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April 5, 2023 
(By electronic transmission) 
Planning Board and Historical Advisory Board 
City of Alameda 
2263 Santa Clara Avenue 
Alameda, CA 94501 
 
Subject: Objective design review standards (Item 7-C on Historical Advisory Board’s 4-6-23 
agenda and Item 5-A Planning Board’s 4-10-23 agenda) –AAPS comments. 
 
Dear Boardmembers: 

 
The Alameda Architectural Preservation Society (AAPS) would again like to thank the Planning 
Board and staff for revisiting the Objective Design Review Standards and for including the 
Historical Advisory Board (HAB) in the discussion. 
 
We have the following recommendations and comments on the standards, which are 
supplemented and/or expressed in more detail in the attachments, especially Attachment 1 for the 
Multifamily Standards and Attachment 2 for the 1-2 Unit Standards. We have previously 
submitted most of these comments, but some have been modified or supplemented by new 
comments, in some cases in response to the staff report proposals. 
 
A. General Comment- 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 standards apply to “housing development projects” involving residential 
units (emphasis on plural added), and therefore meaning multi-unit housing development 
projects regardless of affordability. 
 
Except for projects with high levels of affordability as discussed in Item B.8 below, 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. Applicants who find the standards 
to be too restrictive can always opt for discretionary design review. 
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B. Multi Family Standards 
 
1. Expand the TDA to include all of the Webster Street Business District and all of the 

North Park Street area. The 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. The City 
Council-adopted Webster Street Design Manual and 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 areas east and west 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 (Attachment 3). However, Park Street north of Buena Vista 
Avenue and some portions of Clement and Blanding Avenues have relatively few pre-
1942 buildings and might be excluded from the TDA. 
 

2. 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. The five lot/250 foot method is not well-suited to the historic business districts 
due to the frequent wide range of historical architectural styles and, at some locations, 
significant gaps in the historic fabric due to parking lots, gas stations and other 
incompatible elements. The reference buildings would still be pre-1942 structures.  
 
The details for implementing this methodology would still need to be fleshed out. 
Possible options include selecting the reference buildings from those with “N” or “S” 
ratings from the Historic Building Study List or, alternatively, a list of “thematic 
buildings” within each district or possibly all of the districts.  

 
3. Section 6C – – Selecting reference buildings or reference features for projects within 

the TDA: 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.  

 
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 
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“priority”, such as trellis awnings and bay windows. See Attachment 1 for specific 
recommendations. 

 
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 achieve this. We have previously provided examples of these additional 
standards. See the examples of such standards in the attached 10/4/19 draft (revised 
1/5/21) that was previously submitted to the Planning Board (Attachment 4). 

 
6. Windows. The Housing Authority has expressed concerns that the 6”, 4” and 2” inset 

window provisions could add significant 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 
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 window diagram is very important, 
although there could, perhaps, be additional flexibility in the dimensions. The diagram is 
on Page 13 of 15 of Attachment 1 and 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. 
 
We have suggested modifications to the dimensions in the attached diagram to provide 
more flexibility. In addition to the changes shown on the diagram, the 3/8” recess of the 
glazing from the surrounding stiles and rails and for the thickness of any muntins as 
shown on the diagram should be changed to 5/16”. 
 
We are researching staff’s concerns regarding the cost effectiveness and waterproofing 
issues for various window options and have been in discussions with staff, architects and 
contractors. Window issues are complex and will need more analysis following the April 
6 and April 10 meetings. 
 

7. Continue horizontal lines from neighboring buildings in cornices, tops and bottoms 
of windows and other horizontal elements. This helps maintain architectural 
cohesiveness within block faces. Prior to the early 20th century, this was standard 
practice in most areas with attached buildings and/or buildings with narrow side yards. It 
is highly evident in the older parts of European cities and older US cities and it is still 
discernible along older portions of Park Street and many other older parts of Alameda. 
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This provision is similar to the language in Section 4.2 of the Webster Street Design 
Manual. (See Attachment 5, Page 2) 

 
8. Relax some of the standards within the TDA and elsewhere for 100% affordable 

housing projects to address Alameda Housing Authority comments. 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 typical for-profit 
development. 
 
We reviewed the Alameda Housing Authority‘s February 10, 2021 email to planning 
staff (Attachment 6) 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. 

 
C. 1-2 Unit Standards 

 
As we have previously stated, we believe that the 1-2 unit standards are generally very good, 
especially the stated intent that the overall approach is to require any additions or alterations 
to match the existing building as is currently set forth in the City’s Guide to Residential 
Design. However, some provisions need some clarifications and refinements: 

 
1. Adversely altered buildings. If the building’s original architecture has been adversely 

altered (including windows, surface materials and/or detailing incompatible with the 
building’s original architectural style), language should be added to the standards 
requiring the new work to conform with the original architectural treatments. The 
language in Section 6E of the Multi-Family Standards might be useful for this purpose.  

 
2. Windows. Require new windows to be consistent with the City’s Replacement Window 

Styles Guide (Attachment 7), including the diagrams for wood and metal windows, with 
the understanding that alternative materials are permitted as long as the windows conform 
with the diagram dimensions and other provisions. See also Comment B.6 above. 
 

3. Modification of golden mean requirement to facilitate lifting of buildings with 
raised basements to create habitable space. These comments respond to the staff report 
proposal. In areas where high water tables would significantly increase the costs or 
feasibility of conforming with the golden mean, the following techniques to achieve 
substantial conformity with the golden mean should be considered: 

 
a. Raise surrounding grade along the street-facing elevations. 



5 
 

 
b. Reposition existing water tables (or in the few cases where the existing building 

does not have a water table), provide a water table or other substantial horizontal 
molding (perhaps with an 8” minimum height)  near the top of the basement level 
to give the appearance of golden mean conformity when viewed from the exterior 
rather than the existing method that is based only on the positioning of the interior 
floors and ceilings. 

 
Alternatively, the existing building can be raised to allow a full first floor, thereby 
converting the existing one-story/raised basement building to a full two-story building 
with the existing porch/entry elements relocated to the new first floor level, as already 
provided in the Guide to Residential Design, Preferably this would be positioned directly 
below the existing entry location, including relocation of columns, moldings, railings and 
other character-defining features and with the new first floor to visually read as at least 1’ 
above surrounding grade. 
 

4. Apply the Multifamily Standards context provisions to new 1-2 unit construction to 
vacant lots and the front portion of a developed lot. Add the following provision: 

 
“New construction on vacant lots or the front portion of a developed lot shall conform 
with the context section of the Multi-Family Objective Design Review Standards, even if 
this results in a design that does not conform with any existing building on the lot”. 
 

See Attachment 2’s marked-up pages for specific and relatively minor additional comments.  
 

Going forward, we recommend that a joint meeting of the Planning Board and HAB be 
scheduled to help ensure that HAB comments are fully communicated to the Planning Board. 
Staff’s proposal to “verbally” provide HAB comments from April 6 to the Planning Board on 
April 10 will probably not be sufficient. In the past, HAB comments on the Objective Design 
Review Standards and the Housing Element were either not fully communicated to the Planning 
Board or not communicated at all. 
 
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) Marked up Multifamily ODRS 

(2) Marked up 1–2 unit ODRS 
(3) North of Lincoln Historic Building Report by Judith Lynch 
(4) Recommended additional standards to address façade composition and details 
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(5) Pages from Webster Street Design Manual 
(6) 2/10/21 email from AHA to Allen Tai 
(7) City of Alameda Replacement Window Styles Guide 

 
cc: Andrew Thomas, Allen Tai, Henry Dong, 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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Nancy McPeak

From: Dodi Kelleher <dodikelleher@comcast.net>
Sent: Monday, April 10, 2023 8:30 AM
To: Asheshh Saheba; Teresa Ruiz; Alan Teague; Diana Ariza; Ronald Curtis; Xiomara Cisneros; Hanson 

Hom
Cc: Andrew Thomas; Allen Tai; Henry Dong; David Sablan; Nancy McPeak; Erin Garcia
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Objective design review standards (Item 5-A Planning Board's 4-10-23 agenda) -AAPS 

comments

Dear Planning Board Members, 
 
I am writing in support of the recommendations and comments detailed in the April 5th letter with attachments sent to 
you and to the HAB by Christopher Buckley, on behalf of AAPS.                                          These recommendations 
represent a detailed attempt to support and better define the traditional development area approach, as well as to 
address the need for more flexibility in certain elements, especially for 100% affordable housing.  
 
In addition, AAPS recommends that one or more joint meetings of the Planning Board and the Historical Advisory Board 
be scheduled to provide more efficient communication between the two bodies. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Dolores Kelleher 
Board Member, Alameda Architectural Preservation Society 
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Nancy McPeak

From: Donna Fletcher <ohprimadonna@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, April 10, 2023 11:55 AM
To: Nancy McPeak
Subject: [EXTERNAL] April 10 Planning Board Meeting re: Agenda Item 5A

Thanks for including these in tonights comments/communications, Nancy! 
 
 
Dear Members of the Planning Board and Staff, 
 
As the Planning Board and staff work to finalize Objective Design Review Standards (ODRS) for the City, please consider 
the latest recommendations of the Alameda Architectural Preservation Society (AAPS) submitted to the Board for 
tonight's study session. 
 
AAPS comments are thorough and complete and address a range of issues that hadn't been previously identified in the 
process. 
 
I particularly encourage the Board to develop standards that expand  the Traditional Design Area in the Multi‐Family 
Standards to include all of the Webster Street Business District and all of the North Park Street area, promoting design 
consistency with existing buildings in Alameda's older and historic neighborhoods. This could include relaxing the 
standards within the TDA and elsewhere  for 100% affordable housing standards to address Alameda Housing Authority 
comments. 
 
Thank you for working collaboratively with our community organizations as you complete these important standards for 
the City Alameda. 
 
Best regards,  
Donna Fletcher 
112 Centre Court 
Alameda 


