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David Sablan

From: Henry Dong
Sent: Wednesday, March 15, 2023 8:14 AM
To: David Sablan; codewordconsulting@gmail.com; Deirdre McCartney; Allen Tai
Subject: FW: [EXTERNAL] RE: Invitation to Provide Comments to Planning Board on Objective 

Design Review Standards

From: tsaxby@tsaxbyarchitect.com [mailto:tsaxby@tsaxbyarchitect.com]  
Sent: Monday, March 13, 2023 9:45 AM 
To: Henry Dong <HDong@alamedaca.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: Invitation to Provide Comments to Planning Board on Objective Design Review Standards 

Hi Henry, 
Thanks for the opportunity to review these Objective Design Review Standards. After my first pass, I think they look 
pretty good. I particularly like the Neighborhood Context standards for the Traditional Design Areas and think that these 
should be added to One & Two‐family ODRS. 

First, I have a couple of questions.  
1. Why aren’t the Neighborhood Context section and content regarding Traditional Design Areas included in the

ODRS for One‐ and Two‐Family Dwellings?  I think that these are critical elements if new/replacement dwellings 

are being proposed, or if additions/alterations are proposed to severely altered (remuddled)  buildings. 

2. How often are these standards reviewed? I think it is appropriate to review what is being built under the ODRS

on a regular basis and to evaluate what is working and what isn’t, and make adjustments as needed. 

Comments – ODRS One‐ and Two‐Family Dwellings: 
Architectural Details & Materials: 
C. Trim – As I mentioned at a previous HAB meeting, the narrower trim such as brick mould and stucco mould are also 
common on wood shingle homes and should be allowed. Maybe this provision could be written so that appropriate trim 
based on documented historical style be allowed. 

Additions and Additional Buildings: 
B. Maintenance of Porches – Is it okay to partially enclose the porch to protect the porch and entry door from the 
elements? Maybe this can be permitted with glazing and not solid wall construction. 
D. Roof Eaves ‐ New buildings on same lot may be able to take advantage of a reduced setback but code requires 2‐foot 
min. eave setback. If eave depth must match existing building, the new building setback could be determined by this 
criteria. I think that matching the character/style of the eave is more important than matching the depth.  
G. Trim – See comment above 

Comments – Amended and Restated ODRS: 
Limitation on Blank Walls 
2B.2      May create conflict with Calif Energy Code, particularly for north‐facing openings. 
Neighborhood Context – TDA.  
6.6a       Include shingle buildings for narrower brick/stucco mould trim as well – common in historic buildings 

Best regards,  
Tom 

Thomas Saxby Architect 
910 Santa Clara Avenue 
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Alameda, CA  94501 
(510) 337‐1720 
www.tsaxbyarchitect.com  

From: Henry Dong <HDong@alamedaca.gov>  
Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2023 5:33 PM 
To: Allen Tai <ATai@alamedaca.gov> 
Subject: Invitation to Provide Comments to Planning Board on Objective Design Review Standards 

Dear Chair Sanchez and Historical Advisory Board Members, 

The Planning Board will be holding a study session in regards to updating the City’s Objective Design Review Standards 
at their meeting on Monday March 27, 2023. The Planning Board would appreciate hearing what the Historical Advisory 
Board members have to say on the matter, and are inviting HAB members to individually participate at their meeting or 
to send written comments. The HAB had expressed interests in the Objective Design Review Standards in the past and 
this would be a would be a great opportunity to participate in the update process.  

Below are links to the City’s existing Objective Design Review Standards for your reference. 

Objective Design Review Standards 
https://www.alamedaca.gov/files/assets/public/departments/alameda/building‐planning‐transportation/planning‐and‐
zoning‐key‐documents/objective‐design‐review‐standards‐adopted‐2.22.21.pdf 

Objective Design Review Standards One‐ and Two‐Unit Residential Projects 
https://www.alamedaca.gov/files/assets/public/departments/alameda/building‐planning‐
transportation/planning/adopted‐objective‐design‐review‐standards‐for‐1‐2‐unit‐projects‐4‐12‐2022.pdf 

Please note that Staff is also planning to hold an HAB study session on the standards at the April 6th HAB meeting where 
board members can discuss and ask questions on the update. However, due to the timing of the meetings, we would 
also welcome any comments you might have for the Planning Board to consider on 3/27. If you are interested in 
providing comments, please send any written comments to Allen and myself and we can forward it to the Planning 
Board. If you are able to provide written comments by 3/15 we can include it as an exhibit in the PB agenda packet. 

If you have any questions feel free to contact Allen or myself. 

Thanks, 

Henry 

Henry Dong 
Planner 
City of Alameda 
Planning, Building, & Transportation Dept. 
2263 Santa Clara Ave., Room 190 
Alameda, CA 94501 
(510) 747‐6871 
https://www.alamedaca.gov/Departments/Planning‐Building‐and‐Transportation 
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Nancy McPeak

From: Christopher Buckley <cbuckleyaicp@att.net>
Sent: Sunday, February 12, 2023 10:45 PM
To: Norman Sanchez; Thomas Saxby; Lynn Jones; Hank Hernandez
Cc: Nancy McPeak; Erin Garcia
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Fw: Objective Design Review Standards - -Item 7-C on Planning Board's 

2-13-22 agenda
Attachments: We sent you safe versions of your files; 2022-6-2 

MarkedUp2-22-21AdoptedMFODRS_compressed.pdf; 
2022-5-5HAB.HousesSWcrnrBuenaVista&Foley.pdf; 2008-6North of Lincoln report by 
JL.pdf; 2021-2-19ODRS  AAPS PreliminaryCommentsPlnngBdFnl.pdf; 2021-2-22ODRS  
AAPS SupplementalCommentsPlnngBdFnl.pdf

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Mimecast Attachment Protection has deemed this file to be safe, but always exercise caution when opening files. 

Dear HAB members and staff, 

I should have included you as "cc's" in my email below. I apologize for my oversight. 

Christopher Buckley, Chair 
AAPS Preservation Action Committee 
510-523-0411 

----- Forwarded Message ----- 
From: Christopher Buckley <cbuckleyaicp@att.net> 
To: Asheshh Saheba <asaheba@alamedaca.gov>; Teresa Ruiz <truiz@alamedaca.gov>; Alan Teague 
<ateague@alamedaca.gov>; Diana Ariza <dariza@alamedaca.gov>; Ronald Curtis <rcurtis@alamedaca.gov>; Xiomara 
Cisneros <xcisneros@alamedaca.gov>; Hanson Hom <hhom@alamedaca.gov> 
Cc: Andrew THOMAS <athomas@alamedaca.gov>; Allen Tai <atai@alamedaca.gov> 
Sent: Friday, February 10, 2023 at 05:28:43 PM PST 
Subject: Objective Design Review Standards - -Item 7-C on Planning Board's 2-13-22 agenda 

Dear Planning Board members: 

Thank you for requesting at your December 12, 2022 meeting that the Planning Board revisit the Objective 
Design Review Standards. And thank you to staff for agendizing this request for the Planning Board‘s February 
13 meeting.  

The Alameda Architectural Preservation Society (AAPS) recommends that the staff-recommended Planning 
Board subcommittee include Historical Advisory Board (HAB) members, since the HAB has expressed strong 
interest in the Objective Design Review Standards and has made various recommendations concerning the 
standards. Including HAB members on the subcommittee will also facilitate a coordinated review of the 
standards by the Planning Board and HAB.  
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We also request that interested members of the public be allowed to attend subcommittee meetings at least as 
observers. This would assist the public’s understanding of subcommittee recommendations.  

Attached is an markup of the Multifamily Objective Design Review Standards that we presented at the HAB 
June 2, 2022 meeting that shows various AAPS recommendations. Also attached are AAPS’s 2-19-21 and 2-22-
21 comments which were submitted to the Planning Board prior to its adoption of the Standards. The markups 
reflect and supplement the comments in our 2/19/21 and 2/22/21 letters. Most of these comments are still 
applicable. We request that you review and consider these comments as part of your review of the Standards.  

We especially request that the subcommittee and Planning Board expand the boundaries of the Multifamily 
Standards’ Traditional Design Area (TDA), as discussed in Item 1 of our 2-19-21 letter, to include the North 
Park Street Areas which contain some of Alameda’s most historic buildings. It is still unclear to us why North 
Park Street was not included in the TDA, since it meets the TDA criteria. Photos of some of the North Park 
Street buildings are attached along with a 2008 report on this area by former HAB member Judith Lynch.  

Regarding the 1-2 Unit Standards, AAPS considers them very good. However, the standards currently do not 
have the neighborhood context provisions found in the Multifamily Standards because it is expected that most 
1-2 unit new construction eligible for the standards will be in the back portion of a lot and not visible from the 
street. But some lots with existing houses have the house at the rear creating the possibility that a new building 
might occur at the front of the lot. New construction on corner lots would also be visible from the street. AAPS 
therefore recommends that the multifamily contextual standards be incorporated into the 1-2 unit 
standards for new construction that is either at the front of the lot or on the street side of a corner lot. If 
there is a conflict between the design resulting from application of the contextual standards and the design of 
any existing buildings on the lot, the contextual standards would control.  

Please contact me if you would like to discuss the Standards or any of these recommendations.  
 
Christopher Buckley, Chair 
AAPS Preservation Action Committee 
510-523-0411 
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North of Lincoln Historic Buildings

 a report by Judith Lynch

Methodology

First, I noted the exact range of street numbers and names within the boundaries of the study area
and “worked” all the addresses through the books published by the Alameda Museum that document
Victorian and Edwardian buildings.  Each listing was jotted on an index card. Then I walked all
the blocks and looked closely at all the buildings. Along the way were structures that were not in
the Museum listings but that were historic, so cards were added for those. Next I compiled a
database and sorted the information several ways.

Findings

1. Hidden History

For a small area (12 blocks) the study area is rich in history, with 114 buildings that were either
significant in appearance, documented as historic, or both. However, that total of 114 is not fully
reflected in any official tally; just over half (59) are on the City’s Historic Buildings Study List.

2. Oodles of Oldies

Some of the oldest and most precious historic buildings on the Island are within the study area.
These ancient structures include 21 designed in the Italianate style that was popular in the 1870s
and early 1880s.  In all of Alameda only 218  buildings are Italianates; ten percent of those are in
the study area. Two of them are on the “oldest surviving buildings” list compiled by Alameda
Museum Curator George Gunn, who states they date from before 1872 when city record keeping was
established. Ironically, the Italianate style was inadvertently left out of the style synopsis in the
City of Alameda Guide to Residential Design.

Italianate structures in the study area range from these wee flat fronts at 2410 and 2412 Buena Vista to the
substantial property at 1729 Everett, on the list of “oldest survivors.”
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The Fossing Building is a splendid example of an
Italianate commercial building with cast iron pilasters
shown in the detail on the right.  It was restored
(before left, after right) and received an award from
the Alameda Architectural Preservation
Society in 2000.

3. Styles Represented
(Note that dates are approximate)

Italianate (1870s): 21

Stick (1880s): 16

Queen Anne (1890s): 23

Colonial Revival (1900s): 22

Bungalow (1910s): 10

Other: 22

From the left, a Stick residence at 2312 Buena Vista, a Queen Anne at 2301 Buena Vista, and a Shingle style
at 2437 Buena Vista.
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4. Misguided Improvements

Few of these 114 study area vintage buildings have been disfigured by asbestos, stucco, tarpaper
brick, or permastone (now called cultured rock).  But vinyl sales have been brisk, and several old
study area structures have been virtually obliterated. Luckily the characteristic bay windows
remain, reminders that these are old houses at heart.

Two well kept examples: a Craftsman home at 2428 Buena Vista and a Queen Anne cottage at
2301 Eagle Avenue.

5. Charming Clusters

There is a choice nest of well kept homes on Foley, a street unknown to me until last month.
Buena Vista and Eagle also sport clusters of tasty houses.  So while the study area feels a bit
shopworn and commercial if you only travel on Park Street, the side streets may be worthy of
Heritage Area designation.

6. Architectural Pedigree

Few of the 114 structures are attributed to a renowned architect or builder but there are a handful:
Joseph Leonard, A.R Denke, Marcuse & Remmel, Charles H. Foster, and the Newsoms (John and
Theodore, related to the architects who designed the Carson Mansion in Eureka).

The Buddhist Temple at 2325 Pacific Avenue
is a grand example of the Stick style. It was
designed by architect George Bordwell

7. Fascinating Anomalies

The Buddhist Temple is located in the large towered Stick building called a “villa.” Its grounds and
garden are an oasis! At 1813-17 Everett Street is a hybrid: facing the large back yard is a five sided
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projecting bay window and a portal, characteristic of the ltalianate; the front was altered

Like the expression: “Queen Anne front, Mary Anne behind,” 1813-17 Everett is “Stick front and Italianate
behind.”

in the Stick style of the 188Os, perhaps when it was changed into two units. At 2419 Tilden Way,
landlocked and only reachable by way of the driveway at 1633 Everett, is a sequestered treasure, an
1888 home designed by A.R. Denke. Some portions are smothered with siding, but much ornate
detail remains, and this property could be a spectacular restoration project.

A chain link fence awash in ivy hides this Denke-designed house at 2419 Tilden Way.  The sides and rear are
covered with siding; choice details remain on the front.

8. History at Risk

I think we should add all the rest of the 114 buildings to the Study List . . . after careful staff and
HAB review, of course. Some of these properties seem quite vulnerable. For example, two are for
sale right now at 2324 and 2318 Pacific. They are not protected by Study Listing, and one is on an
enormous lot.  They are both 1907 Colonial Revival homes.  On the real estate flyer for the
residence at 2324 is this notation: “Zoned CM. Check zoning for allowed uses.”  That means a 100
foot height limit, 100 percent coverage (allowing for parking), all commercial uses plus
warehousing and light industrial.

All images by Richard Knight, except old image of the Fossing Building.  That is courtesy of the Planning and
Building Department.
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February 19, 2021 
(By electronic transmission) 
Planning Board  
City of Alameda 
2263 Santa Clara Avenue 
Alameda, CA 94501 
 
Subject: Revised draft objective design review standards (Item 7-B on Planning Board’s 2-
22-21 agenda) –Preliminary AAPS comments. 
 
Dear Boardmembers: 

 
The latest draft Objective Design Review Standards is a major improvement over the standards 
adopted by the Planning Board on 2-10-20. We would like to thank the Planning Board for 
asking staff to continue work on the standards and thank staff and the consultants for these latest 
revisions. 
 
The proposed traditional development area (TDA) approach is a very good solution for 
addressing the Planning Board’s desire to allow greater design flexibility in some parts of 
Alameda while still promoting design consistency with existing buildings in Alameda’s older 
and historic neighborhoods.   Under this approach, the context standards and certain other 
standards apply only within the TDA.  
 
We reviewed the Alameda Housing Authority‘s February 10 email to planning staff and consider 
it to be a good starting point for refining the standards to be more responsive to affordable 
housing projects. On February 18, members of AAPS and the West Alameda Business 
Association (with whom AAPS has been working closely on the standards) had a very good 
conversation with Housing Authority staff, reached agreement on several issues and agreed to 
work further on resolution of other issues. 
 
However, there are still some loose ends as discussed in the following comments. These 
comments are only preliminary and will be followed up by more definitive and detailed 
comments prior to the Planning Board’s 2-22-21 meeting. Based on some of these comments, we 
recommend that Planning Board continue consideration of the draft standards to a future 
meeting to allow for final refinement of the standards.  
 

1. Expand the TDA to include all of the Webster Street Business District and all of the 
North Park Street area. The City Council-adopted Webster Street Design Manual and 
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the Webster Street Vision Plan seek to promote a traditional design character for the 
entire Webster Street Business District, not just the portion south of Pacific Avenue as 
shown on the TDA map.  

 
Similarly, the Citywide Design Review Manual emphasizes traditional architectural 
styles for the entire North Park Street area. Inclusion within the TDA is especially 
important for the historic residential area east of Park Street and north of Tilden Way, 
which contains some of Alameda’s oldest buildings. It is surprising that this area was 
excluded. See attached 2008 report from former Historical Advisory Boardmember 
Judith Lynch. However, some portions of Clement and Blanding Avenues have relatively 
few pre-1942 buildings and might be excluded from the TDA. 

 
2. Section 6C – – Selecting reference buildings or reference features: Either delete 

Option 3 (adjacent buildings) or rank Options 1-3 in order of preference. In all 
cases allow the applicant to use Option 4. Allowing the applicant to select Option 3 
risks eroding the neighborhood’s architectural character if the adjacent buildings are 
architecturally undistinguished and are inconsistent with the rest of the context area. 

 
3. Consider defining the context area for Park Street, Webster Street and the 

“stations” as the entire area of each district, rather than using the five lot/250 foot 
method,. Staff has advised us that this approach is already being used on Park Street for 
discretionary design review cases. The reference buildings would still be pre-1942 
structures. However, some of the methodology details would still need to be fleshed out. 
 

4. Section 6D8 – – Neighborhood Context Standards – – Details. Require that all of the 
architectural details, or perhaps just “priority details”, in the neighborhood context 
section’s architectural details list be reflected in the project, rather than just two of these 
details. Several of the details, such as cornices, porch columns and window and corner 
trim, if they exist within the context, can be critical to a project’s consistency with the 
context. However, some of the details on the list could be omitted or not considered 
“priority”, such as trellis awnings and bay windows. 

 
5. Façade composition. Architectural façade offsets as a design enhancement option are not 

that critical and could even be deleted. Maintaining coherent façade composition and 
rhythm is much more important and several additional standards within the TDA may be  
needed to acheive this. We have previously provided examples of these standards.  

 
6. Windows. The Housing Authority is concerned that the 6”, 4” and 2” inset window 

provisions could add significantly to project costs. AAPS believes that these provisions 
are not necessary and could be deleted, unless the façade material is brick, in which case, 
a 4” inset would be desirable. A ¾” inset, not including trim, is usually sufficient, 
consistent with historic practice and should be required for all street-facing elevations 
within the TDA.  

 
In addition, within the TDA, non-storefront windows on street-facing elevations should 
have a wood-like appearance or, for certain styles, resemble early 20th century steel 
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windows to maintain consistency with the TDA’s predominantly traditional architecture. 
To accomplish this for wood-like windows, consistency with the typical wood window 
dimensions in the City’s Design Review Manual’s attached diagram is very important, 
although there could, perhaps, be additional flexibility in the dimensions. The attached 
diagram also includes typical dimensions for early 20th century steel windows (derived 
from other City of Alameda Design Review materials), which should be used as a basis 
for windows in new buildings where an industrial sash or other early 20th century steel 
window look is proposed. We previously provided text for integrating this diagram into 
the standards and can do so again if this would be helpful. 

 
7. Housing Authority’s recommended deletion of “motel balcony” prohibition. This 

could be architecturally challenging within the TDA. But traditional architectural 
treatments within the TDA might be available that could accommodate exterior 
walkways by using roofs and columns. Limiting the walkways to non-street facing 
elevations could be another option.  

 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment. Please contact me at (510) 523-0411 or 
cbuckleyAICP@att.net if you would like to discuss these comments. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Christopher Buckley, Chair 
Preservation Action Committee 
Alameda Architectural Preservation Society 
 
Attachments:  (1) North of Lincoln Historic Building Report by Judith Lynch 
  (2) Window diagram 
 
cc: Andrew Thomas, Allen Tai, David Sablan and Heather Coleman (by electronic transmission) 
    Mayor and City Council members (by electronic transmission) 

AAPS Board and Preservation Action Committee (by electronic transmission) 
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February 22, 2021 
(By electronic transmission) 
Planning Board  
City of Alameda 
2263 Santa Clara Avenue 
Alameda, CA 94501 
 
Subject: Revised draft objective design review standards (Item 7-B on Planning Board’s 2-
22-21 agenda) –Supplemental AAPS comments. 
 
Dear Boardmembers: 

 
The following comments and the comments in the attached marked up pages from the draft 
standards supplement the comments we sent in our February 19, 2021 letter. Some of the 
February 19 comments are reflected in the mark ups. 
 

1. Page 1. Include a statement that public notice will still be given for projects using 
the objective standards. Staff has advised us that this will be the case. (The statement 
under “ministerial design review“ on page 1 that ministerial design review will be 
processed by planning staff without a public hearing implies that there will be no public 
notice.) 

 
2. Will staff decisions on projects processed under the objective standards still be 

appealable? If not, a Planning Code amendment is probably needed. An amendment may 
also be needed to make clear that the objective standards supersede the Planning Code’s 
existing design review criteria for projects that use the standards. 

 
3. Impact of the standards on affordable housing costs. There has been concern that the 

objective standards may contain provisions that would significantly increase affordable 
housing development costs. This is a very important consideration.  A possible strategy 
might be a two-tier system, with less stringent standards for projects that are 100% 
affordable (or based on some other appropriately high percentage threshold). We believe 
that Alameda Housing Authority projects are normally 100% affordable or contain at 
least a much higher percentage of affordable units than for-profit development. 

 
4. Relative permissiveness of the objective standards vs. existing discretionary design 

review criteria. Although language in Section 65913.4 of the California Government 
Code (housing accountability act) seems open to interpretation, it appears that the 
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standards apply to “housing development projects” involving residential units (emphasis 
on plural added, and therefore meaning multi-unit housing development projects) with no 
mention of affordability.  
 
Except for projects with high levels of affordability as discussed in Item 3 above, the 
standards should therefore be no more permissive than the existing design review 
criteria (including the Citywide Design Review Manual) and possibly less permissive 
given the streamlined process that the standards make available. 

 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment. Please contact me at (510) 523-0411 or 
cbuckleyAICP@att.net if you would like to discuss these comments. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Christopher Buckley, Chair 
Preservation Action Committee 
Alameda Architectural Preservation Society 
 
Attachment:  Marked-up pages from 2-22-21 Draft Objective Design Review Standards 
 
cc: Andrew Thomas, Allen Tai, David Sablan and Heather Coleman (by electronic transmission) 
    Mayor and City Council members (by electronic transmission) 

AAPS Board and Preservation Action Committee (by electronic transmission) 
 

 

 

 






































