
normally require that reasonable efforts be made to relocate the property to an acceptable
site as a condition of approval for all discretionary projects involving demolition of existing
or Potential Designated Historic Properties. Under this condition, the applicant is normally
released from the relocation requirement after 90 days if the applicant demonstrates to the
satisfaction of the Director of City Planning that all reasonable efforts have been made to
relocate the building and that these efforts have been unsuccessful. Therefore, Trammell
Crow Residential shall make reasonable efforts to relocate the project site building, and
demonstrate to the satisfaction of the city why such efforts would be unsuccessful within 90
days of certification of this EIR. [Note to reviewers: relocation is typically not included
in Oakland EIRs as mitigation for the loss of a historic resource, for the reason
detailed below]
Even with implementation of the above mitigation measures, the demolition of the building
would result in the permanent loss of the historic resource. Although preferable to demolition,
relocation of a historic resource would substantially alter the building’s historic setting, resulting
in an adverse impact to the significance of the property. Therefore the impact of demolition or
relocation would remain significant and unavoidable.
City decision-makers would consider all aspects of the proposed project and overall General Plan
policies to determine whether or not an affirmative finding could be made, under Policy 3.5 of the
General Plan Historic Preservation Element, that “the design quality of the proposed project is at
least equal to that of the original structure[s] and is compatible with the character of the
neighborhood” (Finding 1) and that “the public benefits of the proposed project outweigh the
benefit of retaining the original structure[s]” (Finding 2).
The Historic Preservation Element recommends that a project design should be modified “to
avoid adversely affecting the character defining elements” Modifying the project as
recommended in the Historic Preservation Element would substantially alter the project as
proposed and would fail to meet most of the project’s objectives. However, as required by CEQA,
a preservation alternative to the project is included in Chapter IV of this EIR that would retain
and reuse the former Courthouse Athletic Club while constructing portions of the proposed
project around and behind the existing building.
________________________
Impact A.2: The project would construct substantially larger and taller buildings in the
vicinity of historic resources, which could alter their historic setting. (Less than Significant)
Historic resources in the project vicinity include St. Augustine’s/Old Trinity Church, the Grant
Miller Mortuary, and the Telegraph-Hill Medical Plaza. The proposed project would be separated
from St. Augustine’s Church by the width of 29th Street, or about 60 feet, not including property
setbacks on both properties, which would include an additional 10-15 feet for a total separation of
about 70-75 feet. This distance would provide a sufficient buffer to allow St. Augustine’s to
continue to ‘read’ as a separate, historical structure, and the project would have no substantial
direct or indirect impact on this building such that it would no longer qualify for as an Oakland
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City Landmark or for listing on the NRHP. The proposed project, at 55 feet tall, would be about
20 feet taller than the height of St. Augustine’s Church, estimated to be about 35 feet tall to the
top of its spire. This height differential, while noticeable, would not have a significant impact on
the historic significance of St. Augustine’s. The proposed project’s garage and loading entrance
would be located across 29th Street from St. Augustine’s, separated by the width of the street as
discussed above, and would not have a significant impact on the use, function, or enjoyment of
the church such that it would no longer qualify for listing in the NRHP or as an Oakland
Landmark.
As described on page 14 of the Initial Study (see Appendix A), St. Augustine’s Church is located
to the south of the project site, and it is not anticipated no evidence suggests that the project
shadow would reach the Church at any point during the year. Therefore, the project would not
result in a significant physical effect such that the shadow would materially impair the resource’s
historical significance by precluding its inclusion on or eligibility for listing in the National
Register of Historic Places or as an Oakland Landmark. As a result, project effects to St.
Augustine’s Church are anticipated to be less-than-significant.
Similar to the setback from St. Augustine’s Church, the proposed project would be separated
from the Telegraph-Hill Medical Plaza by the width of 30th Street, for a total separation of about
70-75 feet including building setbacks. This distance would provide a sufficient buffer as to allow
the Telegraph-Hill Medical Plaza to ‘read’ as a separate structure, and would have no substantial
direct or indirect impact on this building such that it would no longer qualify for as an City of
Oakland building of major (historical) importance. The proposed project, at 55 feet tall, would be
about 20 feet taller than the height of Telegraph-Hill Medical Plaza’s, estimated to be about 35
feet tall to the top of its steeply peaked roof. This height differential, while noticeable, would not
have a significant impact on the historic significance of the Telegraph-Hill Medical Plaza.
Because the Telegraph-Hill Medical Plaza is located to the north of the proposed project,
shadows would be cast on to this structure during certain times of the day, depending on the time
of year. However, Aas this building is no longer a funerary building or used as a chapel, project
site shadows would not substantially preclude impair the use of this building such that it would
no longer qualify as a City of Oakland historical resource. As a result, project impacts to
Telegraph-Hill Medical Plaza are anticipated to be less-than-significant.
The Grant Miller Mortuary is located at 2850 Telegraph Avenue, approximately 430 feet
southeast from the project site, and on the opposite side of Telegraph Avenue from the project
site. Due to the distance and the number of intervening buildings separating the two structures,
the proposed project would have no discernable effect on this building such that it would no
longer qualify as a historic resource. As a result, the proposed project would have no impact to
the Grant Miller Mortuary.
Mitigation: None required.
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Cumulative Impacts
Impact A.3: The proposed project would not combine with cumulative development that
would involve demolition or substantial alteration of other historic buildings in the
Central/Chinatown Planning Area of Oakland to form a significant cumulative impact to
historic resources. The project would also have a less-than-significant cumulative impact to
a potential period revival-style funeral home API. (Less than Significant)
Although the proposed project would have a significant, adverse impact on a local historic
resource, its loss would not combine with other past, present, or reasonably foreseeable projects
in the Central/Chinatown Planning Area of Oakland to form a significant cumulative impact.
Aside from impacts to the project site building, there are no other known projects in this part of
Oakland that have demolished or will demolish historic, former funerary buildings or other
historic buildings designed by Miller & Warnecke, to which the loss of the former Courthouse
Athletic would cumulatively contribute.
The building is one of three five period revival-style former funerary buildings located along this
section of Telegraph Avenue.in Oakland that may contribute to a potential API as a historically
related property group identified by the Reconnaissance Survey with existing “B” and “C”
ratings. The proposed project may have a cumulative impact to this potential historic district,
given the relative rarity of this resource type (period-revival funeral homes in Oakland in
general). However, because at least two-thirds of the properties within an API must be
contributory to the API, this potential district would continue to meet the two-thirds threshold
after demolition of the former Courthouse Athletic Club considering that the project site building
represent only one-fifth or 20 percent of the contributors to the potential API. The remaining
contributors (or 80 percent) would be unaffected by the proposed project and would continue to
be eligible as contributors to a potential API with or without the project site building.
Finally, the Grant Miller Mortuary Considering that two out of the three building have been
converted to other uses and no longer operate as funerary buildings (project site building and
Telegraph-Hill Medical Plaza), the loss of the Courthouse Athletic Club as a former funerary
building cannot be viewed as a significant cumulative impact to historic resources. The loss of the
former Courthouse Athletic Club would have no discernable effect on the Grant Miller Mortuary,
which would continue to operate as a Telegraph Avenue mortuary facility after completion of the
proposed project. This building may also be viewed as a superior work by architects Miller &
Warnecke when compared to the project site building, given its more elaborate architectural style,
greater level of interior and exterior integrity, and continuous use as a mortuary since 1931.
Therefore, the loss of the project site building as a relatively lesser work by Miller & Warnecke
would not have a significant, cumulative impact on these architects’ body of work in Oakland. As
a result, the proposed project would have a less-than-significant cumulative impact to historic
resources.
Mitigation: None required.

2935 Telegraph Avenue
Administrative Draft EIR

III.A-21
Preliminary − Subject to Revision

ESA / 206145
NovemberFebruary 20076

III. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures
A. Historic Resources

References – Cultural Resources
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, Section 15064.5, Determining the
Significance of Impacts on Historical and Unique Archaeological Resources, 2006.
City of Oakland, Oakland Cultural Heritage Survey, State Department of Parks and Recreation
(DPR) Form 523, 2935 Telegraph Avenue, 2850 Telegraph Avenue, 1996.
City of Oakland, Oakland Cultural Heritage Survey, Building Research File, 3003-27,
3630 Telegraph Avenue, Telegraph Avenue3476 Piedmont Avenue, 2935 Telegraph
Avenue, 2850 Telegraph Avenue. Various dates.
City of Oakland, Historic Resources Inventory Form, St. Andrew Missionary Baptist Church,
2624 West Street, 1991.
City of Oakland, Ordinance No. 1266, An Ordinance Designating St. Andrew Missionary Baptist
Church At 2624 West Street As A Landmark, August 9, 2004
Lombardi, Gail, City of Oakland Cultural Heritage Survey, to Michael Schmitz, Re: 2935
Telegraph Avenue Permit History (letter), August 2, 2005.
City of Oakland, Broadway West Grand Mixed Use Project Draft EIR, August, 2004.
City of Oakland, Historic Preservation Element of the City of Oakland General Plan, 1994.
Muller & Caulfield, Re: 2935 Telegraph Avenue (technical memorandum), March, 2006.
Northwest Information Center (NWIC), Memo from Lisa Hagel, NWIC, to Dean Martorana,
ESA, Re: Courthouse Condos Project (2060145), NWIC File No. 06-375, November 13,
2006
Public Resources Code section 21084.1, citing sections 5020.1(k) and 5024.1(g).

Maps
City of Oakland, Oakland Cultural Heritage Survey, OCHS Reconnaissance Survey Maps,
Telegraph Avenue (Annotated copies of Sanborn Fire Insurance Co. Maps), January 3,
1986.
Sanborn Fire Insurance Co. Maps, 1902 (Vol. 1, Sheet 33), 1912 (Vol. 1, Sheet 31), 1950 (Vol. 1,
Sheet 33)

Websites
www.artdecosociety.org/preservation/pres_2004/histpres_2004.htm (Accessed November 9,
2006)
www.berkeleyheritage.com/berkeley_landmarks/kawneer.html (Accessed November 9, 2006)
www.oakmorehomes.org/PDF/OHA%20newsletter_fall-2004.pdf (Accessed November 9, 2006)

2935 Telegraph Avenue
Administrative Draft EIR

III.A-22
Preliminary − Subject to Revision

ESA / 206145
NovemberFebruary 20076

III. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures

B. Transportation, Circulation, and Parking
Setting
Existing Street and Highway System 1
The project study area is served by regional and local roadways, as described below. 2

Regional Access
Interstate 980 (I-980) is located west of the project site, extending between Interstate 880 and
Interstate 580, where I-980 becomes State Route 24. Five lanes are provided in each direction on
this freeway in the general vicinity of project area. In the project vicinity, a northbound on-ramp
and a southbound off-ramp are provided along 27th Street. Annual average daily traffic on I-980
north of 27th Street is about 104,000 vehicles (Caltrans, 2006).
Interstate 580 (I-580) is a major east-west regional freeway that is located north of the project
site, extending between United States Highway 101 in San Rafael and Interstate 5 south of the
City of Tracy. Four lanes are provided in each direction on this freeway east of the project site,
and five lanes are provided west of the project site. Access to I-580 from the study area is
provided via I-980. Annual average daily traffic on I-580 east of I-980 was 178,000 vehicles and
west of I-980 is about 203,000 vehicles (Caltrans, 2006).
Interstate 880 (I-580) is a major north-south regional freeway that is located south of the project
site, extending between Interstate 80/580 in Emeryville and Interstate 280 in San Jose. Four lanes
are provided in each direction on this freeway near the project site. Access to I-880 from the
study area is provided via I-980. Annual average daily traffic on I-880 east of I-980 is about
195,000 vehicles (Caltrans, 2006).
Interstate 80 (I-80) is a major north-south regional freeway that is located north of the project
site, connecting San Francisco and Sacramento. Beginning in San Francisco, it crosses the
San Francisco – Oakland Bay Bridge and then to continues northeastward to and beyond the
Carquinez Bridge. In the vicinity of the project site, five lanes are provided in each direction on
this freeway. Access to I-80 from the study area is provided via I-580. Annual average daily
traffic on I-80 north of the MacArthur Maze is about 303,000 vehicles (Caltrans, 2006).
State Route 24 (SR 24) runs from Walnut Creek in the east to Oakland in the west, and is the
continuation of I-980 east of I-580. SR 24 provides four lanes in each direction in the general
vicinity of project area. Annual average daily traffic on SR 24 north of I-580 is about
144,000 vehicles (Caltrans, 2006)
1

2

Following Oakland convention, the East Bay Hills are characterized as northerly in compass orientation and the
Bay as southerly; thus Telegraph Avenue and streets parallel are considered to run north-south, while 29th Street
and streets parallel are considered to run east-west.
A screening process, described on page IV.B-3, was used to identify a project study area that adequately covers the
potential project-generated traffic impacts.
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Local Access
Telegraph Avenue is a four-lane north-south arterial that borders the eastern edge of the project
site. Telegraph Avenue extends from Bancroft Avenue in the City of Berkeley into downtown
Oakland, where it merges with Broadway.
MacArthur Boulevard is a six-lane east-west arterial, extending from Hollis Street in north-west
Oakland to Estudillo Avenue in San Leandro.
West Grand Avenue is a four-lane east-west arterial extending from I-80 in the west to beyond
I-580 in the east.
Broadway is a four-lane north-south arterial that extends from Jack London Square in the south to
SR 24 to the north. There are traffic signals at most of the major intersections, and separate leftand right-turn lanes at some key intersections.
Martin Luther King Jr. Way is a four-lane arterial that extends from the Embarcadero in the south
to Hopkins Street in the City of Berkeley.
27th Street is a six-lane east-west arterial that provides access to I-980, and extends between
San Pablo Avenue and Broadway.
29th Street is a two-lane east-west road that borders the southern edge of the project site, and
extends from San Pablo Avenue in the west to Harrison Street in the east.
30th Street is a two-lane east-west road that borders the northern edge of the project site, and
extends from Peralta Street in the west to Richmond Boulevard in the east.
Northgate Avenue is a four-lane north-south road that extends from West Grand Avenue in the
south to 28th Street in the north. Northgate Avenue provides direct access to northbound I-980.

Existing Traffic Conditions
The traffic conditions in urban areas are affected more by the operations at the intersections than
by the capacities of the local streets because traffic control devices (signals and stop signs) at
intersections control the capacity of the street segments. Intersection operations are measured in
terms of Level of Service (LOS), which is based on average delay per vehicle experienced at an
intersection. That delay is a function of the signal timing, intersection lane widths and
configuration, hourly traffic volumes, pedestrian volumes, and parking and bus conflicts.
Conditions were determined for weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours, based on weekday traffic
counts conducted on Wednesday, June 14, 2006 at the study intersections.

Level of Service Analysis Methodologies
The operation of a local roadway network is commonly measured and described using Level of
Service. The LOS grading system qualitatively characterizes traffic conditions associated with
varying levels of vehicle traffic, ranging from LOS A (indicating free-flow traffic conditions with
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little or no delay experienced by motorists) to LOS F (indicating congested conditions where
traffic flows exceed design capacity and result in long queues and delays). This LOS grading
system applies to both signalized and unsignalized intersections. LOS A, B, and C are generally
considered satisfactory service levels, while the influence of congestion becomes more noticeable
(though still considered acceptable) at LOS D. LOS E and F are generally considered to be
unacceptable, though LOS E is considered acceptable in the downtown area of Oakland.
Signalized Intersections

At the signalized study intersections, traffic conditions were evaluated using the Synchro
software program, which uses the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) operations
methodology. The operational analysis uses various intersection characteristics (e.g., traffic
volumes, lane geometry, and signal phasing/timing) to estimate the average control delay
experienced by motorists traveling through an intersection. Table III.B-1 summarizes the
relationship between control delay and LOS.
Unsignalized Intersections

For the unsignalized (two-way stop-controlled) study intersections, traffic conditions were
evaluated using the Synchro software program, which uses the 2000 HCM operations
methodology. With this methodology, the LOS is related to the delay per vehicle for each stopcontrolled movement or approach. Delay is defined as the total elapsed time from when a vehicle
stops at the end of the queue until the vehicle departs from the stop line. This time includes the
time required for a vehicle to travel from the last-in-queue position to the first-in-queue position.
Table III.B-1 summarizes the relationship between delay and LOS.

Existing Intersection Traffic Operating Conditions
All intersections that could potentially be affected by project traffic were tested and screened for
inclusion in the traffic analysis, based on the significance criteria of the City of Oakland. All
intersections that satisfy the following two criteria are included in the study analysis:
•

Intersections to which the project would add 30 or more peak-hour trips; and

•

Inside the downtown area, the intersection was identified as operating at LOS D or worse,
or, outside of the downtown area, the intersection was identified as operating at LOS C or
worse.

It is at these intersections where the project could result in a significant adverse impact. It should
be noted that this screening approach is similar to criteria and methodology commonly employed
by other Bay Area jurisdictions.
Based on the City’s significance criteria, a significant impact is identified when an intersection
deteriorates to worse than LOS E inside of the downtown area and worse than LOS D outside of
the downtown area. The addition of 30 or fewer trips to an intersection can not reasonably be
expected to degrade a service level from LOS D or better to worse than LOS E (inside of the
downtown area) or to degrade a service level from LOS C or better to worse than LOS D (outside
of the downtown area).
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TABLE III.B-1
DEFINITIONS FOR INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE
Unsignalized Intersections
Average Total
Vehicle Delay
Description
(Seconds)

Level
of
Service
Grade

Signalized Intersections
Average Control
Vehicle Delay
(Seconds)
Description

≤10.0

A

≤10.0

Operations with
minor delay.

>10.0 and ≤15.0

B

>10.0 and ≤20.0

Stable Operation or Minimal Delays:
Generally occurs with good signal
progression and/or short cycle lengths. More
vehicles stop than with LOS A, causing higher
levels of average delay. An occasional
approach phase is fully utilized.

Operations with
moderate delays.

>15.0 and ≤25.0

C

>20.0 and ≤35.0

Stable Operation or Acceptable Delays:
Higher delays resulting from fair signal
progression and/or longer cycle lengths.
Drivers begin having to wait through more than
one red light. Most drivers feel somewhat
restricted.

Operations with
increasingly
unacceptable delays.

>25.0 and ≤35.0

D

>35.0 and ≤55.0

Approaching Unstable or Tolerable Delays:
Influence of congestion becomes more
noticeable. Longer delays result from
unfavorable signal progression, long cycle
lengths, or high volume to capacity ratios.
Many vehicles stop. Drivers may have to wait
through more than one red light. Queues may
develop, but dissipate rapidly, without
excessive delays.

Operations with
high delays, and
long queues.

>35.0 and ≤50.0

E

>55.0 and ≤80.0

Unstable Operation or Significant Delays:
Considered to be the limit of acceptable
delay. High delays indicate poor signal
progression, long cycle lengths and high
volume to capacity ratios. Individual cycle
failures are frequent occurrences. Vehicles
may wait through several signal cycles. Long
queues form upstream from intersection.

>50.0

F

>80.0

Forced Flow or Excessive Delays:
Occurs with oversaturation when flows
exceed the intersection capacity. Represents
jammed conditions. Many cycle failures.
Queues may block upstream intersections.

No delay for stopcontrolled approaches.

Operations with
extreme congestion,
and with very high
delays and long
queues unacceptable
to most drivers.

Free Flow or Insignificant Delays:
Operations with very low delay, when signal
progression is extremely favorable and most
vehicles arrive during the green light phase.
Most vehicles do not stop at all.

SOURCE: Transportation Research Board, Special Report 209, Highway Capacity Manual, updated 2000.
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On arterial roadways in the project study area, 30 or fewer trips are within daily traffic
fluctuations. Daily and peak-hour traffic fluctuations of plus-or-minus 5 percent or more are
commonplace on these types of roadway facilities. For comparison purposes, 30 trips would
comprise roughly 1.5 percent of AM peak-hour traffic at the Telegraph Avenue / 27th Street
intersection, and approximately 1.2 percent of total traffic during the PM peak hour. This is less
than typical daily fluctuations in traffic, and less than the 3.0 percent increase necessary to
constitute a significant impact on the Alameda County Congestion Management Agency
(ACCMA) Metropolitan Transportation System (for facilities operating at LOS F in the baseline
condition).
Analysis of peak-hour traffic conditions was conducted at nine intersections in the project
vicinity. As described above, the signalized intersections were selected on the basis of being
where the proposed project would add 30 or more peak-hour trips and where the intersection
potentially would operate at an unacceptable level of service as a result of the project or other
planned cumulative growth. Intersections abutting the project site are also included in the
analysis. The nine analysis intersections are listed below and shown in Figure III.B-1.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

Telegraph Avenue / MacArthur Boulevard (signalized)
Telegraph Avenue / 30th Street (signalized/unsignalized) 3
Telegraph Avenue / 29th Street (signalized)
Telegraph Avenue / 27th Street (signalized)
Telegraph Avenue / West Grand Avenue (signalized)
Martin Luther King Jr. Way / 27th Street (signalized)
I-980 Southbound Off-Ramp / 27th Street (signalized)
Northgate Avenue / I-980 Northbound On-Ramp / 27th Street (signalized)
Broadway / 27th Street (signalized)

Figure III.B-2 illustrates the existing lane geometry and traffic control at the study intersections.
Existing a.m. and p.m. peak-hour traffic volumes are presented in Figure III.B-3. The existing
a.m. and p.m. peak-hour intersection LOS and delays are summarized in Table III.B-2. As shown,
each of the study intersections currently operates under acceptable conditions (at LOS D or
better).

Transit Services
Existing transit service near the project site includes bus service provided by the Alameda-Contra
Costa Transit District (AC Transit) and rail service provided by Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART).
Each of these services is described below, and shown in Figure III.B-4.

3

At the Telegraph Avenue / 30th Street intersection, the eastbound and westbound approaches are displaced by
approximately 150 feet. At the westbound approach – located further north than the eastbound approach – the
intersection is signalized. The eastbound approach is stop controlled. The two intersections are analyzed as separate
intersections herein.
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TABLE III.B-2
EXISTING INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE (LOS) AND DELAY (seconds/vehicle)
Existing AM
No.

Intersection

Existing PM

Traffic Control

LOS

Delay

LOS

Delay

#1

Telegraph Ave. / MacArthur Blvd.

Signal

A

9.0

B

17.4

#2a

Telegraph Avenue / 30th Street

Signal

A

6.6

B

10.1

#2b

Telegraph Avenue / 30th Street

Side-Street
Stop-Control

B

12.7

C

18.6

#3

Telegraph Avenue / 29th Street

Signal

A

7.8

A

9.7

#4

Telegraph Avenue / 27th Street

Signal

B

17.3

B

15.9

#5

Telegraph Ave. / West Grand Ave.

Signal

B

17.9

B

19.6

#6

Martin Luther King Jr. Way / 27th St.

Signal

B

12.8

B

11.7

#7

I-980 Southbound Off-Ramp / 27th Street

Signal

A

9.0

B

11.9

#8

Northgate Avenue - I-980 Northbound On-Ramp /
27th Street

Signal

B

19.0

C

31.3

#9

Broadway / 27th Street

Signal

B

14.4

B

15.0

a The LOS and delay for side-street stop controlled intersections represent the worst movement or approach. The LOS and delay for

signalized intersections represent the overall intersection.
SOURCE: Korve Engineering, 2006

AC Transit
Several AC Transit bus lines running through major north-south and east-west corridors serve the
project site. Table III.B-3 summarizes the bus routes and service schedules for the AC Transit
lines located within walking distance (approximately one-half mile) from the project site.
In the vicinity of the proposed project site, AC transit bus stops are located on Telegraph Avenue
at 30th Street (Lines 40 and 43), on Martin Luther King Jr. Way at 27th Street (Line 15), on San
Pablo Avenue at 30th Street (Lines 72 and 88), on Broadway at 27th Street (Lines 51 and 59), on
Harrison Street at 27th Street (Line 11), and on Broadway at Grand Avenue (Line 12).

BART
The Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) is an automated rapid transit system serving the three
BART counties of Alameda, Contra Costa, San Francisco, as well as northern San Mateo County.
The MacArthur BART Station and the 19th Street BART Station are equidistant from the project
site (approximately two-thirds of a mile away). Three of the five BART lines serve both stations
(i.e., the Richmond – Fremont; Richmond – Daly City; and Pittsburg/Bay Point – Daly City).
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TABLE III.B-3
BUS SERVICE SUMMARY FOR PROJECT AREA
Line

Peak Hour Headways

11
12
15
40
43
51
59
72
88

20 min
20 min
30 min
15 min
15 min
10-15 min
60 min
30 min
20 min

Service Area
Diamond District – Downtown Oakland – Piedmont
MacArthur BART to Downtown Oakland
Montclair Transit Center – Downtown Oakland – El Cerrito BART
Berkeley – Oakland – Bay Fair BART
El Cerrito – Eastmont Transit Center
Alameda – Oakland – Berkeley
Lake Merritt BART – Oakland – Rockridge BART
Hill Top Mall – Oakland
Lake Merritt BART – North Berkeley BART

SOURCE: AC Transit, Route and Bus Schedules, Effective June 18, 2006

Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities
In the vicinity of the proposed project site, sidewalks are provided on all streets. Crosswalks are
provided at all approaches at all study intersections, with the exception of at the I-980
Southbound Off-Ramp / 27th Street and Northgate Avenue / I-980 Northbound On-Ramp /
27th Street intersections. At the I-980 Southbound Off-Ramp / 27th Street intersection, a northsouth crosswalk along the east side of the intersection is not available. At the Northgate Avenue /
I-980 Northbound On-Ramp / 27th Street intersection, north-south crosswalks are not provided.
According to the City of Oakland’s Pedestrian Master Plan, adopted November 2002, Telegraph
Avenue, Broadway, Martin Luther King Jr. Way, and West Grand Avenue are City Pedestrian
Routes. 27th Street is a District Pedestrian Route in the vicinity of the proposed project site.
Currently, the bicycle facilities located in the proximity of the proposed project site are on Grand
Avenue, Broadway north of 25th Street, Webster Street north of 27th Street, and around Lake
Merritt. The types of bicycle facilities range from a Class II bike lane to a Class III bike route
(signage only) along different stretches of Broadway and Grand Avenue. The facility surrounding
Lake Merritt is a discontinuous Class I bike path, which also serves as a pedestrian walkway. 4 It
should be noted that in the City of Oakland’s Bicycle Master Plan, adopted in July 1999, Class II
bike lanes and Class III bike routes are recommended at various locations near the project site.
Some of these locations include Class II bike lanes along 27th Street east of Telegraph Avenue,
along Telegraph Avenue north of Broadway, and along Martin Luther King Jr. Way north of
West Grand Avenue.

4

A Class I bicycle facility (bicycle path) is completely segregated from vehicle traffic and tends to be a recreational
facility. A Class II bicycle facility (bicycle lane) is an on-street facility established on roadways with high bicycle
demand, is a minimum of 1.5 meters in width, and is delineated by a six inch stripe on the left-hand side of the lane,
an optional four inch stripe on the right side of the lane, and in-pavement markings such as the symbol of a cyclist
with a helmet. A Class III bicycle facility (bicycle route) is a denoted by route signs and is installed on streets that
are recommended for cycling but do not require bike lane striping due to the low-volume of vehicle traffic flow.
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Planned Transportation Improvements
AC Transit is exploring implementation of a Telegraph Avenue Bus Rapid Transit (BRT). The
proposed BRT project would eliminate one through lane in each direction and narrow Telegraph
Avenue to one through lane in each direction. Although there are no finalized design plans, an
assurance of full funding for the BRT project, or approvals from AC Transit, the City of Oakland
and other public agencies, and although proposed (but not approved) transit improvements are not
typically considered as part of the projected baseline conditions, this EIR nevertheless
(conservatively) provides an evaluation of the potential effects on project impacts caused by
proposed modifications to the traffic circulation network by the proposed Telegraph Avenue BRT
(see Appendix D).
AC Transit is developing a proposal to implement Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) connecting the cities
of Berkeley, Oakland and San Leandro. The primary roadways under consideration at this time
are Telegraph Avenue and International Boulevard. While a precise alignment into and out of
downtown Oakland has not been defined at this time, potential alignments on Telegraph Avenue,
Broadway, 20th Street, East 12th Street and East 10th Street are under consideration. In the study
area, BRT would run on Telegraph Avenue.
To implement BRT on Telegraph Avenue, travel lanes that are currently dedicated to vehicular
use may be taken and dedicated for bus-only use. The bus-only travel lanes would be separated
from the vehicular travel lanes by a physical barrier (likely a raised concrete curb). Telegraph
Avenue is currently a four-lane arterial roadway with a median left turn lane and on-street
parking on both sides of the street. The implementation of BRT would possibly involve the
dedication of 24 to 28 feet of traveled way to buses. This right-of-way may also include an
associated reduction, narrowing and/or elimination of travel lanes and/or on-street parking. While
AC Transit has not defined a precise project at this time, it is likely that different configurations
will be installed at different locations throughout the affected corridors. In some areas, the
elimination of on-street parking may not be possible due to negative effects on area businesses,
while in other areas the elimination of travel lanes may not be possible due to significant and
unavoidable traffic impacts. AC Transit has indicated that they will not pursue the elimination of
travel lanes in areas where unacceptable congestion (i.e., significant and unavoidable adverse
impacts) would result. As AC Transit progresses further through the preliminary design and
environmental review process, the BRT project, and its precise alignment and configuration will
be further defined and its environmental impacts analyzed.
On Telegraph Avenue, in the study area, the BRT project may pursue the elimination of a
northbound and southbound vehicular travel lane. This configuration would leave in place a
single northbound lane and a single southbound lane. In addition, turn lanes would be provided at
major intersections. The BRT project may include new traffic signals and improvements
(interconnection) to existing traffic signals to improve the flow of traffic. The BRT project may
also close median access at a currently unknown number of minor streets.
If the BRT project were to remove northbound and southbound through lanes on Telegraph
Avenue through the study area, the capacity of this road would be effectively cut in half. The
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installation of left turn lanes and signal improvements at major intersections would work to
mitigate this effect, but the carrying capacity of Telegraph Avenue would be substantially
reduced. It is possible that this reduction in capacity on Telegraph Avenue would result in
substantial congestion and numerous significant unavoidable traffic impacts. If the capacity on
Telegraph Avenue is reduced in this fashion, and substantial congestion occurs, it is likely that
some vehicles would chose alternative north-south parallel routes to complete their trips
(e.g., San Pablo Avenue, Broadway and others).
At this time, AC Transit continues to evaluate and refine the specifics of the BRT project. In
addition, a separate environmental study is underway to evaluate the impacts of the project on
Telegraph Avenue and other affected roadways. The purpose of this further design, refinement
and study of the BRT project is to ensure that the BRT project does not result in significant and
unavoidable adverse impacts in the study area.
In sum, at this point in time, the BRT proposal is too speculative to analyze in detail in this
environmental document. Because AC Transit has indicated that it will not pursue removal of
travel lanes if such results in unacceptable congestion levels, it is reasonable to conclude that if
the BRT project is implemented, it will not result in a significant and unavoidable adverse
impacts in the study area for the proposed project.

Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Approach to Analysis
The transportation analysis was conducted for typical weekday a.m. and p.m. peak commute hour
conditions at local intersections. Those time periods are the most relevant for this analysis
because traffic volumes are generally the highest in Oakland during those periods, and therefore,
traffic and circulation conditions during the weekday morning and evening commute hours are
considered the most critical to evaluate in determining potentially significant impacts. In addition,
standard traffic analytical tools focus on the weekday peak hours.
Traffic impacts are assessed at the nine study intersections in the study area for the following four
scenarios 5:
•
•
•
•

5

Existing Conditions;
Existing plus Project Conditions;
Cumulative (2025) Baseline Conditions; and
Cumulative (2025) plus Project Conditions.

An interim year (e.g., 2010) analysis was not assessed for this EIR because the absence of significant traffic
impacts for this project under both Existing Plus Project and Cumulative Plus Project conditions (see Impacts B.2
and B.3, pages IV.B-22 and IV.B-23, respectively) indicates there would be no impacts in an interim year. A 2010
analysis would be an academic exercise that would add nothing to the analysis of project impacts.
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Intersection traffic volumes for the Cumulative (2025) Baseline Conditions were derived through
the use of the ACCMA’s Countywide Transportation Demand Model, with land uses within
Oakland modified to reflect the City’s updated growth scenario for 2025. 6
As described below, the proposed project would generate fewer than 100 peak-hour vehicle trips
(the threshold for ACCMA-required evaluation of project effects on regional roadways).
Therefore, no such evaluation is required.

Significance Criteria
Intersection Peak-Hour Level of Service
The project would have a significant effect at the analysis intersections if it would cause an
increase in traffic which is substantial in relation to the baseline traffic load and capacity of the
street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in either the number of vehicle trips, the volume
to capacity ratio on roads or congestion at intersections), or change the condition of an existing
street (i.e., street closures, changing direction of travel) in a manner that would substantially
affect access or traffic load and capacity of the street system. Specifically, the project would have
a significant impact if it would:
•

Cause the baseline level of service (LOS) to degrade to worse than LOS E (i.e., LOS F) at a
signalized intersection that is located within the Downtown area 7;

•

Cause the baseline LOS to degrade to worse than LOS D (i.e., LOS E or F) at a signalized
intersection that is located outside the Downtown area;

•

Cause the total intersection average vehicle delay to increase by four or more seconds, or
degrade to worse than LOS E (i.e., LOS F) at a signalized intersection outside the
Downtown area where the baseline level of service is LOS E;

•

Cause an increase in the average delay for any of the critical movements of six seconds or
more, or degrade to worse than LOS E (i.e., LOS F) at a signalized intersection for all areas
where the baseline level of service is LOS E;

•

At a signalized intersection for all areas where the baseline level of service is LOS F, cause:

6
7

(a)

The total intersection average vehicle delay to increase by two or more seconds,

(b)

An increase in average delay for any of the critical movements of four seconds or
more, or

(c)

An increase in the volume-to-capacity (“V/C”) ratio that exceeds three percent (but
only if the delay values cannot be measured accurately);

The most-recent modifications were completed by the Hausrath Economic Group in June 2006.
Downtown is defined in the Land Use Transportation Element of the General Plan (page 67) as the area generally
bound by West Grand Avenue to the north, Lake Merritt and Channel Park to the east, the Oakland estuary to the
south and I-980/Brush Street to the west. The study intersection at Telegraph Avenue / West Grand Avenue is
located within the Downtown area; all other intersections analyzed herein are outside the Downtown area.
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•

At an unsignalized intersection for all areas, the project would add ten or more vehicles and
after project completion satisfy the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD)
peak hour volume warrant; and

•

Make a considerable contribution to cumulative impacts at a signalized intersection where
the future level of service is LOS E or F. (tThe City of Oakland considers a project’s
contribution to cumulative impacts to be “considerable” (i.e., significant) when the project
contributes five percent 8 or more of the cumulative traffic increase as measured by the
difference between existing and cumulative [with project] conditions). AND results in a
substantial increase in traffic. In other words, the project must contribute five percent or
more of the incremental growth and exceed at least one of the thresholds listed above.

Transit
The project would have a significant effect on transit services if it would generate added transit
ridership that would:
•

Increase the average ridership on AC Transit lines by three percent where the average load
factor with the project in place would exceed 125 percent over a peak 30-minute period;

•

Increase the peak hour average ridership on BART by three percent where the passenger
volume would exceed the standing capacity of BART trains;

•

Increase the peak hour average ridership at a BART station by three percent where average
waiting time at fare gates would exceed one minute.

Other Considerations
The project would have a significant effect if it would increase traffic hazards to motor vehicles,
bicycles, or pedestrians due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) that
does not comply with Caltrans design standards, or due to the introduction of incompatible uses.
The project would have a significant effect if it would fundamentally conflict with adopted
policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle
racks).

Construction Period
Potential short-term construction impacts generated by the proposed project would include the
impacts associated with the delivery of construction materials and equipment, removal of
construction debris, and parking for construction workers. The project would have a significant
effect on the environment if it would result in interim significant impacts based on the abovecited criteria during the construction period. For purposes of this analysis, the potential impacts
resulting from project construction activity are assessed.

8

The five-percent threshold is based on the fact that day-to-day traffic volumes can fluctuate by as much as
ten percent, and therefore a variation of less than five percent is unlikely to be perceptible to the average motorist.
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Project Trip Generation
Modal Split
The proposed project is located within Census Tract 4013 in the City of Oakland. Census
Tract 4013 is bounded by I-580 to the north, West Grand Avenue to the south, Broadway to the
east, and I-980 to the west. Journey to Work data provided by the US Census (2000) for this tract
was used to determine the modal split for the proposed project. As shown in Table III.B-4, an
approximately 35.5 percent of the proposed project’s trip generation can be expected to use
transit. However, for the purposes of providing a conservative traffic analysis, only a 10 percent
reduction from the residential trip generation was taken to account for transit usage.
TABLE III.B-4
MODAL SPLIT
Mode
Car, Truck, or Van
Transit
Other
Total

Number of People

Percentage

460
356
187

45.9%
35.5%
18.6%

1,003

100%

SOURCE: Korve Engineering; US Census Bureau, Journey to Work: 2000.

Trip Generation
The number of vehicle trips that would be generated by the proposed project was estimated by
applying the appropriate trip generation rates or regression equations to each land use category.
The trip generation rates and regression equations were taken from the Institute of Transportation
Engineers’ Trip Generation (ITE, 2003). 9 The proposed project’s trip generation is provided in
Table III.B-5. As shown, the proposed project can be expected to generate about 66 vehicle trips
in the AM peak hour and about 95 vehicle trips in the PM peak hour. It should be noted that
because the project would generate fewer than 100 peak-hour vehicle trips, an ACCMA-required
evaluation of project effects on regional roadways is not required.

Project Trip Distribution / Assignment
Vehicle trips forecast to be generated by the proposed project were assigned to the surrounding
transportation network on the basis of a distribution pattern developed specifically for this study
based on information from the ACCMA Model, updated to reflect the cumulative land use
forecasts of the City of Oakland. Figure III.B-5 illustrates the project’s anticipated trip
distribution pattern. Approximately 33 percent of project traffic is forecast to arrive from and

9

Although the residential units are intended for sale, the analysis conservatively used trip generation rates for
apartments rather than for residential condominiums/townhouses so as to not underestimate potential impacts.
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TABLE III.B-5
PROJECT WEEKDAY TRIP GENERATION
AM Peak Hour
Out
Total

PM Peak Hour
Out
Total

Land Use

Size

Daily
Total

In

Apartments (units)
Retail (1,000 sq. ft.)

142
2.9
-------

1,004
129
1,133
(100)

15
0
15
(2)

59
0
59
(6)

74
0
74
(8)

62
4
66
(6)

34
4
38
(3)

96
8
104
(9)

----

1,054

13

53

66

60

35

95

Subtotal
Modal Split Reduction (10%)
Total (Vehicle Trips)

In

SOURCE: Korve Engineering; ITE, Trip Generation, 7th Edition, 2003.

depart towards the north: seven percent via I-980/SR 24, and 26 percent via Telegraph Avenue.
Approximately 20 percent of project traffic is forecast to arrive from and depart towards the south
via Telegraph Avenue. Approximately 24 percent of project traffic is forecast to arrive from and
depart towards the east: 14 percent via I-580, two percent via 27th Street, two percent via Grand
Avenue, and six percent via I-880. Approximately 23 percent of project traffic is forecast to
arrive from and depart towards the west: 13 percent via I-580, five percent via 27th Street, and
five percent via West Grand Avenue. Figure III.B-6 illustrates the Project traffic volumes.
Figure III.B-7 illustrates the Existing plus Project traffic volumes.

Site Access Impacts
Access to the proposed project would be provided by a two-way driveway on 29th Street, and a
two-way driveway on 30th Street. Both driveways would be located approximately 60 feet away
from Telegraph Avenue. Figure III.B-8 displays the project site access.
Impact B.1: Traffic generated by the project would affect project driveways. (Less than
Significant)
At the eastbound approaches to the Telegraph Avenue / 30th Street and Telegraph Avenue /
29th Street intersections, the average queue length is (and would be) roughly the length of one car
(about 25 feet) in all analysis scenarios. Because the project driveways would each be about
60 feet away from Telegraph Avenue, there would be room for vehicles exiting the project site to
maneuver into their respective eastbound approaches at the Telegraph Avenue / 30th Street and
Telegraph Avenue / 29th Street intersections. As a result, queuing delays at the project driveways
would be minimal.
Mitigation: None required.
_________________________
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Intersection Impacts
Existing plus Project Conditions
Impact B.2: Traffic generated by the project would affect existing traffic levels of service at
local intersections. (Less than Significant)
As shown in Table III.B-6, all study intersections would continue to operate at acceptable levels
of service during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours with traffic associated with the project. Thus, the
proposed project would not create significant impacts in the Existing plus Project conditions.
Mitigation: None required.
TABLE III.B-6
EXISTING AND EXISTING PLUS PROJECT
PEAK-HOUR INTERSECTION LEVELS OF SERVICE (LOS)

No.

AM Peak Hour
Existing
With Project
LOSa Delay LOSa Delay

Intersection

PM Peak Hour
Existing
With Project
LOSa Delay LOSa Delay

#1

Telegraph Avenue / MacArthur
Boulevard (signalized)

A

9.0

A

9.0

B

17.4

B

17.4

#2a

Telegraph Avenue / 30th Street
(signalized)

A

6.6

A

6.6

B

10.1

B

10.1

#2b

Telegraph Avenue / 30th Street
(side-street stop control)

B

12.7

B

13.6

C

18.6

C

20.2

#3

Telegraph Avenue / 29th Street
(signalized)

A

7.8

A

8.2

A

9.7

A

9.9

#4

Telegraph Avenue / 27th Street
(signalized)

B

17.3

B

17.4

B

15.9

B

16.3

#5

Telegraph Avenue / West Grand
Avenue (signalized)

B

17.9

B

18.0

B

19.6

B

19.7

#6

Martin Luther King Jr. Way /
27th Street (signalized)

B

12.8

B

12.8

B

11.7

B

11.7

#7

I-980 Southbound Off-Ramp /
27th Street (signalized)

A

9.0

A

9.1

B

11.9

B

11.9

#8

Northgate Avenue - I-980 Northbound
On-Ramp / 27th Street (signalized)b

B

19.0

B

19.1

C

31.3

C

31.0

#9

Broadway / 27th Street (signalized)

B

14.4

B

14.4

B

15.0

B

15.0

a The LOS and delay for side-street stop controlled intersections represent the worst movement or approach. The LOS and delay for

signalized intersections represent the overall intersection.

b Project would add trips primarily to non-critical movements, thus resulting in a minor decrease to overall average delay in Existing plus

Project conditions.
SOURCE: Korve Engineering, 2006

_________________________
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Cumulative 2025 Conditions
Impact B.3: Traffic generated by the project would affect traffic levels of service at local
intersections under cumulative conditions. (Less than Significant)
Traffic increases for each study intersection were estimated based on the ACCMA Countywide
Transportation Demand Model forecasts, updated to reflect the cumulative land use forecasts of
the City of Oakland. This cumulative scenario includes all development contemplated in the
study area. As shown in Table III.B-7, all study intersections would continue to operate at
acceptable levels of service during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours with traffic associated with the
project. Thus, the proposed project would not create significant impacts in the Cumulative plus
Project conditions.
TABLE III.B-7
CUMULATIVE AND CUMULATIVE PLUS PROJECT
PEAK-HOUR INTERSECTION LEVELS OF SERVICE (LOS)

No.

AM Peak Hour
Cumulative
With Project
LOSa Delay LOSa Delay

Intersections

PM Peak Hour
Cumulative
With Project
LOSa Delay LOSa
Delay

#1

Telegraph Avenue /
MacArthur Boulevard (signalized)

C

24.8

C

25.5

D

36.6

D

37.3

#2a

Telegraph Avenue / 30th Street
(signalized)

A

6.7

A

6.7

A

9.9

A

9.9

#2b

Telegraph Avenue / 30th Street
(side-street stop control)

B

13.8

B

14.3

C

21.6

C

23.0

#3

Telegraph Avenue / 29th Street
(signalized)

A

8.0

A

8.4

B

10.7

B

11.1

#4

Telegraph Avenue / 27th Street
(signalized)

C

20.2

C

20.3

B

19.0

B

19.6

#5

Telegraph Avenue /
West Grand Avenue (signalized)

C

23.7

C

23.8

C

28.1

C

28.5

#6

Martin Luther King Jr. Way /
27th Street (signalized)

B

14.9

B

14.9

B

13.0

B

13.0

#7

I-980 Southbound Off-Ramp /
27th Street (signalized)

B

10.1

B

10.1

B

12.0

B

12.0

#8

Northgate Avenue - I-980 Northbound
b
On-Ramp / 27th Street (signalized)

B

19.4

B

19.5

D

45.7

D

45.4

#9

Broadway / 27th Street (signalized)

B

15.5

B

15.5

C

22.1

C

22.1

a The LOS and delay for two-way stop controlled intersections represent the worst movement or approach. The LOS and delay for

signalized intersections represent the overall intersection.

b Project would add trips primarily to non-critical movements, thus resulting in a minor decrease to overall average delay in Cumulative

with Project conditions.
SOURCE: Korve Engineering, 2006
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Analysis of 29th Street and 30th Street Operating Conditions

Although the traffic analysis assigns all project trips travel paths through the study intersections,
it is possible that some project trips would use alternate routes to and from the project site. For
instance, trips traveling to and from the west via city streets are assigned to Telegraph Avenue,
where they would turn at 27th Street or West Grand Avenue to travel west. However, it is
possible that some of these trips would travel west via 29th Street or 30th Street instead.
Based on the estimated trip distribution and the project’s estimated 96 auto trips during the p.m.
peak hour, it is estimated that, at most, ten project trips could travel to and from the west via
29th Street and 30th Street. Those ten autos would represent about 3.2 percent of vehicles
presently using these streets, an less-than-substantial increase that is less than significant. Also,
although it is possible that some trips would travel to and from the west via 29th Street and
30th Street, existing travel patterns suggest that the majority would use Telegraph Avenue.
Mitigation: None required.
_________________________

Transit Impacts
Impact B.4: The project would increase ridership on public transit providers serving the
area. (Less than Significant)
According to the project’s mode split, 35.5 percent of project generated trips are expected to be
by transit. Of the transit trips, 22.8 percent are expected to use AC Transit, 10.6 percent are
expected to use BART, and 2.1 percent are expected to use other means of transit. However,
because the only nearby public transportation available is BART and AC Transit, it is likely that
project trips would use AC Transit in order to reach these other means of transit. In the a.m. peak
hour, the proposed project is forecast to generate approximately 18 AC Transit bus trips and eight
BART trips. In the p.m. peak commute hour, the project would generate roughly 26 AC Transit
bus trips and 11 BART trips.
Project AC Transit Ridership. With as many as 26 AC Transit buses running in the vicinity of
the proposed project during the peak commute hours, the project would add on average less than
one passenger per bus. Thus, the project’s contribution to transit impacts as it concerns AC
Transit ridership would be less than significant.
Project BART Ridership. The proposed project would add on average less than one passenger
per BART train during either peak commute hour. Thus, the project’s contribution to transit
impacts as it concerns BART ridership would be less than significant.
Mitigation: None required.
______________________________
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Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities Impacts
Impact B.5: Development of the proposed project would potentially conflict with existing
pedestrian and/or bicycle facilities. (Less than Significant)
The proposed project would not require existing or planned pedestrian or bicycle facilities to be
removed or restructured. The project proposes no features that would be unsafe or hazardous to
bicycle or pedestrian travel. Thus, the project would not conflict with existing or planned
pedestrian or bicycle facilities.
Mitigation: None required.
______________________________

Construction Period Impacts
Project Impact B.6: Project construction would affect traffic flow and circulation, parking,
and pedestrian safety. (Potentially Significant)
During the construction period, temporary and intermittent transportation impacts would result
from truck movements as well as construction worker vehicles to and from the project site. The
construction-related traffic would result in a temporary reduction to the capacities of project area
streets because of the slower movements and larger turning radii of construction trucks compared
to passenger vehicles. Given the proximity of I-580 and I-980 freeway ramps, use of local
roadways would be limited. Truck traffic that occurs during the peak commute hours (7:00 to
9:00 a.m. and 4:00 to 6:00 p.m.) could result in worse levels of service and higher delays at local
intersections than during off-peak hours.
Parking of construction workers’ vehicles would temporarily increase parking occupancy levels
in the area.
Mitigation Measure B.6Standard Condition of Approval: Prior to the issuance of each
building permit, the project sponsor and construction contractor shall meet with the
Transportation Services Division of the Oakland Public Works Agency and other
appropriate City of Oakland agencies to determine traffic management strategies to reduce,
to the maximum extent feasible, traffic congestion and the effects of parking demand by
construction workers during construction of this project and other nearby projects that
could be simultaneously under construction. The project sponsor shall develop a
construction management plan for review and approval by the City Transportation Services
Division. The plan shall include at least the following items and requirements:
•

A set of comprehensive traffic control measures, including scheduling of major truck
trips and deliveries to avoid peak traffic hours, detour signs if required, lane closure
procedures, signs, cones for drivers, and designated construction access routes.

•Identification of any transit stop relocations.
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•Provisions for parking management and spaces for all construction workers to ensure that
construction workers do not park in on-street spaces.
•Identification of parking eliminations and any relocation of parking for employees and
public parking during construction.
•

Notification procedures for adjacent property owners and public safety personnel
regarding when major deliveries, detours, and lane closures will occur.

•Provisions for accommodation of pedestrian flow.
•

Location of construction staging areas for materials, equipment, and vehicles (must
be located on the project site).

•

Identification of haul routes for movement of construction vehicles that would
minimize impacts on vehicular and pedestrian traffic, circulation and safety; and
provision for monitoring surface streets used for haul routes so that any damage and
debris attributable to the haul trucks can be identified and corrected by the project
applicant sponsor.

•

Temporary construction fences to contain debris and material and to secure the site.

•

Provisions for removal of trash generated by project construction activity.

•

A process for responding to, and tracking, complaints pertaining to construction
activity, including identification of an onsite complaint manager.

•

Provisions for monitoring surface streets used for truck routes so that any damage
and debris attributable to the trucks can be identified and corrected.

•

Subject to City review and approval, prior to start of construction, a construction
worker transportation demand management (TDM) program shall be implemented to
encourage construction workers to carpool or use alternative transportation modes in
order to reduce the overall number of vehicle trips associated with construction
workers.

Significance after Mitigation Standard Condition: Less than Significant.
______________________________

Evaluation of Project’s Proposed Parking Supply (Non-CEQA)
Because a Court of Appeal decision (regarding a challenge to San Francisco’s treatment of
parking as a social, not physical, effect) held that parking is not part of the permanent physical
environment, and that parking conditions change over time as people change their travel patterns,
unmet parking demand created by the project need not be considered a significant environmental
effect under CEQA unless it would cause significant secondary effects. 10 However, the City of
Oakland, in its review of the proposed project, wants to ensure that the provision of parking
10 San Franciscans Upholding the Downtown Plan v. the City and County of San Francisco (2002)

102 Cal.App.4th 656.
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spaces in conjunction with measures to lessen parking demand (by encouraging the use of
non-auto travel modes) would result in minimal adverse effects to project occupants and visitors,
and that any secondary effects (such as on air quality due to drivers searching for parking spaces)
will be minimized. As such, although not required by CEQA, this EIR provides City
policymakers and other readers of this document with information about the relation between
proposed parking supply and estimated parking demand and City code requirements.
Parking deficits may be associated with secondary physical environmental effects, such as air
quality and noise effects, caused by congestion resulting from drivers circling as they look for a
parking space. However, the absence of a ready supply of parking spaces, combined with available
alternatives to auto travel (e.g., transit service, shuttles, taxis, bicycles or travel by foot), may induce
or incentivize drivers to shift to other modes of travel, or change their overall travel habits. Any
such resulting shifts to transit service, in particular, would be in keeping with the City’s “Transit
First” policy.
Additionally, regarding potential secondary effects, cars circling and looking for a parking space
in areas of limited parking supply is typically a temporary condition, often offset by a reduction
in vehicle trips due to others who are aware of constrained parking conditions in a given area.
Hence, any secondary environmental effects that might result from a shortfall in parking in the
vicinity of the proposed project are considered less than significant.
This EIR evaluates if the project’s estimated parking demand (both project-generated and projectdisplaced) would be met by the project’s proposed parking supply or by the existing parking
supply within a reasonable walking distance of the project site. Project-displaced parking results
from the project’s removal of standard on-street parking, City or Agency owned/controlled
parking and/or legally required off-street parking (non-open-to-the-public parking which is
legally required).

City Off-Street Parking and Loading Requirements
A consideration when evaluating the project’s proposed parking supply is how it compares to the
City’s Planning Code requirements for off-street parking (Municipal Code Chapter 17.116).
However, Code requirements are not used to judge parking impacts; parking supply versus
estimated parking demand (discussed below) is used to judge impacts. The City’s parking
requirements are based on the zoning designation for the property. The project site will be is
located in “C-40” and zone “R-80” zones. According to the Oakland Municipal Code, the
proposed project would require a total of 142 vehicle parking spaces (see Table III.B-8) and one
loading space (see Table III.B-9). The proposed project would provide 204 total parking spaces
and one loading space, which would meet exceed the Code requirements.
According to the City’s Planning Code requirement (Title 17 Chapter 17.116.200), a regular
parking space shall not be less than 18 feet long and 8.5 feet wide for all parking patterns except
for parallel parking. A compact parking space shall not be less than 16 feet long and 7.5 feet wide
for all parking patterns except for parallel parking. As shown earlier in Figure III.B-8, all
parking spaces would meet these requirements.
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TABLE III.B-8
CITY OF OAKLAND OFF-STREET PARKING PLANNING CODE REQUIREMENTS
Project
Sizea

Land Use
Apartments/Condos

142

Retail

2,900

Requirement at
Project Buildout

Zone Requirement
One space per dwelling unit

142

No requirement for retail smaller than 3,000 SF

0

Total

142

a Project size expressed in gross square footage, except for Residential (in dwelling units).

SOURCE: Korve Engineering; City of Oakland, Municipal Code, Chapter 17.116, Off-Street Parking and Loading Requirements

TABLE III.B-9
CITY OF OAKLAND LOADING PLANNING CODE REQUIREMENTS

Land Use
Apartments/Condos
Retail

Project
Size

Requirement
at Project Buildout

137,300

1

2,900

0
Total

1

SOURCE: Korve Engineering; City of Oakland, Municipal Code, Chapter 17.116, Off-Street Parking and Loading Requirements

According to the City’s Planning Code requirement (Title 17 Chapter 17.116.210), maneuvering
aisles necessary for access into and out of required parking spaces shall have minimum width of
24 feet where parking is at an angle of 90 degrees or less but more than 60 degrees. As shown
earlier in Figure III.B-8, the drive aisles would meet these requirements. The proposed project
would meet the City’s Planning Code requirements for parking space and maneuvering aisle
dimensions.

Parking Demand
According to empirically-collected data, land uses similar in size and type to the proposed project
generate a demand for a total of about 150 215 parking spaces; see Table III.B-10. The total
proposed onsite parking supply of 204 spaces would not accommodate the estimated demand
onsite. During peak parking periods, the overflow demand of about 11 parking spaces would need
to use on-street parking spaces in the area. Observations of on-street parking occupancies during
periods of peak project parking demand (weekday evenings and weekends) in a two-block radius
of the project site have found substantial available capacity to serve this spillover demand. In
addition, it should be noted that the ITE parking demand rates are based primarily on data
collected at suburban locations with little or no transit use. Because the project site is in a
generally urban environment with transit service, these rates are likely conservative with respect
to conditions that will prevail at the project site.
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TABLE III.B-10
ESTIMATED PEAK PROJECT-GENERATED PARKING DEMAND

Land Use
Commercial
(General Retail)b
CondominiumsApartme
ntc

Project
Sizea

Parking
Demand

Parking Demand Rate

2,900

2.65 vehicles per 1,000 sq. ft. GLA

8

142

1.00 1.46 vehicles per dwelling unit

142207
Total

150215

Proposed

204

a Project size expressed in gross square footage, except for Residential (in dwelling units).
b Land Use: Code 820; Shopping Center; Monday-Thursday Non-December Peak Period Parking Demand
c Land Use: Code 230; Residential Condominiums/Townhouses221; Low/Mid-Rise Apartment.

SOURCE: Korve Engineering; Institute of Transportation Engineers, Parking Generation (Third Edition), 2004

Evaluation of Accident Data (Non-CEQA)
Accident data was secured from the City of Oakland for each of the project study intersections.
For each intersection, a three-year history covering the period from June 30, 2003 through
June 30, 2006 was obtained. Total accidents, the number of injury accidents (including the
number of persons injured), and the number of fatalities were reported. Using the available data,
incident rates (collisions per million vehicles) were determined for each intersection. This data is
presented in Table III.B-11.
As shown, the Northgate Avenue / 27th Street intersection had the highest accident rate during
the three-year span, with a total of 45 accidents, 20 of which causing injuries. This equates to
fewer than two accidents per one million vehicles passing through the intersection. No accidents
were recorded at the I-980 Southbound Off-Ramp / 27th Street intersection or at the signalized
portion of the Telegraph Avenue / 30th Street intersection during the three-year span. Also, it
should be noted that no fatalities were recorded at any of the study intersections.
Of the 45 accidents that occurred at the Northgate Avenue / 27th Street intersection during the
three-year span, the majority were broadside collisions (northbound vehicles traveling straight
through the intersection colliding with east-westbound vehicles traveling straight through the
intersection). To ensure that all vehicles have enough time to pass through the intersection before
a green light is shown to an opposing movement, it is recommended that the City modify the
signal timing to increase the intersection’s all-red time by one second, which would reduce the
number of broadside collisions without causing average delay to deteriorate to levels below City
standards.
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TABLE III.B-11
INTERSECTION ACCIDENT DATA
Collision Types
No.

Intersection

Damage

Injury
(# of injuries)

Fatalities

Total

Incident
Ratea

#1

Telegraph Avenue /
MacArthur Boulevard (signalized)

12

5 (7)

0

17

0.562

#2a

Telegraph Avenue / 30th Street
(signalized)

0

0 (0)

0

0

0.000

#2b

Telegraph Avenue / 30th Street
(side-street stop control)

3

4 (5)

0

7

0.381

#3

Telegraph Avenue / 29th Street
(signalized)

5

3 (3)

0

8

0.407

#4

Telegraph Avenue / 27th Street
(signalized)

22

4(5)

0

26

0.930

#5

Telegraph Avenue /
West Grand Avenue (signalized)

21

9 (12)

0

30

1.024

#6

Martin Luther King Jr. Way /
27th Street (signalized)

0

1 (2)

0

1

0.073

#7

I-980 Southbound Off-Ramp /
27th Street (signalized)

0

0 (0)

0

0

0.000

#8

Northgate Avenue - I-980 Northbound
On-Ramp / 27th Street (signalized)

25

20 (31)

0

45

1.848

#9

Broadway / 27th Street (signalized)

15

3 (3)

0

18

0.618

a Incident rate in collisions per million vehicles.

SOURCE: City of Oakland, CA; Korve Engineering, 2007
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CHAPTER IV

Alternatives

A. Criteria for Selecting Alternatives
The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that the EIR compare the effects of a
“reasonable range of alternatives” to the effects of the project. The alternatives selected for
comparison would attain most of the basic objectives of the project and avoid or substantially
lessen one or more significant effects of the project (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6). The
“range of alternatives” is governed by the “rule of reason” which requires the EIR to set forth
only those alternatives necessary to permit an informed and reasoned choice by the decisionmaking body and informed public participation (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6[f]). CEQA
generally defines “feasible” to mean an alternative that is capable of being accomplished in a
successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic,
environmental, social, technological, and legal factors.
The alternatives addressed in this EIR were selected based on the following factors:
1.

The extent to which the alternative would accomplish most of the basic objectives of the
project (identified in Chapter II)

2.

The extent to which the alternative would avoid or lessen any of the identified significant
environmental effects of the project (discussed throughout Chapter III)

3.

The extent to which an alternative contributes to a “reasonable range” of alternatives
necessary to permit a reasoned choice

4.

The requirement of the CEQA Guidelines to consider a no project alternative and to
identify an environmentally superior alternative in addition to the no-project alternative
(CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6(e)).

This section also identifies a number of alternatives considered but not further analyzed as they
would not reduce or avoid a significant environmental impact, or were determined to be
infeasible by the project sponsor.

Significant Project Impacts
To determine alternatives that would avoid or lessen any of the identified significant
environmental effects of the project, the significant impacts of the project must be considered and
are listed below. Impacts that are not mitigated to less-than-significant levels are considered
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“significant and unavoidable” and are indicated in parentheses and by “SU.” This list is intended
to provide context for the extent to which an alternative would avoid or lessen any of the
identified significant environmental effects of the project.
•

Historic Resources (SU)

State Law Compliance / No Project
The purpose of the “no project” alternative is to allow a comparison of the environmental impacts
that would result if the project were not approved with those that would occur if the project is
approved. In some situations, the existing environment (the existing development and uses on the
property) would not change if a project is rejected, and the “no project” alternative would be a
continuation of existing uses. The no project alternative analyzed in this EIR consists of two
different scenarios that could likely occur if the proposed project is not approved, as described
below.

B. Alternatives Selected for Consideration
With consideration given to the selection criteria identified above, the City selected the following
reasonable range of project alternatives,
•

Alternative 1A: No Project / Site and Existing Building Remain Vacant

•

Alternative 1B: No Project / Reasonably Foreseeable Development (i.e., reuse of the
existing building for a gym or other commercial use)

•

Alternative 2: Preservation Alternative

•

Alternative 3: High-Density Preservation Alternative

C. Description and Analysis of Alternatives
As permitted by CEQA, the significant effects of the alternatives are discussed in less detail than
the effects of the project (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6[d]). However, the alternatives
analysis is conducted at a sufficient level of detail to provide the public, other public agencies,
and City decision-makers adequate information to fully evaluate the alternatives and for the City
to approve any of the alternatives without further environmental review.

Alternative 1A: No Project / Site and Existing Building Remain
Vacant
Description
In this scenario, the project site and existing building would remain vacant, similar to existing
conditions. The former Courthouse Athletic Club would continue to be closed and locked, and the
adjacent parking lot would remain vacant and inaccessible through the use of a locked chain link
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gate. The site conditions would remain essentially as discussed in the setting sections of
Chapter III, and would generally appear as it does today but could deteriorate in fairly short order.

Impacts (Alternative 1A)
Under this alternative, the project’s significant unavoidable impacts related to demolition of a
historic resource would be avoided. This alternative could, however, lead to deteriorating
conditions at the project site as no user would occupy and maintain the facility. Such
Ddeteriorating conditions could affect the integrity of the historic resource if allowed to continue
indefinitely, potentially affecting its status as a local historic resource. In general, however, this
alternative would avoid the significant impact of demolition associated with the proposed project.
While not an environmental topic, tThe vacant site could become a magnet for vandalism and/or
squatters, potentially creating security and safety problems for the neighborhood, despite the
fencing and other security measures currently employed at the site, thereby causing urban decay
which is a CEQA issue.
As no activities would occur at the project site, the No Project Alternative would avoid all traffic,
air quality, and noise effects of the proposed project. Consequently, Tthis alternative, however,
would not avoid or reduce any significant impacts of the proposed project in terms of traffic, air
pollution, or noise, as none were identified. From a visual standpoint, the project site would
generally appear as it does today, and no visual impacts associated with this alternative are
anticipated in the near term, other than the potential for urban blight due to empty/abandoned
buildings, which could rise to a potentially significant impact on the environment.
The No Project Alternative also would avoid the impacts related to potential disturbance of
archaeological and paleontological resources, construction air and noise emissions, and hazardous
materials exposure and/or handling during construction associated with the proposed project.
However, these impacts for the proposed project also are considered to be less-than-significant
with incorporated standard conditions of approval (see Initial Study, Appendix A).

Ability to Achieve the Project’s Sponsor’s Objectives (Alternative 1A)
This alternative would not meet any of the project sponsor’s objectives , or those of the City,
relative to increasing residential opportunities in close proximity to job opportunities in the
greater downtown, providing for a 24-hour population in the greater downtown, implementing of
the City of Oakland’s 10K Downtown Housing Initiative, provision of new housing to help meet
regional housing needs and alleviate the regional jobs/housing imbalance, or improvement of the
streetscape of an important gateway site to downtown. Consequently, the alternative is considered
infeasible because of its failure to satisfy most, if not all, of the project objectives.Alternative 1A
is not considered feasible in that it would not provide a sufficient return on the project sponsor’s
investment in the property. As such, the sponsors would not pursue this alternative if adopted, and
would likely sell the property to another investor.
___________________________

2935 Telegraph Avenue
Administrative Draft EIR

IV-3
Preliminary − Subject to Revision

ESA / 206145
November, February 20076

IV. Alternatives

Alternative 1B: No Project / Reasonably Foreseeable
Development (reuse of the existing building for a gym or other
commercial venture)
Description
In this scenario, the project site building (the former Courthouse Athletic Club) would be reused
for another athletic facility or other commercial venture, such as retail or professional office use.
It is assumed that the exterior of the building would remain unchanged from current conditions,
except for minor repair/maintenance, and that all reuse activities would occur on the interior of
the 30,000 square-foot building. The adjacent parking lot would also serve this new commercial
use, retaining its basic configuration and number of parking spaces (93) as under current
conditions. Aside from redevelopment of the project site for medium-density housing similar to
the proposed project, reuse of the project site building as an athletic facility or other commercial
use is considered another reasonably foreseeable future use of the site.
As noted in the historic resources technical report, tThe project site building is not well suited to
commercial/retail use due to accessibility barriers (the ground floor is 2-4 feet above the street
level), existing, historic windows that are too small for retail sales (new shop windows would
alter the building’s historic appearance), and difficulty in using the second story for retail uses
(Muller & Caulfield, 2006). As such, a more likely reuse scenario of the project site building
would be for another gym similar to the Courthouse Athletic Club, or commercial offices
(medical/dental/legal/other professional, etc.). The parking requirement for a 30,000 square foot
commercial use (the size of the existing building) would be about 50 spaces, 1 or approximately
43 less than the 93 spaces provided in the adjacent parking lot. As such, the remaining 43 spaces
could be leased out to adjacent uses, such at St. Augustine’s Church, whose congregation has
expressed a desire to use this parking lot during services and other events.

Impacts (Alternative 1B)
This alternative would avoid the significant, unmitigable impacts of the project with respect to
demolition of historic resources, as the historically significant portions of the former Courthouse
Athletic Club building would be retained and rehabilitated; it is assumed that rehabilitation would
be undertaken consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation
(Secretary’s Standards). The state CEQA Guidelines indicate that projects that are consistent with
the Secretary’s Standards generally “shall be considered as mitigated to a level of less than a
significant impact on the historic resource” (Section 15064.5(b)(3)).
Reuse of the project site buildings and parking lot for limited commercial uses would have effects
generally similar to the to the site’s former use as an athletic facility, but in that it would not
generate significant traffic, air quality, or noise impacts. While such potentially significant effects
of the proposed project would be substantially reduced under this alternative, it would not avoid
1

Oakland Planning Code requires 1 parking space for every 60 square feet of commercial office space (30,000 /
600 = 50 spaces)
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or reduce any significant impacts of the proposed project in terms of traffic, air pollution, or
noise, as none were identified with the proposed project. The project site effects under this
alternative would be generally similar to the project site’s use as the Courthouse Athletic Club
during its operation from 1978 to 2006. As no significant impacts associated with this former use
was were identified, Alternative 1B would also have no significant environmental effects. From a
visual standpoint, the project site would generally appear as it did when the athletic club was in
operation, although possibly with new commercial signage/lighting. As such, no adverse visual
impacts associated with this alternative are anticipated. The potential for a leased parking
arrangement with nearby uses such as St. Augustine’s Church would allow the use of about 43
parking spaces that would generate traffic typically limited to off-peak hours (such as Sunday
mornings during church services).
The No Project Alternative would avoid the impacts related to potential disturbance of
archaeological and paleontological resources, construction air and noise emissions, and hazardous
materials exposure and/or handling during construction associated with the proposed project.
However, for the proposed project, these impacts are considered to be less-than-significant with
incorporated standard conditions of approval (see Initial Study, Appendix A).

Ability to Achieve the Project Sponsor’s Objectives (Alternative 1B)
This alternative would not meet any of the project sponsor’s objectives, or those of the City,
relative to increasing residential opportunities in close proximity to job opportunities in the
greater downtown, providing for a 24-hour population in the greater downtown, implementing of
the City of Oakland’s 10K Downtown Housing Initiative, provision of new housing to help meet
regional housing needs and alleviate the regional jobs/housing imbalance, or improvement of the
streetscape of an important gateway site to downtown. Consequently, this alternative is
considered infeasible because of its inability to satisfy most, if not all, of the project’s
objectives.The No Project / reuse of the existing building for a gym or other commercial venture
is not considered feasible in that it would not provide a sufficient return on the project sponsor’s
investment in the property, and would not pursue this alternative if adopted.
___________________________

Alternative 2: Preservation Alternative
Description
The Preservation Alternative would retain, rehabilitate, and reuse the historic resource on the
project site (the former Courthouse Athletic Club), and would construct residential units,
commercial space, and parking on the remainder of the site. No new construction would occur
atop the retained structure. Those portions of the building which contribute to the building’s
historic significance, such as the 1946 Colonial Revival style addition and port cochere, and
brick-clad former residence on the corner of Telegraph Avenue and 30th Street, would be
retained and rehabilitated. The additions to the building completed in the 1980s, such as the
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indoor swimming pool and associated structures, would be removed as they do not contribute to
the historic significance of the building.
The project sponsor would reuse the historic buildings for community rooms, the project’s home
owners association (HOA) room, and storage in a reconfigured interior layout (see Figures IV-1,2, and -3 and -2). It is assumed that the building would be rehabilitated in accordance with the
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation (Secretary Standards).
The Preservation Alternative would construct a building similar to those that proposed with for
the project, except that the site plan for this alternative would provide setbacks around the
existing historic buildings on it southern and western elevations, forming a small side yard off
Telegraph Avenue and a small courtyard on 30th Street. (see Figures IV-1, -2 and -32). This
Alternative would include about 127 residential units, or 15 fewer than the 142 units proposed
with the project (total 10 percent reduction in units) while maintaining the overall height of the
building at five stories. This alternative would include 2,750 gross square feet of retail, or 150 gsf
less than the 2,900 gsf of retail for the proposed project (0.5% reduction in retail square footage).
This alternative would also have 172 residential parking spaces, or 32 fewer parking spaces than
the 204 under the proposed project (15% reduction in the amount of parking). Similar to the
proposed project, this alternative would be five stories in height (four stories of residential use
over ground floor retail and two levels of parking). However, the external and internal layout of
this alternative would differ markedly from the proposed project. This Alternative would have a
large, central common courtyard, as opposed to the multiple courtyards as part of the proposed
project. Overall, this alternative would have approximately 22,270 square feet of common open
space, or about 2,260 square feet less than the 24, 530 square feet of open space provided in the
proposed project. Similar to the proposed project, residential units would front 29th and
30th Streets under the this Preservation Alternative.
Because the Preservation Alternative would be approximately 10 percent smaller than the
proposed project in terms of the number of residential units, this alternative could also be viewed
as a reduced-density alternative.

Impacts (Alternative 2)
This alternative would avoid the significant, unmitigable impacts of the project with respect to
demolition of historic resources. The historically significant portions of the former Courthouse
Athletic Club building would be retained and rehabilitated for use as a community room, HOA
room, and storage in a manner that would be consistent with the Secretary Standards. The state
CEQA Guidelines indicate that projects that are consistent with the Secretary’s Standards
generally “shall be considered as mitigated to a level of less than a significant impact on the
historic resource” (Section 15064.5(b)(3)).
Other impacts of the Preservation Alternative would, in general, be similar to or somewhat
reduced than those of the proposed project. In the case of impacts related to construction
activities, such as noise and dust emissions during construction, use of or potential exposure to
hazardous materials, or the potential to disturb unknown archaeological and paleontological

2935 Telegraph Avenue
Administrative Draft EIR

IV-6
Preliminary − Subject to Revision

ESA / 206145
November, February 20076

IV. Alternatives

resources, impacts of this alternative generally would be similar to those of the project because,
while fewer residential units would be developed, the project site would be roughly the same size
and, thus, the duration of construction would not vary markedly. As elevated levels of
contaminated soils likely exist directly beneath the former Courthouse Athletic Club, the
Preservation Alternative would retain this structure and therefore would not remove require
removal of these soils and remediatione of this portion of the site as would occur under the
proposed project. Leaving these soils in place under this alternative, howevertherefore, would
reduce the potential for exposure to hazardous materials during handling and transportation. For
the proposed project, Tthese potential impacts were determined to be less-than-significant with
implementation of the standard conditions of approval, HAZ-1 and HAZ-2, identified in the
Initial Study (Ssee Appendix A), and would be applied such conditions would apply to this
alternative as well.
In the case of impacts related to the intensity of development, including effects of traffic, trafficgenerated air quality and noise, the Preservation Alternative would have fewer impacts, because
with about the 10 percent fewer residential units than the proposed project (and slightly less retail
space), this alternative would generate about 85.5 pm peak hour automobile trips or about
9.5 fewer trips than the proposed project. Although this alternative would generate somewhat less
automobile traffic than the proposed project, it would not avoid or mitigate any significant traffic
or transportation impacts associated with the proposed project, as none were identified (see
Section III.B of this EIR). Similarly, although this alternative would generate fewer air quality
and noise impacts associated with the proposed project’s traffic generation, it would not avoid or
mitigate any significant air quality or noise impacts associated with the proposed project, as none
were identified (See Initial Study, Appendix B).
The Preservation Alternative would include approximately 172 residential parking space, or 32
fewer than the proposed project’s 205 spaces. As only 127 residential parking spaces would be
required for a project of this size, this alternative would exceed the zoning requirement for
parking by about 45 spaces.
The Preservation Alternative would have similar visual effects to those of the proposed project
because, while the overall mass of the development would be somewhat reduced, this alternative
still would include development of buildings of up to five stories over the majority of the project
site. In this scenario, the former Courthouse Athletic Club would be retained and clearly visible
from the corner of Telegraph Avenue and 30th Street, with a proposed new building constructed
immediately adjacent to and behind this existing building within minimal setbacks, and extending
some 25-30 feet higher than existing structure. While the former Courthouse Athletic Club would
continue to “read” as a separate structure, the visual relationships between the Colonial Revival
style historic building and the contemporary new construction may noticeably contrast. This
contrast, however, could be addressed through the City’s design review process.
Shadow impacts of this alternative would be somewhat reduced than those of the proposed
project, because the building, in total, would be slightly smaller (by about 10 percent). In
particular, effects on existing uses on 30th Street would be incrementally less than with the
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project, because there would be no new construction at the location of the historic buildings on
the corner of Telegraph Avenue and 30th Street.
In sum, Tthe Preservation Alternative would not result in any significant, unmitigable impacts,
and thus would be considered the “environmentally superior” alternative.

Ability to Achieve the Project’s Sponsor’s Objectives (Alternative 2)
The Preservation Alternative would meet some, but not all, of the city’s and the project sponsor’s
objectives. By developing approximately 15 fewer residential units than the proposed project, this
alternative would be less responsive to the Mayor’s and the City Council’s 10K Downtown
Housing Initiative than would the project. It would also be less responsive to the not, however, be
considered the alternative that would most advance the City’s housing goals for Downtown,
revitalization within the redevelopment area, increased sales revenues, and opportunities for
temporary (e.g., construction) or permanent employment opportunities in Oakland. Furthermore,
the fewer number of units, compared to the project, could reduce the potential for the sponsor to
provide a diversity of unit sizes and types by increasing the economic pressure to provide more,
smaller units, compared to the proposed project. This alternative would reduce the number of
more desirable corner units, as well as the amount of private open space. This alternative would
also create less desirable internal units facing one large, central courtyard, as opposed to the
proposed project’s exterior units fronting multiple courtyards along the 29th and 30th Street
elevations. The project sponsor has indicated that this alternative would not provide a sufficient
return on their investment, and would not pursue this alternative if adopted.

Alternative 3: High-Density Preservation Alternative
Description
The High-Density Preservation Alternative would retain, rehabilitate, and reuse the historic
resource on the project site (the former Courthouse Athletic Club), and would construct
residential units, commercial space, and parking on the remainder of the site similar to
Alternative 2. This alternative, however, would maintain the same number of residential units
under the proposed project (142), but would include one additional story to accommodate the
approximately 15 units that would be lost by retaining the former Courthouse Athletic Club. This
would result in a building that is six stories or about 60 feet in height, compared with five stories
and 50 feet in height for either the proposed project or Alternative 2. The floor plan of this
alternative would appear essentially similar to those shown in Figures IV-1 and -2. The exterior
elevations would also be similar to those show on Figure IV-3, but with one additional story
(about 10 feet). All other program elements would be the same as those described under
Alternative 2, including a reduced number of parking (172 spaces) due to the more constrained
site layout.
Because this alternative would retain the same number of residential units as the proposed
project, but in a taller building than either the proposed project or the Preservation Alternative,
Alternative 3 is considered a high-density preservation alternative.

2935 Telegraph Avenue
Administrative Draft EIR

IV-11
Preliminary − Subject to Revision

ESA / 206145
November, February 20076

IV. Alternatives

Impacts (Alternative 3)
This alternative would avoid the significant, unmitigable impacts of the project with respect to
demolition of historic resources. The historically significant portions of the former Courthouse
Athletic Club building would be retained and rehabilitated for use as a community room, HOA
room, and storage in a manner that would be consistent with the Secretary Standards. The state
CEQA Guidelines indicate that projects that are consistent with the Secretary’s Standards
generally “shall be considered as mitigated to a level of less than a significant impact on the
historic resource” (Section 15064.5(b)(3)).
Other impacts of the High-Density Preservation Alternative would, in general, be similar to those
of the proposed project. In the case of impacts related to construction activities, such as noise and
dust emissions during construction, use of or potential exposure to hazardous materials, or the
potential to disturb unknown archaeological and paleontological resources, impacts of this
alternative generally would be similar to those of the project because the project site would be
roughly the same size and, thus, the duration of construction would not vary markedly. As
elevated levels of contaminated soils likely exist directly beneath the former Courthouse Athletic
Club, the Preservation Alternative would retain this structure and therefore would not require
removal of these soils and remediation of this portion of the site as would occur under the
proposed project. Leaving these soils in place under this alternative, however, would reduce the
potential for exposure to hazardous materials during handling and transportation. For the
proposed project, these potential impacts were determined to be less-than-significant with
implementation of the standard conditions of approval, HAZ-1 and HAZ-2, identified in the
Initial Study (See Appendix A), and such conditions would apply to this alternative as well.
In the case of impacts related to the intensity of development, including effects of traffic, trafficgenerated air quality and noise, the Preservation Alternative would have generally similar impacts
as the proposed project, because it would have the same number of residential units generating
the same number of peak-hour automobile trips. This alternative would not avoid or mitigate any
significant traffic or transportation impacts associated with the proposed project, as none were
identified (see Section III.B of this EIR). Because the overall program of this alternative would be
similar to the proposed project, this alternative would generate similar levels of air emissions and
noise impacts associated with the proposed project’s traffic generation. This alternative would not
avoid or mitigate any significant air quality or noise impacts associated with the proposed project,
as none were identified (See Initial Study, Appendix B).
The High-Density Preservation Alternative would include approximately 172 residential parking
spaces, or 33 fewer than the proposed project’s 205 spaces. As only 142 residential parking
spaces would be required for a project of this size, this alternative would exceed the zoning
requirement for parking by about 30 spaces.
The High-Density Preservation Alternative would have similar visual effects to those of the
proposed project because, but would be incrementally taller by about 10 feet to accommodate the
extra (sixth) story, and would appear about one-sixth or 16 percent taller than the proposed
project or Alternative 2. This alternative would include development of a building up to six

2935 Telegraph Avenue
Administrative Draft EIR

IV-12
Preliminary − Subject to Revision

ESA / 206145
November, February 20076

IV. Alternatives

stories in height over the majority of the project site. This alternative would be less visually
compatible in terms of scale than the two and three-story detached residential and commercial
buildings in the immediate vicinity, but would be more visually compatible with the multi-family
residential buildings which range from three to five stories on 20th and 30th Streets. While
noticeably larger than either the proposed project or Alternative 2, this alternative would not have
a significant adverse impact on visual resources in the area or substantially diminish the visual
character of the neighborhood. At 60 feet in height and including residential and commercial land
uses, this alternative would be generally consistent with the R-80 and C-40 and zoning districts
and the Community Commercial and Urban Residential land use districts on the site and in the
area.
Similar to the Preservation Alternative, the former Courthouse Athletic Club would be retained
and clearly visible from the corner of Telegraph Avenue and 30th Street, with proposed new
building constructed immediately adjacent to and behind this existing building within minimal
setbacks, and extending some 35-40 feet higher than existing structure. While the former
Courthouse Athletic Club would continue to “read” as a separate structure, the visual
relationships between the Colonial Revival style historic building and the contemporary new
construction may noticeably contrast. This contrast, however, could be addressed through the
City’s design review process.
Shadow effects of this alternative would be incrementally greater than those of the proposed
project or the Preservation Alternative, because the building would be one story or about 10 feet
taller, thereby casting longer shadows. In particular, shadow effects on existing uses on 30th
Street would be incrementally greater than with the project, but would not significantly reduce the
use or enjoyment of public parks or other public amenities.

Ability to Achieve the Project Objectives (Alternative 3)
The High-Density Preservation Alternative would meet many of project’s objectives. By
developing the same number of residential units than the proposed project, this alternative would
be responsive to the Mayor’s and the City Council’s 10K Downtown Housing Initiative and
would help meet the City’s housing goals for revitalization within the redevelopment area,
increased sales revenues, and opportunities for temporary (e.g., construction) or permanent
employment opportunities in Oakland.

D. Alternatives Considered but not Further Analyzed
The three four project alternatives discussed above present a reasonable range of alternatives to
the project in accordance with CEQA Guidelines (Section 15126.6(a)). No Oother project
alternatives suggested in response to the Notice of Preparation (NOP), or during the public
scoping hearing held on November 1, 2006, were considered and not analyzed further in this
Draft EIR because they would not substantially lessen any significant impacts identified for the
proposed project, or were determined to be infeasible by the project sponsor.
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Specifically, a suggested ‘high density preservation alternative” that would maintain and preserve
the former Courthouse Athletic Club but would construct a taller (six to seven-story) building
adjacent to it while retaining the same number of residential units as under the proposed project
(142) was not further analyzed, because building codes would require all-concrete or steel-frame
construction for any building greater than five stories. 2 The project sponsor has indicated that a
concrete or steel-frame building six to seven stories in height and containing only 142 units
would be financially infeasible to construct, as the income generated from this number of units
would not justify the higher construction costs associated with concrete or steel-frame
construction, and therefore, the sponsor would not pursue such an alternative. Concrete or steelframe residential buildings of eight stories or higher containing over 200 units may justify the
expense of these more expensive construction materials, but such a building would be
inappropriately tall for the relatively low-scale neighborhood. As such, this alternative was not
further analyzed.
Alternatives that would construct vertical additions atop the former Courthouse Athletic Club
were not evaluated because this building was not designed to accommodate multi-story additions.
Adding stories to this building would require construction of a completely new structural system
within the existing building, which would essentially amount to preservation of the building
facades only, which would not be considered “preservation” of the structures and thus would not
eliminate or substantially reduce the adverse effect of the project on historic architectural
resources. As such, this alternative was not further analyzed.

2

The proposed building is a “Type 5” building construction, which building codes allow up to four stories of
woodframe construction over a single-story concrete podium.
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CHAPTER V

Impact Overview
Introduction
This section summarizes the findings with respect to significant, unavoidable environmental
impacts, cumulative impacts, and growth-inducing impacts of the proposed project.

A. Significant, Unavoidable Environmental Impacts
Impact A.1: The project would result in the demolition of for former Courthouse Athletic Club at
2935 Telegraph Avenue, a building that qualifies as a historic resource as defined in CEQA
Section 15064.5.

B. Cumulative Impacts
The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) defines cumulative impacts as two or more
individual impacts which, when considered together, are substantial or which compound or
increase other environmental impacts. The cumulative analysis is intended to describe the
“incremental impact of the project when added to other, closely related past, present, or
reasonably foreseeable future projects” that can result from “individually minor but collectively
significant projects taking place over a period of time (CEQA Guidelines Section 15355). The
analysis of cumulative impacts is a two-phase process that first involves the determination of
whether the project, together with reasonably foreseeable projects, would result in a significant
impact. If there would be a significant cumulative impact of all such projects, the EIR must
determine whether the project’s incremental effect is cumulatively considerable, in which case,
the project itself is deemed to have a significant cumulative effect (CEQA Guidelines
Section 15130).
Cumulative impacts that could occur as a result of the project are discussed in the applicable
sections of Chapter III of this report. In summary, the proposed project would have no significant
cumulative impacts to historic resources or traffic.
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C. Growth-Inducing Impacts
In general, a project would be considered growth-inducing if its implementation would result in a
substantial population increase and/or new development that might not occur if the project were
not approved and implemented, such as by removing barriers to subsequent development by
providing new infrastructure that includes capacity for further development. The proposed
project, an infill development consisting of 142 units of housing and 2,900 square feet of retail
would result in approximately 277 additional residents in the area 1 and approximately 8 new
jobs 2.
According to the US Census, the City of Oakland’s population in 2000 was approximately
400,000 persons. Based on the City projections, population in Oakland is anticipated to increase
by approximately 13 percent, to about 453,000, by 2025. The population increase generated by
the project’s proposed 142 new residential units and 2,900 square feet of new commercial space
would not result in a substantial contribution to this anticipated population growth. The
population increase from the project would be an incremental portion of the anticipated new
growth in persons and housing, therefore, the project would not result in any significant impacts
related to growth inducement. The project would be located in an urbanized area and would not
provide new infrastructure that would provide added capacity for other kinds of development in
the vicinity.
The proposed project is consistent with many policies in the General Plan Land Use and
Transportation Element (LUTE). Specifically, the General Plan encourages additional in-fill
urban housing projects in an effort to provide new housing opportunities in close proximity to the
downtown and alternative transportation options.

1
2

Conservative estimates assume 1.5 residents per 1 bedroom unit and 2.5 residents per 2 bedroom unit.
Employment estimates assume that each 350 square feet of retail/commercial use would generate approximately
one employee

2935 Telegraph Avenue
Administrative Draft EIR

V-2
Preliminary − Subject to Revision

ESA / 206145
November February 20076

CHAPTER VI

Responses to Comments Received During
EIR Scoping
A Notice of Preparation (NOP) was published on October 10, 2006 (Appendix A) and circulated
to all interested parties and regulatory agencies for 30 days. A public hearing was also held by the
Oakland Planning Commission on November 1, 2006, for the city to receive public testimony on
the appropriate scope of the EIR. While both the NOP and the EIR scoping hearing generated a
number of comments related to the merits of the proposed project, those comments which
addressed the scope of the EIR have been summarized below, followed by a brief response.

A. EIR Scoping Hearing Comments and Responses
Public Comment Period
1. Naomi Schiff (OHA)
1.1 Comment: EIR should explore alternatives considering the loss to older users of the former
athletic club.
1.1 Response: See Section IV, Alternatives to the Proposed Project, including a No Project
Alternative that would retain the building for a foreseeable new use as a gym
(Alternative 1B), as well as a Preservation Alternative (Alternative 2) that would maintain
and restore the former Courthouse Athletic Club while building residential units adjacent to
it.
1.2 Comment: EIR should consider St. Augustine’s Church adjacent to the project site. The
project should be designed with this historic context in mind.
1.2 Response: Please see Section III.A Historic Resources, which identifies St. Augustine’s
Church and potential project effects to this historic resource.
1.3 Comment: Request a more thorough study of the courthouse building than what has been
prepared previously.
1.3 Response: Please see Section III.A Historic Resources, which identifies the project site
building as a historic resource and describes the potential effects to this building as a result
of the proposed project, as required by CEQA. No additional studies would be required.
The historic resources technical memorandum prepared by Muller & Caulfield in 2006 is
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sufficiently detailed to summarize in EIR. Please see Section III.A, Historic Resources, and
Appendix B, Historic Resources Technical Memorandum.

2. Kegan Steadwell (Neighbor)
2.1 Comment: EIR should look at long-term construction impacts.
2.1 Response: construction impacts are addressed in the Initial Study (see Appendix A).
Construction-period impacts were determined to be less-than-significant with incorporation
of standard conditions of approval for such factors as noise, construction traffic, and air
emissions. EIR will address construction traffic effects]
2.2 Comment: Developer should consider burying powerlines along 29th and 30th Streets
2.2 Response: Powerlines are located in the public right-of-way, not on the (private)
subject property. As such, the project sponsor would have no authority to bury the nearby
powerlines on city property without approval from the city and the utility companies.
Regardless, the existence of powerlines in a project vicinity not an environmental issue that
would normally be addressed in a CEQA document, but could be considered by decisionmakers during project review. This issue is not discussed further in this EIR.
2.3 Comment: Developer should consider planning street trees.
2.3 Response: See Response 2.2. The project sponsor intends to plant approximately 20
street trees on the periphery of the proposed project, as described in Section II, Project
Description. This issue is not discussed further in this EIR.

3. Sanjeev Honda (East Bay News)
3.1 Comment: Developer should consider widening the sidewalks.
3.1 Response: The existing sidewalks in the periphery of the project site will be
reconstructed as part of the project, and will meet all city width requirements. This issue is
not discussed further in this EIR.
3.2 Comment: Lack of parking enforcement.
3.2 Response: Parking impacts of the proposed project is provided in Section III.B.
Transportation, Traffic, and Parking. As noted in this section, the proposed project would
meet or exceed all city parking requirements. This issue is not discussed further in this EIR.
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Planning Commission Comment Period
1. Douglas Boxer
1.1 Comment: Echoes Naomi’s concerns about St. Augustine’s Church.
1.1 Response: Please see Response 1.2, above.

2. Michael Colbruno
2.2 Comment: EIR should address the historical nature of the courthouse building’s architecture
(why designed in a ‘southern plantation’ style?)
2.2 Response: The architectural style of the former courthouse building is described in
Section III.A, Historic Resources, as well as Appendix B, Historic Resources Technical
Memorandum, of this EIR
2.3 Comment: EIR should look at an alternative that preserves the building and reuses it.
2.3 Response: See Section IV, Alternatives to the Proposed Project, including a No Project
Alternative that would retain the building for a foreseeable new use as a gym
(Alternative 1B), as well as a Preservation Alternative (Alternative 2) that would maintain
and restore the former Courthouse Athletic Club while building residential units adjacent to
it.

3. Madeleine Zayas-Mart
3.1 Comment: The EIR should evaluate two alternatives; 1) high-density alternative that
preserves the courthouse building, and 2) a low-density alternative that preserves the courthouse
building.
3.1 Response: See Section IV, Alternatives to the Proposed Project, including a
Preservation Alternative (Alternative 2) that would maintain and restore the former
Courthouse Athletic Club while building approximately 15 fewer units adjacent to it (a
low-density alternative). This section also describes alternatives considered by not
analyzed. One of the alternatives considered but not analyzed was a high-density
preservation alternative.
3.2 Comment: Will the EIR discuss noise and air quality impacts?
3.2 Response: The Initial Study evaluated noise and air impacts (see Appendix A), and
found them to be less-than-significant with incorporation of standard conditions of
approval. These issues are not discussed further in this EIR.
3.3 Comment: Will pollution from the nearby freeway affect people using the outdoor open
space in the project?
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3.3 Response: The potential air qualify impacts associated with the nearby I-980 freeway
are addressed on page 19 of the Initial Study (see Appendix A). The Initial Study states that
the proposed project would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollution
concentrations due to the project’s distance from the freeway (approximately 500 feet), as
recommended by the California Air Resources Board (CARB) when siting sensitive new
land uses in the vicinity of a freeway. This issue is not discussed further in this EIR.

4. Suzie W. Lee
4.1 Comment: Project site is within a high-rise zoning designation. EIR should look at a highrise option.
4.1 Response: See Section IV, Alternatives to the Proposed Project. One alternative
considered but not analyzed was a high-density alternative, which would construct a
building six to seven stories (or more). As described in this section, building codes would
require all-concrete or steel-frame construction for any building greater than five stories. 3
The project sponsor has indicated that a concrete or steel-frame building six to seven stories
in height and containing only 142 units would be financially infeasible to construct, as the
income generated from this number of units would not justify the higher construction costs
associated with concrete or steel-frame construction, and therefore, the sponsor would not
pursue such an alternative. Concrete or steel-frame residential buildings of eight stories or
higher containing over 200 units may justify the expense of these more expensive
construction materials, but such a building would be inappropriately tall for the relatively
low-scale neighborhood. As such, this alternative was not further analyzed.

B. NOP Comments and Responses (See Appendix B
for actual comment)
1. Delphine Prevost (Oakland Landmarks Preservation Board)
1.1 Comment: Standard Condition Cul-1 in the Initial Study should be modified to contain a
Cultural Resources Contingency Plan, subject to review and approval by City staff, which would
be incorporated into the project’s construction documents. Recommend that a qualify
archaeologist be retained to inspect the project site during construction to assess potential
discoveries.
1.1 Response: Standard Condition Cul-1 is sufficient to reduce potential impacts to cultural
resources to a less-than-significant level. As there are no recorded sites on the subject
property, and given the disturbed nature of the site, the site has relatively low sensitivity for
encountering archaeological resources during construction. As such, neither a Contingency
Plan nor archaeological monitoring during construction would be warranted. This issue is
not discussed further in this EIR.
3

The proposed building is a “Type 5” building construction, which building codes allow up to four stories of
woodframe construction over a single-story concrete podium.
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1.2 Comment: There is no discussion in the NOP of whether the Oakland Cultural Heritage
Survey (OCHS) has further assessed this property since 1996 to consider an upgrade or
downgrade of the preliminary survey rating (B+3). Further, review of this rating should be
evaluated prior to, or as par of, the EIR preparation. Additionally, the existing rating, or any
amended rating, should be clearly assigned to relevant portions of the building.
1.2 Response: See Section III.A, Historic Resources, for a discussion of the building’s
existing rating of “3+B” and its meaning as it relates to CEQA and the City of Oakland’s
Historic Preservation Element policies. As described in this section OCHS has not further
assessed the property since 1996. However, additional research of the building’s potential
historical significance prepared for this EIR found that the building may also be eligible as
a CRHR resource and as a contributor to a potential API. However, the historic resources
technical memorandum by Muller & Caulfield (see Appendix A), states that the existing
“B+3” rating should be downgraded to “B-“ or “C+” based on the prepared evaluation tally
sheet. The report also identifies which portions of the building are ‘significant” and those
which are considered “contributing.” Regardless of whether the building’s rating is
appropriate or not, the EIR conservatively identifies the Courthouse Athletic Club as a
historic resource for CEQA purposes, adequately evaluates the project’s potential impact to
this historic resource, and provides a project alternative that would fully mitigate the loss of
the building.
1.2 Comment: The EIR should evaluate project ‘alternatives’ that would provide for the reuse
and restoration of the entire building(s) or portions of the building(s).
1.2 Response: See Section IV, Alternatives to the Proposed Project, including a No Project
Alternative that would retain the historic building for a foreseeable new use as a gym
(Alternative 1B), as well as a Preservation Alternative (Alternative 2) that would maintain
and restore the former Courthouse Athletic Club while building residential units adjacent to
it.
1.3 Comment: Alternatives for the loading and garage access [opposite from St. Augustine’s
Church] should be evaluated. Additionally, a study should be conducted to determine potential
shadow effects [of the project] on the Church.
1.3 Response: See Section III.A, Historic Resources, for a discussion of the proposed
project’s loading and garage access functions, as well as shadow effects, on St. Augustine’s
Church. As described in this section, the proposed project would have no significant impact
to St. Augustine’s church, such that it would no longer qualify as a local landmark. Also
see Section IV, Alternatives to the Proposed Project, including two No Project alternatives
that would have no such effects on the adjacent church.
1.4 Comment: [I]f any measure requires documentation of the site history (photos, maps, text), I
recommend that such documentation be displayed at the project site.
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1.4 Response: See Section III.A, Historic Resources, Mitigation Measure A.1b. states that
the project sponsor shall prepare interpretive materials as directed by the City, including,
but not limited to on-site interpretive signage, brochures, or any combination thereof.

2. Department of Toxic Substances Control (Denise M. Tsuji)
2.1 Comment: Soil and groundwater sampling was conducted as part of the Limited Phase II
Report activities, detecting elevated concentrations of metals, petroleum hydrocarbons, and
volatile organic hydrocarbons. However, samples were not collected and analyzed under the
existing building or from under the raised area of the parking. A full site characterization of the
site is recommended.
2.1 Response: The Limited Phase II report characterized the soil from numerous locations
in the parking area, including the raised parking area, but did not characterize the soil from
under the building due to limited access to this part of the site. Regardless, Standard
Conditions Haz-1 and Haz-2 identified on page 33 of the Initial Study (see Appendix A),
are sufficient to mitigate any potential exposure of hazardous materials during construction
or transport to a less-than-significant level.
2.2 Comment: [i]f the remediation activities include the need for soil excavation, the CEQA
document should include: (1) an assessment of air impacts and health impacts associated with the
excavation activities; (2) identification of any applicable local standards which may be exceeded
by the excavation activities, including dust levels and noise; (3) transportation impacts from the
removal or remedial activities; and (4) risk of upset should there be an accident at the Site.
2.2 Response: Please see Section VII, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the Initial
Study (page 32-34, in Appendix A). Standard Conditions HAZ-1 and HAZ-2 adequately
provide for the mitigation of potential impacts from the identified hazardous substances
found in the soil and groundwater onsite. As is stated in HAZ-2, the project applicant shall
ensure that environmental assessment and remediation would either be performed under the
oversight of the ACDEH or other agencies, or be conducted by qualified professionals with
experience in soil and groundwater contamination remediation. In cases where regulatory
involvement is not necessary, soil and groundwater removal and disposal would still occur
to mitigate the potential hazards that could result from removal of soil and/or groundwater
during construction. Standard Condition HAZ-2 also states that the project applicant submit
a Soil Management Plan for review and approval by the appropriate agencies (i.e., (DTSC,
ACDEH, BAAQMD), which shall be prepared to outline required procedures for handling
and disposing impacted soil. All disposal and transportation of contaminated soil shall be
done in accordance with state and federal agencies and under federal (RCRA) and state
laws. All contaminated soil determined to be hazardous or non-hazardous waste must be
adequately profiled for acceptable disposal before it can be removed from the site. The
applicant shall ensure that impacted soil is handled in accordance with the approved Soil
Management Plan.
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Therefore, all secondary hazards identified in the DTSC letter such as air and noise from
remediation efforts would be mitigated through implementation of the standard conditions
listed in the Initial Study, including the Soil Management Plan, and by the other applicable
regulations of the appropriate agencies. For these reasons, the potential impact associated
with hazardous materials would be less than significant with implementation of the
standard conditions of approval. This issue will not be discussed further in the EIR.

3. East Bay Municipal Utility District (William Kirkpatrick)
3.1 Comment: The project sponsor must submit copies to EBMUD of all known information
regarding soil and groundwater quality within or adjacent to the project boundary and a legally
sufficient, compete and specific written remediation plan establishing the methodology, planning
and design of all necessary systems for the removal, treatment, and disposal of contaminated soil
an groundwater.
3.1 Response: Please see Section VII, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the Initial
Study (page 32-34, in Appendix A). Standard Conditions HAZ-1 requires the preparation
of a Phase 1 and Phase 2 Environmental Site Assessments to adequately characterize the
project site soils. Standard Condition HAZ-2 requires the preparation of a Soil
Management Plan which outlines the procedures for handling and disposal of contaminated
soil and groundwater in accordance with state and federal laws. All of these documents
must be submitted to the City of Oakland Planning Department prior to the issuance of any
grading or building permits. These documents will also be forwarded to EBMUD for their
review.

4. Kegan Steadwell (Neighbor)
4.1 Comment: The biggest thing that this project could do four for our streets …is to bury the
powerlines underground and add large trees.
4.1 Response: Powerlines are located in the public right-of-way, not on the (private)
subject property. As such, the project sponsor would have no authority to bury the nearby
powerlines on city property without approval from the city and the utility companies.
Regardless, the existence of powerlines in the project vicinity not an environmental issue
that would normally be addressed in a CEQA document. This issue is not discussed further
in this EIR. The project sponsor intends to plant approximately 20 street trees on the
periphery of the proposed project, as described in Section II, Project Description. This
issue is not discussed further in this EIR.
4.2 Comment: We are very invested in seeing if it is possible to keep the trees that are currently
on the Courthouse property as part of the new design.
4.2 Response: Please see Section IV. Biological Resources, on page 21 – 23 of the Initial
Study (Appendix A). As noted in this section, Standard Condition BIO-4: Prior to receiving
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building permit, the applicant must secure a tree removal permit, and abide by the
conditions of that permit, prior to removal of any trees located on the project site or in the
public right-of-way adjacent to the project. With implantation of this standard condition,
the proposed project would have no significant impact with regard to tree removal. Please
also see Section IV, Alternatives, of this EIR which outlines two no project alternatives,
both of which would retain the existing trees on the property. This issue will not be further
discussed in the EIR.
4.2 Comment: We feel that it is imperative that some form of committee or process is in place to
ensure that the commercial retail spaces are not rented specifically to the following: No liquor
stores. No fast food establishments. No pawn or porn stores, and no gun shops.
4.3 Response: The comment refers to the project description, rather than to the adequacy or
accuracy of the environmental analysis.

5. Anne Mudge (former member of Courthouse Athletic Club)
5.1 Comment: I request you study an alternative to retain the athletic facility.
5.1 Response: Please see Section IV, Alternatives, of this EIR which outlines two no
project alternatives, one of which assumes use of the property as an athletic facility
(Alternative 1B). Alternative 2 (Preservation Alternative), assumes retention and reuse of
the former Courthouse Athletic Club. This issue will not be further discussed in the EIR.
5.2 Comment: [T]he B+3 historic building is going to be torn down….
5.2 Response: Please see Section III.A, Historic Resources, for an evaluation of the
potential impact of the demolition of a historic resource. This impact is considered
significant and unavoidable with the implementation of recommended mitigation measures.
Please also see Section IV, Alternatives, of this EIR which contains a preservation
alternative (Alternative 2) that assumes retention and reuse of the former Courthouse
Athletic Club.

6. Dao Matthews (Neighbor)
6.1 Comment: [W]e are all vehemently opposed to any motion of removing our historic and
cherished building of historic value….Our courthouse is an extremely important structure of old
Oakland Historic Property Heritage!
6.1 Response: Please see Section III.A, Historic Resources, which evaluates the proposed
project’s effects on historic architectural resources on the project site and vicinity. This
section identifies the former Courthouse Athletic Club as a historical resource for CEQA
purposes, and states that the potential demolition of this building would be considered
significant and unavoidable impact of the project. Please also see Section IV, Alternatives,
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VI. Responses to Comments Received During EIR Scoping

of this EIR which contains a preservation alternative (Alternative 2) that assumes retention
and reuse of the former Courthouse Athletic Club.
6.2 Comment: We oppose the additional traffic and crime that such a thing will attract.
6.2 Response: Please see Section III.B, Transportation, Traffic, and Parking, which
evaluates the proposed project’s impacts on local traffic, and has determined that the
project would have a less-than-significant impact on the operation of local roadways. The
issue of crime, while an important topic, is not an environmental topic considered by
CEQA. This issue will not be discussed further in the EIR.
6.3 Comment: Let us use our Courthouse for…[list of 10 community uses]
6.3 Response: Please see Section IV, Alternatives, of this EIR which outlines two no
project alternatives, one of which assumes reuse of the property as an athletic facility or
other commercial use (Alternative 1B). Alternative 2 (Preservation Alternative), also
assumes retention and reuse of the former Courthouse Athletic Club.

7. Alameda County Congestion Management Agency
(Saravana Suthanthira)
7.1 Comment: Based on our review of the NOP, the proposed project appears to generate at least
100 p.m. peak hour trips over existing conditions. If this is the case, the CMO Land Use Analysis
Program requires the City to conduct a traffic analysis of the project using the Countywide
Transportation Demand Model for projection years 2010 and 2025 conditions.
7.1 Response: Please see Section III.B, Transportation, Traffic, and Parking. As stated
under subsection Trip Generation, the proposed project can be expected to generate about
66 vehicle trips in the AM peak hour and about 95 vehicle trips in the PM peak hour. It
should be noted that because the project would generate fewer than 100 peak-hour vehicle
trips, an ACCMA - required evaluation of project effects on regional roadways is not
required. This issue will not be discussed further in the EIR.
7.2 Comment: Potential impacts of the project on the Metropolitan Transportation System
(MTS) including cumulative impacts need to be addressed.
7.2 Response: Please see Section III.B, Transportation, Traffic, and Parking, which states
all study intersections would continue to operate at acceptable levels of service during the
a.m. and p.m. peak hours under Existing plus Project and Cumulative (2025) conditions.
Thus, the proposed project would not create significant traffic impact.
7.3. Comment: The adequacy of any project mitigation measures should be discussed.
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7.3 Response: As noted above in Response 7.2, the proposed project would have no
significant traffic impact. As such, no mitigation measures, or their adequacy, would be
required.
7.4 Comment: Potential impacts of the project on CMP transit levels of service must be
analyzed.
7.4 Response: Please see Section III.B, Transportation, Traffic, and Parking, which states
that the project would add on average less than one passenger per AC Transit bus or BART
train. Thus, the project’s contribution to transit impacts as it concerns AC Transit and/or
BART ridership would be less than significant.
7.5 Comment: The DEIR should also consider demand-related strategies that are designed to
reduce the need for new roadway facilities over the long term and to make the most efficient use
of facilities.
7.5 Response: As noted in Response 7.2, the proposed project would have no significant
traffic impacts. As such, the project would not create demand for new roadways. Due to the
project’s urban in-fill location and adjacency to both AC Transit and BART lines, the
project could be viewed as potentially reducing the demand for new roadways in the long
term.
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CHAPTER VIII

Appendices

Reviewers: Appendix items to be included in the screencheck draft

A. NOP and Initial Study
Reviewers: Initial Study to be included in the screencheck draft

B. NOP Comment Letters and Responses
BC. Historic Resources Technical MemorandumOCHS
Historic Inventory and Research Forms
Reviewers: Technical memorandum to be included in the screencheck draft

D. Evaluation of Telegraph Avenue Bus Rapid Transit
Reviewers: Included here
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APPENDIX D

Evaluation of Telegraph Avenue Bus Rapid
Transit
[NOTE TO REVIEWERS: This replaces the text that was on
page III.B-12 of ADEIR #1]
In 2003, AC Transit published a Notice of Intent (NOI) and Notice of Preparation (NOP) related
to an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) and Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for a
proposed transit system expansion along Telegraph Avenue, which would extend from Berkeley
to San Leandro. This transit system expansion would be in the form of Bus Rapid Transit (BRT).
According to the American Public Transit Association, BRT combines the quality of rail transit
and the flexibility of buses, operating on exclusive transit ways, High-Occupancy Vehicle lanes,
expressways, or ordinary streets. A BRT system combines Intelligent Transportation Systems
technology, priority for transit, rapid and convenient fare collection, and integration with land use
policy in order to upgrade bus system performance.
Although there are no finalized design plans, an assurance of full funding for the BRT project, or
approvals from AC Transit, the City of Oakland and other public agencies, and although proposed
(but not approved) transit improvements are not typically considered as part of the projected
baseline conditions, this EIR nevertheless (conservatively) provides an evaluation of the potential
effects on project impacts caused by proposed modifications to the traffic circulation network by
the proposed Telegraph Avenue BRT.
At the time of this report, the BRT EIR/EIS documents have not been published. The potential
effects of the proposed BRT project with and without the proposed 2935 Telegraph Avenue
project were studied in the area most directly affected by the proposed BRT project using the
preliminary travel demand model work provided by AC Transit and their consultant.
In the vicinity of the 2935 Telegraph Avenue project, the Telegraph Avenue BRT project would
result in elimination of one travel lane in each direction of Telegraph Avenue. Traffic signals
along Telegraph Avenue would also be upgraded, and traffic signal timings would also be
improved to provide transit priority.
The proposed BRT project would result in more congestion along Telegraph Avenue due to the
reduced traffic capacity. As a result, traffic would divert from Telegraph Avenue to other parallel
routes such as Martin Luther King Junior Way or Broadway. These parallel routes would in turn
experience more delay.
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Appendix D

The BRT project may have off-setting benefits as it would increase the capacity of Telegraph
Avenue on a per person basis. Thus, if a substantial number of people switch to BRT, the overall
person delay in the corridor would be less than with the current configuration.

Long Term 2025 with BRT Conditions – Project Impacts
Table D-1 summarizes intersection LOS under 2025 With BRT and No Project conditions and
2025 With BRT and With Project conditions for key intersections. As shown, all study
intersections would continue to operate at acceptable levels of service. Thus, similar to the 2025
Without BRT conditions, the proposed project would not create significant impacts in the
Cumulative plus Project conditions with the BRT.
TABLE D-1
2025 WITH BRT CONDITIONS
AM AND PM PEAK HOUR INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE (LOS) AND DELAY (seconds/vehicle)

No.

AM Peak Hour
Baseline
With Project
LOSa Delay LOSa Delay

Intersections

PM Peak Hour
Baseline
With Project
LOSa Delay LOSa
Delay

#1

Telegraph Avenue /
MacArthur Boulevard (signalized)

D

40.4

D

41.1

D

49.3

D

51.2

#2a

Telegraph Avenue / 30th Street
(signalized)

A

8.4

A

9.3

B

12.6

B

12.6

#2b

Telegraph Avenue / 30th Street
(signalized) b

A

5.1

A

5.4

A

6.1

A

6.3

#3

Telegraph Avenue / 29th Street
(signalized)

B

10.5

B

10.5

B

13.6

B

14.1

#4

Telegraph Avenue / 27th Street
(signalized)

C

22.4

C

22.4

C

22.4

C

24.1

#5

Telegraph Avenue /
West Grand Avenue (signalized)

C

24.2

C

25.4

C

31.6

C

33.0

#6

Martin Luther King Jr. Way /
27th Street (signalized)

B

14.9

B

14.9

B

13.0

B

13.0

#7

I-980 Southbound Off-Ramp /
27th Street (signalized)

B

10.0

B

10.1

B

12.0

B

12.0

#8

Northgate Avenue - I-980 Northbound
On-Ramp / 27th Street (signalized) c

B

19.4

B

19.5

D

45.7

D

45.4

#9

Broadway / 27th Street (signalized)

B

15.5

B

15.5

C

22.1

C

22.1

a The LOS and delay for two-way stop controlled intersections represent the worst movement or approach. The LOS and delay for

signalized intersections represent the overall intersection.

b Assumed to be signalized as part of the BRT project.
c Project would add trips primarily to non-critical movements, thus resulting in a minor decrease to overall average delay in Cumulative

with Project conditions.
SOURCE: Korve Engineering, 2007
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