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From: Hank Lindemann [mailto:hankli@comcast.net]  
Sent: Wednesday, December 7, 2022 12:07 AM 
To: David Sablan <DSablan@alamedaca.gov> 
Cc: Hank Lindemann <hankli@comcast.net> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] 2015 Grand Street ‐ The Pennsoil Building and Tankfarm Property 

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

Dear Mr. Sablan, 

I am a neighbor in the area of 2015 and just received your letter yesterday afternoon. I have voiced a few thoughts on 
the property and general feeling about over developing the Island. I have attached a letter with my thoughts and 
feedback not just to this ambitious project but all the new projects that are all about to come on line at once. 

Please include my subdued letter for inclusion in the meeting records. 

Respectfully, 

Henry Lindemann 

Sent from Mail for Windows 

Virus-free.www.avg.com 



Henry Lindemann          hankli@comcast.net                    1817 Grand Street
Phone: (510) 522-3290        Cell: (510) 774-6548        Alameda,  CA  94501

December 7, 2022

Attn:  Parking Payment Assistant Service
City of Alameda Planning, Building & Transportation Department
2263 Santa Clara, Rm. 190
Alameda, CA  94501

Re: 2015 Grand Street Condominiums at Former Pennsoil Product Plant and Tank-farm Site

Dear Planning Board,

I am not surprised by the public hearing public hearing development that the City is planning at the old Pennsoil 
site at Grand and Clement.  After careful review of the plans I see that this project has been in the works for some 
time and the fact that the public is being notified a week ahead of the project consideration is no surprise.  
Additionally, in this age of Zoom Agendas coming to popularity by public office during Covid, it is also not 
surprising that the public is kept at arms length on these controversial projects.  I am upset by the fact that this is 
the first I have heard of 90 condos going up in what used to be single family neighborhoods, this just happens to 
be my neighborhood.

I suppose that any comments and concerns are water over the dam at this point as the plans are virtually complete 
and already have been blessed to this point.  I do feel however that as a life time resident and going back 3 
generations here in Alameda, that I am probably not alone in my following thoughts:

There are too many units for the neighborhood as it was before all the present mega-projects on Clement and 
Buena Vista.  I have no illusion there are more to come and they are at the cost of those that live here, commute 
here and endure the thousands of new residents and the new traffic.

These units are all replacing zoning that used to be places of business and employment for people who lived here.  
Zoning is changed and our city has traded work and industry for high density residential and corporate 
development.

I also see and anticipate traffic above and beyond what we were seeing pre-pandemic. Traffic is back and it is 
getting increasingly harder to get to work and back home during daylight hours. I see only traffic changes in terms 
of constraints and fancy non-sustainable neckdowns, traffic aids and gridlock design which restricts freedom of 
movement.  More high density build without new bridges or ingress and egress solutions is poor planning for 
those who call Alameda home. I am not seeing the solutions being paid for by those doing the developing and it 
does not feel equitable that we suffer gridlock and the infrastructure expense long after the development is here 
and the money is gone.  It will all look fancy until we have to sustain the maintenance.

90 Units, 180 new cars, 45’- 60’ fancy box structures in two story neighborhoods, new extensive infrastructure 
needs, traffic, construction traffic, noise, narrow streets, limited parking,  Clement is the new truck route and is 
also narrowed by bike lanes as wide as the street with fancy appurtenances.  I watch full size grocery and fuel 
trucks trying to navigate the new traffic constraints, it is not pretty.

In summary, I don’t feel more is better.  I certainly don’t think it will be anymore affordable the more we have.  
At some point hope I will stand with our leaders that can say why, no, or not so much.

Respectfully,

Henry C. Lindemann
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Nancy McPeak

From: David Sablan
Sent: Thursday, December 8, 2022 10:29 AM
To: Nancy McPeak
Cc: Andrew Thomas; Allen Tai
Subject: FW: [EXTERNAL] Public Comments for PLN22-0127 - 2015 Grand St

Hi Nancy, 
 
Got this public comment for 2015 Grand Street, please forward to the Planning Board and add it to the public 
comments.  Thanks. 
 
‐David 
 
From: Tony Martin‐Vegue [mailto:tony.martinvegue@gmail.com]  
Sent: Thursday, December 8, 2022 9:29 AM 
To: David Sablan <DSablan@alamedaca.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Public Comments for PLN22‐0127 ‐ 2015 Grand St 

 
Hi Planning Board, 
 
Please see my public comments below for PLN22-0127 - 2015 Grand St. 

 Currently, there are no sidewalks on Grand St between Fortman and Eagle, on both sides of the street. It 
creates a significant safety issue for pedestrians because they must walk in the street. The safety issue is 
even worse for people in wheelchairs and people pushing strollers. I've flagged this issue many times 
over the last several years to City officials, and the response I've always received is that the developer 
that improves the old Penzoil site will build sidewalks. Looking at the plan, it appears that there is only a 
plan to build sidewalks on the Penzoil side, leaving the other side of Grand undeveloped. Any plan to 
develop the Penzoil site needs to include sidewalks on both sides of Grand. 

 There should be a public playground or open space in the plan.  

 I don't think a 4-way stop at Grand and Clement is sufficient to ensure pedestrian safety. I would like to 
see a study on how this development will increase traffic in this area and whether a stop light is needed 
sooner rather than later. 

Thank you, 
Tony Martin-Vegue 
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Nancy McPeak

From: Christopher Buckley <cbuckleyaicp@att.net>
Sent: Sunday, December 11, 2022 11:46 PM
To: Ronald Curtis; Alan Teague; Asheshh Saheba; Teresa Ruiz; Hanson Hom; Xiomara 

Cisneros; Diana Ariza
Cc: Andrew Thomas; Allen Tai; David Sablan; Erin Smith; Jesse Barajas; Nancy McPeak; Erin 

Garcia
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Subject: PLN 22–0127--2015 Grand Street (Item 7-A on Planning Board’s 

December 12, 2022 agenda)– Street Trees
Attachments: We sent you safe versions of your files; 2010MSTP.Vol2Fnl.pdf

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

Dear Planning Board members:  

It is good that this project is moving forward, especially with completion of the long-awaited Clement Avenue 
extension.  

The City’s Master Street Tree Plan (MSTP) designates Grand Street and Clement Avenue as “Major Streets“, 
each with  special designated tree species to give each street a distinct character. The species designation for 
Grand Street are Red Maple (Acer rubrum), Sugar Maple (A, saccharum), Black Maple (A. nigrum), Scarlet 
Oak (Quercus coccinea) and Southern Red Oak (Q. falcata). The species designated for Clement Avenue are 
“Columbia” London Plane (Platanus  acerifolia ‘Columbia’) and Brisbane Box (Lophostemon confertus). 
Volume 2 of the MSTP is attached. See page 12 (pdf p. 13) for Grand Street and pp. 26-27 (pdf pp.27-28) for 
Clement Avenue.  

The project plans are not yet sufficiently developed to show tree species for specific locations. I therefore 
request the Planning Board add the following text to Condition 77 of the Draft Resolution (Exhibit 5): 

  
The street tree species for Grand Street and Clement Avenue shall conform with the species set forth in 
the Master Street Tree Plan, which designates various species of Maples (Acer) and Oaks (Quercus) for 
Grand Street and ‘Columbia’ London Plane (Platanus acerifolia ‘Columbia’) and Brisbane Box 
(Lophostemon confertus) for Clement Avenue.  

Note: Columbia London Plane and Brisbane Box are not currently shown on the project’s street tree species list 
and should therefore be added.  

I also recommend as conditions of approval:  

1.      Provide street trees on the west side of Grand Street between Ellen Craig and Clement Avenues. No 
street trees are proposed here due apparently to the overhead high-voltage lines. But my understanding is that 
these lines will be undergrounded, except for the ca. 110 KV lines at the tops of the poles, which appear to be at 
least 50 feet above grade, which is high enough to accommodate MSTP’s maples and oaks. Street tree planting 
under 110 KV lines where other high-voltage lines have been undergrounded can be seen elsewhere in 
Alameda, such as along the north side of Clement Avenue between Lafayette and Willow Streets. A type of 
maple with a wider spread than the “Columnaire” Red Maple shown on the plans (which has a tall, narrow 
growth form) would perform better under the 110 KV lines. “October glory” Red Maple is one possibility.  
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2.      Provide a 4’ x 6’ minimum planting space for each street tree. Where the proposed planting strips are 
less than 4’ wide, the sidewalk should meander to provide 4’ x 6’ minimum planting space as is already 
showing for some sidewalk sections for this project and is used on Constitution Way between Lincoln and 
Eagle Avenues, as well as other Alameda locations.  

3.      Use a combination of London Plane and Brisbane Box along Clement Avenue, based on the species 
alternation patterns shown on Page 9 (pdf p. 10) of the MSTP, Volume 2.  

4.      Provide at least two additional street trees on the south side of Clement Avenue between Hibbard and 
Grand Streets. Only three trees are proposed, but there appears to be room for two or three more.  

Please contact me at 510-523-0411 if you would like to discuss these comments.  
 
Sincerely,  
 
Christopher Buckley  
 
cc:        Andrew Thomas, Allen Tai and David Sablan (Planning, Building and Transportation) 
            Erin Smith and Jesse Barajas (Public Works) 
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Nancy McPeak

From: David Sablan
Sent: Monday, December 12, 2022 7:41 AM
To: Nancy McPeak
Cc: Allen Tai; Andrew Thomas
Subject: FW: [EXTERNAL] PLN22-0127 - 2015 Grand St.

Hi Nancy, 
 
Can you forward this public comment to the Planning Board and add it to the public comments.  Thanks. 
 
‐David 
 
 

From: Susan Stewart [mailto:scscode10@yahoo.com]  
Sent: Sunday, December 11, 2022 4:47 PM 
To: David Sablan <DSablan@alamedaca.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] PLN22‐0127 ‐ 2015 Grand St. 

 
Please consider my below comments for your board meeting on 12/12/2022 for the subject matter. 
 
I object to the plan as currently proposed for 2015 Grand Street. This plan fails for many reasons: 
 
1) it does not provide enough housing for lower income individuals; 
2) it fails to provide any additional green space for the neighborhood. The green space currently in our neighborhood will 
not accommodate 90 additional units (figuring on average 2-3 individuals per unit) in additional to all the other construction 
in the neighborhood. 
3) it fails to look at traffic congestion with a broader lens. Traffic is already increasing dangerously in our neighborhood 
because of the warehouse construction and the homes/units on Clement. How can I get off the island if there is a natural 
disaster or other concern? You can barely get off now and planning board is not considering traffic as a whole with other 
projects but instead reviewing these matters individually. By the way, a transit pass won't cut it as transit is getting cut 
back because of lack of increased ridership in a post-COVID world.  
4) The proposal is too dense for the lot size and a CEQA waiver is not appropriate. 
5) The intersection of Grand and Clement is a disaster now without new units. I have almost been t-boned numerous 
times from cars pulling out of Clement and turning left onto Grand. The plan isn't adequate to deal with this intersection let 
alone the increase of traffic going through a residential neighborhood with lots of families, kids, dogs, seniors, etc. 
 
Although I want to see the lot developed, it would be nice to have more homes that blend with the current neighborhoods 
on either side of the lot. I realize that developers can't make a big buck but enough is enough about the plans that don't 
meet density concerns. 
 
Thank you. 
 
Susan Stewart 
2086 Hibbard Street (owner/resident since 2014) 
(805) 341-7557 mobile 



From: Pamela Meluh & James Astwood
2070 Hibbard St.
Alameda CA 94501
pmeluh@gmail.com

To: Planning, Building and Transportation, City of Alameda, City Hall
2263 Santa Clara Ave., Room 190
Alameda CA 94501

Via email to: dsablan@alamedaca.gov

Re: 2015 Grand Street - PLN22-0127

Dear Alameda Planning Board,

My husband & I reside in Grand Marina Village, one of the neighborhoods adjacent to 2015 
Grand Street, the former Pennzoil site & proposed future site of a housing development that 
will be discussed at the Planning Board Meeting on Dec. 12. 2022.

Below please find several concerns & questions that my husband (James Astwood) & I have 
about this site & the proposed development.

1.  What does this statement mean?:  “This project is categorically exempt from the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines Sections 15332, In-Fill 
Development and 15183, projects consistent with a General Plan.”  To me, this sounds as if the 
environmental impact of disturbing a former industrial site &/or of building relatively high-
density housing on the site does not need to be evaluated or taken into account owing to 
certain exemptions.  If that is indeed the case, I find it very disturbing.

2.  THE FORMER PENNZOIL SITE DOES NOT SEEM SUFFICIENTLY REMEDIATED FOR 
RESIDENTIAL USE.  Even 2 years after razing the older industrial buildings & structures & 
removing/replacing some amount of top soil, the proposed site (formal Shell/Pennzoil oil 
blending commercial site) continues to give off a foul, noxious stench on a regular basis 
(especially noticeable along Grand Ave. on days when there is a prevailing westerly wind).  To 
me this strongly suggest that the site has not be sufficiently remediated.  FURTHER 
EVALUATION & ASSURANCES TO FOLKS IN THE AREA ARE REQUIRED.  We are very concerned 
about the impact on air quality & other quality of life issues if no further remediation takes 
place & the site is then further disturbed during construction.  We request a formal study on air 
quality based on present conditions.

3. DENSITY OF HOUSING.  The proposal is for 90 (or is it now 95?) new residences – That 
seems like too much, especially given all the new units going in at Alameda Marina.  Indeed, 90 
residences is more than what currently exists in the entire immediate surrounding area (40 in 
Grand Marina Village; ~27 closest to Ellen Craig & Clement).  Discounting all that is to come 



with the Alameda Marina development, more than doubling pedestrian & car traffic & general 
noise or “churn” in one fell swoop will be a shock to this quiet neighborhood & forever change 
its “feel”.  I especially worry about air quality & noise.  I am concerned that inserting such a 
dense, utilitarian-looking development of monolithic buildings at this location is aesthetically 
inconsistent with the surrounding neighborhood & will decrease nearby property values.

4. PARKING.  The plan should not be approved unless it includes sufficient parking for a 
realistic number of vehicles within its boundaries.  This is critical.  With the nearby City Public 
Works site claiming parking along one side of Fortmann Way during the work week, ongoing 
development at Alameda Marina & the installation of the major bike lane on Clement, there is 
very little street parking available in this area.  Also given that the boat launch facility at the end 
of Grand St has limited parking, boaters often need to park their trucks & boat trailers along 
Grand St & sometimes on Fortmann Way during the fishing seasons.  The developer cannot 
count on regular City of Alameda street parking as a spill-over parking solution.  I see that the 
proposed design does include ground level parking garages for most (all?) units, but not every 
garage has 2 spaces.  In my opinion, “realistic” parking for 90 residences means at least 180 
parking spaces for residents, plus additional visitor parking.  Where do visitors park in this 
development?  Will there be parking allowed on any of the internal streets?  I think they might 
need to have fewer units & add a parking lot in the plan.

5.  TRAFFIC CONSIDERATIONS.  The intersection at Clement Ave & Grand St is a busy one.  
These streets are currently part of the “truck route” & soon there will be additional traffic 
coming & going from the Alameda Marina housing development.  Clement traffic currently has 
a STOP sign, whereas Grand traffic has the right-of-way.  What might not be appreciated is that 
Clement & Grand is also a dangerous intersection, mainly because Clement traffic – including 
bicycle traffic – frequently fails to stop at their STOP sign or fails to yield the right-of-way.  
Driving on Grand, I need to slam on my brakes at least once a week to avoid collision with 
vehicles entering Grand from Clement.  A 4-way stop is being suggested for the future Clement 
Ave & Grand St intersection.  I think a traffic light or perhaps a traffic circle (more flow), would 
be a better choice.

6. SIDEWALKS.  As this area continues to be “gentrified” & more families with children move in, 
it is critical to have clearly designated & well-structured sidewalks on both sides of Grand St.  It 
looks as if the proposal only has sidewalks going in on the northwest side of Grand.  For reasons 
of safety & access, the City of Alameda or the Developer should install good sidewalks on both 
sides of the street.

7.  PLAYGROUNDS, OUTDOOR SPACE.  I think a lot of us hoped that all or part of the vacated 
Pennzoil site would be turned into a park or a playground/sports area (e.g. basketball court 
&/or soccer field, etc.).  The current proposal for the site contains no public open space even 
though it would instantly double the density of residences in the immediate area.  Right now, 
there’s nowhere in this general area for people (especially young people) to get outside & play, 
yet there is a clear need for this since playing in the streets is not an option.  As mentioned 
above, traffic on Clement St. & Grand Ave. & even Fortmann Ave. is fairly heavy.  The closest 



park (near FAAS & Grand Marina – I’m not sure of its name) has a few picnic tables, but is 
otherwise not improved.  Moreover, this open space is often used as a dog run & for the past 
year or so, it’s where a few homeless people have been living, so it’s really not the best place 
for young people to play.  I think the City of Alameda should require the developer to turn part 
of the Pennzoil property into green space for the neighborhood, or the City itself should 
purchase part of the property for this purpose.  Perhaps the need for nearby open space/play 
area is addressed in the Alameda Marina development plan, but I have been unable to find 
“park-like areas” in that plan.
 










