Draft 1.0
August 11, 2014

Dear Editor;

Recently the Alameda Home Team (AHT) invited the Developer of the Del Monte
Building to make a public presentation to the community on the proposal and take
questions. This development is so very important to Alameda! Situated at one of the most
desirable waterfront properties on the island, the Del Monte Building is one of our few

historic island icons. It has also become a long-languishing eyesore.

Revitalization of Alameda’s Northern Waterfront, includes the Del Monte Building, and
was included in the City’s 2007 General Plan. Tim Lewis Communities proposes renew
the Del Monte realizing the City’s vision of connecting neighborhoods to the water,
improving the street network, and revitalizing these former industrial areas . They also
will make a significant contribution to the Jean Sweeney lineal park. This win-win

development is way overdue!

Under the City’s Housing Element of the General Plan, the Del Monte Warehouse site is
one of few properties rezoned in 2012 to allow multi-family housing. Tim Lewis
Communities is proposing 308 units in the warehouse, and up to 106 units on two
adjacent parcels on Sherman Street. Importantly, the plan calls for 55 of the units to be
affordable rentals, a commitment that supports stable homes of lower income residents

and contributing to the diverse economy and vibrant neighborhood.

The Developer is working with the City to create a transportation plan for the entire
Northern Waterfront that would provide /facilitate the use of alternative modes of

transportation.

The community members attending the presentation, expressed enthusiasm for the plan,

and the revitalization of Del Monte which will provide much-needed housing for all

incomes, about 20,000 square-feet of retail space, make helpful changes in transit
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alternatives, launch the Sweeney Park and initiate the revitalization of the Northern

Waterfront.

The AHT will be urging the Planning Board and City Council to move swiftly on this

highly beneficial project.

Helen Sause

President, Alameda Home Team

816 Grand Street
Alameda, CA 94501
510-521-3940
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Andrew THOMAS - Approve Del Monte plan

From:  "Diane Lichtenstein” <dlooo@comcast.net>

To: <dania@hbrino.com™, <stang@alamedaca.gov>, <kkoster@alamedaca.gov>, <l...
Date: 8/19/2014 4:21 PM

Subject: Approve Del Monte plan

CC: <athomas(@ci.alameda.ca.us>, "Helen Sause™ <h@hsause.com>, ""Patricia Y...

As a member of the Alameda Home Team and a person with Alameda interests, I
strongly recommend the approval of Tim Lewis Community’'s Del Monte project. 1
believe he completed project will become a key component to revitalize the
western end of the island. With homes of all types and for all incomes, rentals,
commercial, office anne retail the project will be a cornerstone, on a cornerstone
corner! The creative, exciting design incorporates both Historic and City
requirements. ‘

I am disappointed that the very low and low units are planned for a separate
building; this is contrary to the concept of integration of all types of units; I'm told

the separation is requisite to receive financing for affordable housing, but I wonder
if there isn't another way. In any case, I urge you to approve this project.

Sincerely, Diane Lichtenstein
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Andrew THOMAS - Del Monte Building Project

From:  Catherine Edwards <caseyedwards@icloud.com>
To: <athomas(@alamedaca.gov>
Date: 8/31/2014 3:06 PM

Subject: Del Monte Building Project

Dear Mr. Thomas,

I am writing regarding the Del Monte Building proposal.

I originally wanted to send this e-mail to the Planning Board: Present Burton, Vice President
Henneberry and Council members Alvarez-Morroni, Tang, White, Koster and Zuppan. I was not able to
find e-mail addresses for them on the City of Alameda website. | would appreciate it if you would
forward a copy of my e-mail to them for me.

As a longtime Alameda resident (since 1982) I have watched the development of this project with great
interest. I am thrilled that this development is going forward and that the exterior of the building will be
maintained. I also welcome the new homes and commercial opportunities.

My concern with the project centers on parking. The proposed number of parking spaces does not seem
at all sufficient for the new homes and businesses that will be added. Please consider requiring the final
developer to increase the number of parking spaces.

Thank you,

Catherine Edwards
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wwwe bikewalkalameda.org
{(510595-4690

PO BOX 2732

ALAMEDA, CA 94501

September 3, 2014
Planning Board
Alameda, CA 94501
RE: Del Monte Warehouse Master Plan
Bike Walk Alameda is very supportive of the transportation elements of the Del Monte development.
The bicycling and walking infrastructure planned is in line with Alameda’s Transportation Element and

the desire to promote biking and walking.

The cycle track/ protected bikeway along Clement Ave is a key component of the Cross Alameda
Trail. The resident bike parking will also be important in securing some residents’ main mode of
fransportation.

We are hopeful that the Transportation Demand Management plan will be robust and include water
service and shuttle services that are coordinated with other developments along the north and west of
Alameda.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

Lucy Gigli, President Bike Walk Alameda
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Andrew THOMAS

From: AC Glaser <ac.glaser@gmail.com>
To: <athomas@alamedaca.gov>
Date:  9/5/2014 10:34 AM

September 5, 2014
Dear Editor:

As a longtime resident of Alameda’s "Bronze Coast,” I'm watching the plans for the Del
Monte Warehouse with great interest.

I believe that thoughtful, multi-use development of this historic parcel will breathe new
life into an area of the island that's been underused for far too long.

As a landlord and resident of the island for 40 years, I know that if you give Alamedans
attractive places to call home, while providing desirable, accessible services and
amenities, like walkable retail sorely needed in the middle of the island, people will want
to live and play here.

T welcome this kind of progressive new development in my neighborhood and am excited
at the prospect of having a new waterfront destination just steps from my house.

Carole Glaser

Alameda Resident
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Andrew THOMAS - Plans for Del Monte Warehouse

From:  Vicki Sedlack <vsedlack(@gmail.com>

To: <athomas(@alamedaca.gov>, david burton <dburton@burtonarchitect.com>, Dan...
Date: 9/8/2014 4:30 PM

Subject: Plans for Del Monte Warehouse

September 8, 2014
Dear Mr. Thomas and Members of the Alameda Planning Board,

My husband and | rode our bikes around the Del Monte building last weekend and again
admired the rustic industrial charm of the former warehouse. | have always wished this building
could be brought back to life again. Now it looks like this could finally happen thanks to the
possibilities presented in Tim Lewis Communities’ plans.

For nearly 50 years, Alamedans have watched with puzziement as this historic site, once a
bustiing center for canning and distribution of Del Monte goods, has sat mostly vacant, shut
away behind a cyclone fence.

The Tim Lewis Communities’ plans for the Del Monte space maintain its eclectic facade and
include a mix of housing, retail, restaurants and open space. The design supporis walkability
and a variety of transportation options, lessening reliance on the automobile and supporting
environmental sustainability. The plans include improved waterfront accessibility for all
Alamedans and contribute fo the development of the Jean Sweeney Park.

| look forward to learning more about the revitalization of this iconic building and the entire

Alameda northern waterfront. It's about time this “"diamond in the rough” become a real gem for
Alameda.

Vicki Sedlack
1950 Kofman Pkwy
Alameda, CA 94502

510-865-5254

Vicki Sedlack

vsedlackidiemail.com

file:///C:/Users/athomas/AnnData/Local/ Temy/XPGroWise/540DD9A6 AlamedaCivicPO10...  9/8/2014



2014 Board Members

MICHAEL McBONOUGH

President
Principal Financial Group

ROBERT CULLMANN
Vice President
Eon Techaologics

PHIL. HOLT

Vice President

Sunbelt Business Sales &
Acquisitions

KARI THOMPSON
Treasurer
First Community Bank

LESLIE CAMERON
Bay Ship & Yacht Co,

GREG CHAN
East Bay MUD

JOYCE GUY
Every Second Cousit

JOHN HAN
Ambassador Chair
Synergy HomeCare

MICHELLE MOROS
Cardinal Point

LOUISE NAKADA
Alameda Hospital

KATHEEEN WOULEE
BSA Alamedz Council

CARRIE WRIGHT
Alameda County Industries

DEBBIE POTTER
Ex Officio
City of Alameda

MARK SORENSEN

Executive Director

HEI BENSON
Marketing Director

CHAMBER of COMMERCE

September 9, 2014
Dear Andrew Thomas:

The Alameda Chamber of Commerce supports the direction the City is
taking toward revitalizing Alameda’s Northern Waterfront and is
particularly excited about Tim Lewis Communities’ plans for the Del
Monte Warchouse.

While all of the details for the project have yet to be worked out, the
Chamber is encouraged by the Master Plan for this now underutilized,
publicly-inaccessible land. The proposal can only mean economic
opportunity for the island. Attractive, modern mixed-use development
will bring necessary housing and walk able retail, translating to jobs
and tax revenue for the City.

Importantly, the developer and the City have addressed concemns over
traffic and parking through a comprehensive Northern Waterfront
Transportation Plan. The plan is sensitive to the needs of adjacent
property owners and creates a viable and sustainable Transportation
Program to offset parking demand, poliution and emissions, and single
occupant vehicle (SOV) traffic on Alameda corridors, tubes and
bridges. This is one of the most thoughtful transportation programs
that has been proposed in years!

The Chamber looks forward to plans to bring new life to Alameda’s
estuary.

Sincerely,

Mark Sorensen

Mark Sorensen
Executive Director
Alameda Chamber of Commerce

Alameda Chamber of Commerce
2210-D South Shore Drive o Alameda, California 94501
Phone: (510) 522-0414 = Fax (510) 522-7677
E-mail: connect@alamedachamber.com e Web Site: www.alamedachamber.com




September 9, 2014

Stuart Rickard
981 Park Street
Alameda, CA

Planning Board

City of Alameda

2263 Santa Clara Avenue
Alameda, CA

RE:  Hearing regarding Del Monte proposal September 22, 2014

Dear Members of the Planning Board,

Please accept these questions and comments regarding the Del Monte master plan proposal.

1. Paseo Usability
a. Please request definition what days/times the paseo passageway through the Del
Monte building is oepen to the public
b. The configuration of the paseo needs to be amenable to public use. It should be of
adequate width, without awkward stairs/ramps. The public shouldn't feel they are
intruding on private space. |

2. AtClement Ave, can the bike line be on the sidewalk side with parallel parking next to the
traffic Jane? 1 think this is a safer configuration and doesn’t use more space..

3. What street trees will be chosen along Buena Vista? This location will have significant wind
exposure and, it appears, bioswale requirements. The Master Street Tree Plan has some trees
that may not be well-suited to this location, and other trees that are better suited may not be
on the Master Street Tree Plan. Will the developer consider a pattern of tree species as
opposed to a single species? As an example, on Park Street, the new street tree pattern that
has been installed, with community input, is nicer than the monoculture gingkoes that were
proposed in the Master Street Tree Plan.

4. Under what circumstances would a pedestrian signal at Benton and Buena Vista not be
required? Same question for Benton and Clement.

5. Does the curb cut on Buena Vista near Sherman meet standard requirements for distance
from an intersection?

6. Some of the parallel stalls on public streets are labeled “compact.” 1don’t think it makes

sense to have compact stalls in a parallel parking public street situation.



7. Wind River land - what occurs if the Wind River piece is not obtained? This is not defined in
the set of drawings available to the public. What is the appropriate way to consider a
development proposal in which a portion of the land is not under the control of the
applicant?

8. Design of canopy and fences. The existing brick fagade and windows have very high
aesthetic value. There is a wonderful rhythm and hierarchy to these components and the
materials are durable and of high quality. The skill of the architect and the quality of the
materials allows this huge warehouse building actually to be beautiful. Please do not allow
the application of new canopies and fences to ruin the beauty of the building.

9. Visual study from Buena Vista. The long arc of the facade when viewed from the east on
Buena Vista is wonderful. It's a landmark when traveling along Buena Vista. There isa
rendering of the drawing from Buena Vista, but the view point is quite close to the building,
which masks the view of the raised portion of the building. It would be desirable to see a
rendering from farther east on Buena Vista.

18. Parking

a. Unbundling. Because street parking is an option for residents of the project,
unbundiing will not have a strong deterrent effect on vehicle ownership by the
residents. In fact, the higher the unbundled parking price, the more the parking
demand is likely to be shifted to the neighborhood street parking.

b. Adequacy. Please review and analyze the parking demand for the project. It should
be possible to estimate the parking demand by surveying similar projects in
Alameda.

11. What happens at the west end of the site? What is the massing and what is the parking
concept?

12. Master plan. What parts of the master plan are required for the Del Monte renovation?
There are rights included in the master plan that don't relate to the Del Monte renovation
that has been proposed. For example, there are requirements for minimum development

that would apply to the land even if the Del Monte renovation did not proceed.

Thank you for your service to our community.

Sincerely,

Stuart Rickard
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From: <barbkerr@mindspring.com>

To: <ATHOMAS@ALAMEDACA.GOV>

Date: 9/9/2014 2:46 PM

Subject: COMMRBNTS FOR THE PLANNING BOARD MEEING ON DEL MONTE

DENSITY OF LOW INCOME HOUSING

Siate law prohibits concentration of subsidized housing. The proposals for density, not including Alameda
Point, are alt on the north side of the island.

VEHICLE ACCESS

The Mitigated Negative Declaration ( MND ) states that vehicle access will be from 1-880 through the
Wehster Tube. The tube is already backed up.

FORMER USE

The original site use was housing, not industrial. That there were subsequent industrial uses should not
ignore the protection of the residential areas that abut the site,

PROJECT BOUNDARIES
The MND does not include any mention of the area immrdiately west of the project area. This historic

district is zoned R2. It was subdivided in the late 1899's, before the Del Monte building was erected. It
needs to be protected.

PARKS

The use of the existing Littlejohn Park to satisfy the open space requirement is inexcusable. When | was
on the council, the addition of park area was mandatory for this development.

PARKING STICKERS
Do not preclude the use of parking stickers in the adjacent neighborhood. Aithough there has been some

opposition by people who do not know the facts, including cost. about the stickers, everyone | have heard
from are in favor. Without them, the aforementioned neighborhood would becomne a nightmare.

Barbara Kerr
Barbara Kerr

barbkerr @ mindspring.com
510-522-0126



September 9, 2014

Dr. Mr. Thomas and Members of the Planning Board:

As a concerned citizen, I want a Del Monte project that will benefit the entire
community. But, there are a number of unresolved issues which are likely to
be a problem for the community and the neighborhood and the
development.

1. Parking and traffic are the most important issues for the neighbors and
the community. Since we are an island, we are not like other communities
of the same size. The fact that there are only four bridges and a tube to
leave or enter the island makes the possibility of unbearable congestion at
those points a real issue for everyone.

2. Ithink that there should be at least one parking spot per each unit.
Residences should be encourages to use ride-share, public transportation or
other means, but not be penalized if they elect to use their automobile.

3. 1 feel that the developer should be required to decide whether the units
will be rental units or will be sold prior to confirmation of the developer.

4. I also feel that the developer should make a contribution to support and
maintain the extra wear and tear on neighborhood facilities that the new
development may affect. Such as Littlejohn Park, which is already a very
busy and highly use park, fund to do additional maintenance may not be
available since the Alameda Recreation and Parks Department is strapped
for fund currently, maintenance will become a large issue.

Thank you for your consideration.

Evelyn Kennedy
1420 Court Street
Alameda, CA 94501



Page 1 of 1

Andrew THOMAS - Del Monte

From:  Arthur Lenhardt <lenhardta@gmail.com>
To: <athomas(@alamedaca.gov>

Date: 9/9/2014 1:14 PM
Subject: Del Monte

9 September 2014
City of Alameda Planning Board
Attn: Andrew Thomas, City Planner

Mr. Thomas and Members of the Planning Board:

When we first moved to Alameda in 1968 it was for several reasons: Schools, housing, public
transportation, and general ambience. We thought it would be great to raise our children here, and we

were right.

Part of the attraction was, of course, from the older homes and from the industrial areas that would
become, we felt, re-vitalized or replaced. When I first saw the Del Monte warchouse | thought: Wow, this

will be great when it’s fixed up!

46 years later, | still think it would be great, but I just don’t know what has taken so long. This Tim Lewis
outfit seems to have had some background with this exact sort of building and their proposal is for
housing and commercial space, all of which would be a boon to a blighted area. From what I can tell,
traffic would be minimally impacted. They’re even going to follow through with honoring Jean

Sweeney’s legacy.

So, I can only encourage the City to allow the company {o proceed apace, bringing jobs, new faces, and
making the view from Littlejohn/Buena Vista Park a good deal more appealing and, frankly, making the
general area safer, particularly for children. We shouldn’t have to wait another 46 years.

Sincerely

Arthur Ramirez Lenhardt

1321 Weber St
94501-3943

510-331-0631
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Andrew THOMAS - Del Monte project

From:  Pacita Dimacali <pdimacali@gmail.com>
To: <AThomas@alamedaca.gov>
Date: 9/10/2014 11:23 AM

Subject: Del Monte project

Dear Mr. Thomas and Members of the Planning Board:

[ am one of several Alameda residents who support a sensible, viable Del Monte project that
will benefit our community. The Del Monte project, as it was presented, raised several
concerns, and are not acceptable.

Our concerns are about a number of significant, unresolved issues which are likely to have
irreversible, negative consequences for the community in general and adjoining
neighborhood in specific. We are hoping that the following actions should be required in
order for the Del Monte development approval to be viable

1. Require at least one permanent, off-street/on-site parking spot per housing unit. On
a side note, has TLC considered stacked parking like many new projects in Emeryville,
Oakland and San Jose are doing?

See hitp://www.bizjournals.com/eastbay/stories/2008/06/ 30/ focus4. htmUZpage=all

2. Require that the developer make a contribution to support and maintain the extra
wear-and-tear on neighborhood facilities that the new development will bring.

a. Littlejohn Park is a highly used park: BBQ spots are booked almost every
weekend, ball fields-are in constant use and many youth sports teams practice and
hold tournaments in this park

b. Current APR budget is barely sufficient to cover the cost of annual park
maintenance.

4, Request an alternative design with a mix of sale and rental units, with more units
large enough for singles and families to “grow” into the next stage of life.

The success of the Del Monte development relies on moving ahead with prudence and risk
mitigation planning. The City of Alameda and her residents must not be left to live with
these and pay for these consequences - especially when some simple actions can be taken to
mitigate those risks. With these requirements in place, Del Monte is better positioned to be
a successful project for everyone.

file:///C:/Users/athomas/AnoData/Local/ Temo/XPGroWise/541034C2 AlamedaCivicPO10... 9/11/2014
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Sincerely,

Pacita C. Dimacali
REALTOR, e-PRO, SRES, CDPE, MBA
Relocation Specialist * Residential & income Property * Distressed Property

CalBRE #01367196
510 205 2992  Cell
510 550-7977 E-fax

Pacita@PacitaRealtor.com Email
http://activerain.com/blogs/pacita  Blog

Alain Pinel Realtors
hitp://www.apr.com/pdimacali Website

Member of Team Ranked by the Wall Street Journal in 2012 and 2013 as one of the most
successful real estate teams in the nation
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September 9, 2014

Dear Mr. Thomas and Members of the Planning Board:

I support a sensible, viable Del Monte project that will benefit our community.
However, there are a number of signiﬁcént, unresolved issues which are likely to
have irreversible, negative consequencéis for the community in general and
adjoining neighborhood in specific. | bélievé that the following actions should be
required in order for the Del Monte devﬁlopr;nent approval to move ahead:

t

1. Require that at least one permanent, off-street/on-site parking spot per housing
unit be included '

a, Commuting patterns and distance of essential goods and services make it
clear that residents will need at Jeast one vehicle, even if they do not use
personal cars to get work.

b. City code currently does not allaw for street parking to count in meeting the
required amount of parking f(}l‘;%l housing unit.

2. Require that Tim Lewis Communities add "pending Clement completion,”
interim, on-site parking which meets current Alameda residential parking space
ratio requirements. ‘ .
a. There is no way to reduce traffi¢ in general and truck traffic in specific on

Buena Vista until Clement Avenpe can be completed all the way through
from Park St., as per the Master|Plan. Until truck traffic can be moved to
Clement, extra parking spaces cannat be added to BV

b. While TLC is relying on future Del Monte resident’s use of a car share
program in lieu of car ownership, the success of this approach has not been
demonstrated in a city similar to Alameda

3. Require that the developer make a contribution to support and maintain the
extra wear-and-tear on neighborhtgjiod facilities that the new development will
bring, |
a. Littlejohn Park is a highly used park: BBQ spots are booked almost every

weekend, ball fields are in cons'lfant use and many youth sports teams
practice in this park :

b. Current APR budget is barely syfficient to cover the cost of annual park
maintenance, I

4. Request an alternative design for t&ile Del Monte site that includes all housing
units {market rate and affordable} within the property Tim Lewis Communities
has in its possession at the time permits are issued and building is allowed to
commence
a. While it may be in the City’s best financial interest to provide the parcel of

land for required affordable holising units in exchange for TLC's purchase of
Wind River property and completion of Clement, the timeline for this to be
completed is uncertain. :

5. Request an alternative design with a mix of sale and rental units, with more

units large enough for singles and|families to “grow” into the next stage of life,

Page 1 of 2 Recommendation to City Planning 9/22/14




a. Attracting residents who are interested in living quarters conducive to
“settling in” and becoming part of their town/community can be a
stabilizing force against rapid turnover and building neglect in an economic

- downturn

b. As residents reach new life stages, the living options in Del Monte should
include larger units that accommodate growing families who will become
part of the fabric of this amazing and unique community

The success of the Del Monte development relies on moving ahead with prudence
and risk mitigation planning. The City of Alameda and her residents must not be
left to live with these and pay for these consequences - especially when some simple
actions can be taken to mitigate those risks. With these requirements in place, Del
Monte is better positioned to be a successful project for everyone.

Sincerely,

I f
_)) g,a\,ffjrbg/a, M “"WU;J

W2l UogTon STeETT

Mameda Ch AYEOL
{

neather. ViHe Y Sences ErTYCL L >

Page2 0f2 Recommendation to Cify Planning 9/22/14



Page 1 of 2

Andrew THOMAS - Del Monte Project

From:  Miska Kazda <mschaos@gmail.com>
To: <AThomas(@alamedaca.gov>
Date: 9/9/2014 10:57 AM

Subject: Del Monte Project

Dear Mr. Thomas and Members of the Planning Board:

I support a sensible, viable Del Monte project that will benefit our community. However, there are a
number of significant, unresolved issues which are likely to have irreversible, negative consequences for
the community in general and adjoining neighborhood in specific. I believe that the following actions
should be required in order for the Del Monte development approval to move ahead:

1. Require that at least one permanent, off-street/on-site parking spot per housing unit be included

a. Commuting patterns and distance of essential goods and services make it clear that residents
will need at least one vehicle, even if they do not use personal cars to get work.

b. City code currently does not allow for street parking to count in meeting the required amount
of parking for a housing unit.

2. Require that Tim Lewis Communities add “pending Clement completion,” interim, on-site
parking which meets current Alameda residential parking space ratio requirements.

a. There is no way to reduce traffic in general and truck traffic in specific on Buena Vista until
Clement Avenue can be completed all the way through from Park St., as per the Master Plan.
Until track traffic can be moved to Clement, extra parking spaces cannot be added to BV

b. While TLC is relying on future Del Monte resident’s use of a car share program 1in lieu of car
ownership, the success of this approach has not been demonstrated in a city similar to Alameda

3. Require that the developer make a contribution to support and maintain the extra wear-and-tear
on neighborhood facilities that the new development will bring.

a. Littlejohn Park is a highly used park: BBQ spots are booked almost every weekend, ball fields
are in constant use and many youth sports teams practice in this park

b. Current APR budget is barely sufficient to cover the cost of annual park maintenance.
4. Request an alternative design for the Del Monte site that includes all housing units (market rate
and affordable) within the property Tim Lewis Communities has in its possession at the time
permits are issued and building is allowed to commence

a. While it may be in the City’s best financial interest to provide the parcel of land for required

affordable housing units in exchange for TL.C’s purchase of Wind River property and
completion of Clement, the timeline for this to be completed is uncertain.

Hla /1M T learcfathamac/ AnnDistal/l aral/Temn/ X PGrnWiee/SANFNCRC AlamedaCivicPO10. . 9/9/2014
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5.Request an alternative design with a mix of sale and rental units, with more units large enough
for singles and families to “grow” into the next stage of life.

a. Attracting residents who are interested in living quarters conducive to “settling in” and
becoming part of their town/community can be a stabilizing force against rapid turnover and
building neglect in an economic downturn

b. As residents reach new life stages, the living options in Del Monte should include larger units
that accommodate growing families who will become part of the fabric of this amazing and
unigue conununity

The success of the Del Monte development relies on moving ahead with prudence and risk mitigation
planning. The City of Alameda and her residents must not be left to live with these and pay for these
consequences - especially when some simple actions can be taken to mitigate those risks. With these
requirements in place, Del Monte is better positioned to be a successtul project for everyone.

Sincerely,

Michala Kazda
1718 Jay Street

file///C-MIgers/athomas/ AnnData/l .acal/ Temn/X PGrnWise/S40FDCFCAlamedaCiviecPO10... 9/9/2014
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Andrew THOMAS - Letter to the Planning Board re: Del Monte

From:  Denise Cicuto <dcicuto@gmail.com>

To: <AThomas@alamedaca.gov>

Date: 9/9/2014 11:29 AM

Subject: Letter to the Planning Board re: Del Monte

Pear Mr. Thomas,

} suggest the following actions before the Planning Board can recommend approval of the TL.C development plan
for Del Monte:

1. Require that ai least one permanent, off-street/on-site parking spot per housing unit be included

a. Commuting patterns and distance of essential goods and services make it clear that residents will need at
least one vehicle, even if they do not use personal cars to get work,

. City code currently does not allow for street parking to count in meeting the required amount of parking for a
housing unit.

2. Require that Tim Lewis Communities add “pending Clement completion,” interim, on-site parking which meets
current Alameda residential parking space ratio requirements.

a. There is no way to reduce traffic in general and truck traffic in specific on Buena Vista until Clement Avenue
can be completed all the way through from Park St., as per the Master Plan. Until truck traffic can be moved to
Clement, extra parking spaces cannot be added o BV

. While TLC s relying on future Del Monie resident’s use of a car share program in lieu of car ownership, the
success of this approach has not been demonstrated in a city similar to Alameda

3. Require that the developer make a contribution 1o support and maintain the extra wear-and-iear on
neighborhood facilities that the new development will bring.

a. Littlejohn Park is a highly used park: BBQ spots are booked almost every weekend, ball fields are in constant
use and many youth sports teams practice in this park

b, Current APR budget is barely sufficient to cover the cost of annual park maintenance.

4. Request an alternative design for the Del Monte site that includes all housing units (market rate and
affordable) within the property Tim Lewis Communities has in its possession at the time permits are issued and
building is allowed to commence

a. While it may be in the City’s best financial interest to provide the parcel of land for required affordable housing
units in exchange for TLC's purchase of Wind River property and completion of Clement, the timeline for this to
be completed is uncertain.

5. Reguest an alternative design with a mix of sale and rental units, with more units large enough for singies and
famities to “grow” info

Sincerely,
Denise Cicuto
1510 Pacific Ave, Alameda

Denise Cicuto, L.Ac.
415.404.6109

hittpfwww cicufoacupunctyre.com
Follow me on:

Twitter

Facebook
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Andrew THOMAS - PRO Del Monte comment from a RENTER

From:  Brian McGuire <brianrmcguire@gmail.com>
To: <AThomas@alamedaca.gov>

Date: 9/10/2014 3:58 PM

Subject: PRO Del Monte comment from a RENTER

Mr. Thomas and Planning Board members:

[ want to encourage you to not lose sight of the big picture when considering the Del Monte proposals.
Half of this island's population are renters, and we are acutely aware of the failures of the region to add
an appropriate amount of housing stock over the years.

Some of us understand that the city is required to add 'x' number of new units. While the most noise gets
made by those who wish they could just say no to any new development, there is a silent majority who
need to be considered as well. Those most effected by the housing crunch are least likely to have the
RAM to stay up to date on development proposals, and time to speak out at public meetings. They are
simply trying to get by any way possible.

Since we have to add units, the question is not whether, but how. Many Alamedans understand, and
many more who don't will appreciate the end result anyway, that using smart planning principles is the
only responsible way to go. Too much parking will simply encourage more private car ownership and
more trips per day. In addition, it will kill our chance at having a robust, successful suite of alternative
transportation options,

All, this, to say nothing of the benefit to the community of an amazing adaptive re-use of this landmark
structure.

Unbundled parking, less spaces per unit, robust FUNDING/BUY-IN from residents for alternatives, this
is the way to go. Not every unit needs to accommodate every possible type of user (families vs. singles
vs. seniors, etc), diversity of housing stock is a feature, not a bug.

I don't believe the adjacent neighborhooed's street parking will be significantly effected. Regardless, if it
were, there are solutions to this potential problem 1F 1t arises. One of which is to acknowledge that there
is not god-given right to free, taxpayer funded, unlimited car storage within spitting distance of your
front door.

(et it done!
Brian McGuire

1621 Emerson Terrace
Alameda, CA 94501

file:///C:/Users/athomas/AppData/Local/ Temp/XPGrpWise/5410752F AlamedaCivicPO10...  9/11/2014



September 10, 2014

Members of the Planning Board and Mr. Thomas:

[ support a sensible, viable Del Monte project that will benefit our community.
However, there are a number of significant, unresolved issues which are likely to
have irreversible, negative consequences for the community in general and
adjoining neighborhood in specific. | believe that the following actions should be
required in order for the Del Monte development approval to move ahead:

1.

Require a complete redesign of the Del Monte structure. While history is being
preserved and the Secretary of Interior Standards may be met, the inside with
the large wooden beams will be destroyed. Current design concepts of the Del
Monte structure remodel is what [ would call a bad looking attempt at Bay
Street Emeryville. At least that is how the renderings showed at the
community workshop at Mastic and then again at the early summer Planning
Board Workshop. The renderings from Tim Lewis Community Partners looked
like a metal structure sticking up and out of a renovated Del Monte fagade. 1
don't believe that is what Alameda wants to look like, since our neighboring city
of Emeryville already emulated that look.
Two million dollars for Jean Sweeney Open Space Park isn’t enough. Ata
minimum, Littlejohn Park should get an entire facelift. If you have seen how
active that park is with weekend rentals, weekday use, soccer and baseball
practice (and games), ARPD programs and drop-in community use, that park
must get some much needed attention and infrastructure upgrades. Park trees
are dying and falling on neighbors fences, the pathways are cracking, the turfis
old, the building is deteriorating and the playground equipment will need to be
replaced soon. |see no plans for improvement to that park throughout these
development discussions. Along with improvements to Littlejohn, [ believe the
developers should create another park within the development as well to ease
some of the use Littlejohn gets now. '
Absolutely require less density for this project. Yes, I know the density is
triggering all the water taxi funding and talk and the dreams that everyone will
use this transportation system. Alameda Point has a maximum build out of
approximately 1400 homes in about a 700 acre area of the city. The Del Monte
property {and surrounding areas) which is approximately 20-30 acres, is
proposing about the same build out of homes. This story is not really being told.
400 or so at Del Monte, 700 behind Del Monte and another 100 or so to the east
of Del Monte {property already being graded). To put the same population in
this small parcel of land is absurd and should be reconsidered.
Require that at least one permanent, off-site parking spot per housing unit be
included
a. Commuting patterns and distance of essential goods and services make it
clear that residents will need at least one vehicle, even if they do not use
personal cars to get work.



b. City code currently does not allow for street parking to count in meeting the
required amount of parking for a housing unit.

5. Require that Tim Lewis Communities add “pending Clement completion,”
interim, on-site parking which meets current Alameda residential parking space
ratio requirements.

a. There is no way to reduce traffic in general and truck traffic in specific on
Buena Vista until Clement Avenue can be completed all the way through
from Park St., as per the Master Plan. Until truck traffic can be moved to
Clement; extra parking spaces cannot be added to Buena Vista Avenue.

b. While TLC is relying on future Del Monte resident’s use of a car share
program in lieu of car ownership, the success of this approach has not been
demonstrated in a city similar to Alameda.

6. Request an alternative design for the Del Monte site that includes all housing
units {market rate and affordable} within the property Tim Lewis Communities
has in its possession at the time permits are issued and building is allowed to
commence.

a. While it may be in the City’s best financial interest to provide the parcel of
land for required affordable housing units in exchange for TLC's purchase of
Wind River property and completion of Clement, the timeline for this to be
completed is uncertain.

7. Request an alternative design with a mix of sale and rental units, with more

units large enough for singles and families to “grow” into the next stage of life.

a. Attracting residents who are interested in living quarters conducive to
“settling in” and becoming part of their community can be a stabilizing force
against rapid turnover and building neglect in an economic downturn.

b. As residents reach new life stages, the living options in Del Monte should
include larger units that accommodate growing families who will become
part of the fabric of this amazing and unique community.

8. Lastly, not sure why, but this project seems to be on the fast track for approvals,
Had residents not shown up to Mastic in such numbers and then again at the
early summer Planning Board meeting, the project likely would have already
been approved. Only because of this community “push-back” is the process
taking a little longer. 'm saddened to see the process being rushed through and
respectfully ask the Planning Board to require Tim Lewis Community Partners
to redesign a development with less density. As a neighbor, one that sees the
Del Monte building every day, I'd like to see something done, just not so much
density. The water taxi idea is a pipedream for most and will be used by a select
few.

The success of the Del Monte development relies on moving ahead with prudence
and risk mitigation planning. City of Alameda residents must not be left to live with
these and pay for these consequences - especially when some simple actions can be
taken to mitigate the risks. With these requirements in place, Del Monte is better
positioned to be a successful project for everyone.

Sincerely, Jay Ingram, Del Monte neighbor
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From: Tracy O'Shea <tloshea@comcast.nei>

To: "AThomas@alamedaca.gov" <AThomas @alamedaca.gov>
Date: 8/10/2014 7:24 PM

Subject: Del Monte development

Pear Mr. Thomas,

The purpose of this letter is to express our strong concerns regarding the proposed Del Monte
development. As a resident, we have concerns about traftic and parking. We live on a crowded street a
biock and a half away from Del Monte. It's already difficult to find parking on our street; I'm afraid the
development's current plan of one car per unit will negatively affect our parking situation. Since the
construction on Buena Vista hegan, there has been an increase in traffic on Pacific Avenue, our street.
With more cars coming into these developments {Del Monte and others), P'm afraid traffic will get worse.

I'm also concerned with the plan's decision to separate the affordable housing from the market rate
housing. This offends me. TLC is getting a density bonus for offering affordable housing; it should be
included in the development that gets the benefit of that bonus, not segregated away.

I've lived in Alameda for over 20 years. P've always felt that Alameda does it right. if something needed
fixing, from bike lanes o emergency phone calls, it got fixed. There was a logical, thoughttul approach to
life in Alameda. 'm afraid | don't feel that way now. In fact, | am worried that these decisions regarding
development are not thoughtful or logical and | fear their impact on the city I've grown o love and call
home. | would like to see these deveiopments put on hold uniit they too can be addressed with the
thoughtfulness they deserve.

Sincerely,

Tracy O'Shea

1135 Pacific Avenue

Sent from my iPad
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From: Debra Arbuckle <zebrad @ icloud.com>

To: Andrew THOMAS <athomas @alamedaca.gov>
Date: 9/10/2014 10:06 PM

Subject: Neighborhood objections 1o the Delmonte Project

To the members of The Planning Board,
1 write you on behalf of myself and several of my elderly neighbors who do not use computers and are to
frail to make it to a Planning meeting. We all have lived in the LittleJohn Park area for many, many years.

1. The project is to dense for the adjoining neighborhood. 1t is not at ali similar to the adjoining
neighborhood, either in size or planned demographic . We are very involved neighbor oriented
neighborhood and want to see our families enjoy this for years to come.

2. There Is a major issue with the deficient number of parking places per unit. There needstobesa
minimum of one parking place tied fo sach unit on the Delmonte site. The parking plan doesn't take into
account the full impact of 400 plus units, their friends and family or sufficient retall parking, and the effect
on surrounding streets. Even if they do reduce traffic as they propose by 10 % that still leaves the other
90% as an increase in traffic, for parking, on the roads , and through the tunnel.

3.Then we have the issue of Little John park, this is a very heavily used park and that makes for some
tight parking problems at times and a lot of wear and iear on the actual park. if there are not enough
parking places on the Delmonie site this will spill right on 1o Buena Vista and sireets surrounding and
make use of the park impossible,

4. We have a complaint with the EIR relying on Clement being a through street and

not being abie to accompilish this. They say they are working to get the Wind River end of Clement to
happen ,but we all know the Pennzoit portion of the Clement solution is not going to happen any time
soon. S0 what good is a plan and EIR that depend on the connecting of Atlantic through to Clement and
Grand when this is not a fact. Clement absolutely needs 1o be done as a requirement {o to build, We
need another EIR based on the the actual roads open to traffic. If Clement doesn't go through then extra
on site parking will be needed at minimum.

5. if our understanding is correct all the units will not be fully integrated into the the Delmonte building
proper. We want {o see a mix of market rate and low income units mixed together, not separated.

Thank you for your time and attention,
Debra Arbuckie
1505 Pacific St.

Sent from my iPad



September 10, 2014

Dear Mr. Thomas,

~ On behalf of PLAN! Alameda, | want to reiterate our support for moving ahead with
a sensible, viable Del Monte project with modifications that will benefit and mitigate
risk to our community. We appreciate the time that your office (you, in particular)
and Mike O’Hare of Tim Lewis Communities (TLC) have spent meeting with some of
our core team and discussing community concerns. While we have a much greater
understanding of your goals and thought process, there remain a number of
significant, unresolved issues which are likely to have irreversible, negative
consequences for the community in general and adjoining neighborhood in specific.
Until these are issues are addressed, we cannot support any decisions to grant
approval for TLC to move forward with the Del Monte development.

Fundamentally, the goal of reducing personal car use and single-occupancy vehicle
trips is one that most people support. The disconnect is in the City & TLC's attempt
to prematurely implement a “TOD” type model with a large development. We have
much to learn about how TOD can work in a city like Alameda; the fact that no one
has been able to provide a successful working example of a city similar enough for
us to model ourselves after emphasizes that we are not ready for some of the
suggested actions in the current Del Monte plan.

The 2012 MTC Smart Growth Technical Model contains many great ideas which, at
this point, remain ideas. Many of the strategies recommended can’t be applied to
Alameda: reducing parking in downtown/non-residential areas does not translate
to the current plans for the Northern Waterfront, let alone Del Monte. Even the
strategies for unbundled parking are positioned as a component of livable, walkable
neighborhoods, and also come with employer-sponsored transportation. We do not
have the employer bases of San Francisco and Berkeley, the examples in this
document. Other good examples include cities giving residents cash incentives for
giving up their cars. One misapplication of this document to the Northern
Waterfront is in the approach to reducing parking spaces. This model discusses
“minimum parking requirements” as detrimental in the context of large amounts of
space dedicated to unused parking. This is one problem that Alameda residential
neighborhoods do not have. All the zoning in the world does not change the fact
that the Northern Waterfront area, and the Del Monte/Littlejohn neighborhood in
particular, are definitely residential and most definitely not drowning in a sea of
unused street parking. (See the attached “Littlejohn Street Parking” Powerpoint
document).

Picking and choosing the elements that appear feasible for Alameda at this pointin
time is not a way to bring TOD to Alameda. The idea of TOD is a worthy goal, one
that our city leaders should consider making a community-wide initiative. But we
just aren’t near to being ready.

Page 1 0of 3 Recommendation to City Planning 9/10/14



The path forward with the Del Monte development requires that the city accept the
reality and challenges we have in terms of transportation, traffic, parking and
community demographics. The only thing ready to be “unbundled” at this point is
the attempt to mash some elements of the MTC Model into this large development
project as quickly as possible.

Another source of great anxiety is the impact of this development on our parks and
community culture. We have become known as the place to come and raise a family.
Yet, the developer’s stated, target demographic is early career young adults who
have been “priced out of the city and are willing to have roommates to split large
rents.” The size and number of smaller units in the Del Monte plan are not
conducive to encouraging young adults to stay and grow into their next stages of life
as part of the rich community we are known for. Although there is the expectation
that “Encinal Terminal” may be more amenable to growing families, it is not clear
that the developer is committed to moving forward with that project, nor does the
neighborhood support another large development in this location. This
underscores the need for the Del Monte building to be designed as a place that
residents will see as their long-term home, in their town of Alameda.

A"win-win” Del Monte development enhances and embraces the community and
culture of Alameda. “Doing our part” to address the Bay Area housing shortage does
not mean building a “culturally separate” mini-city on the estuary.

Towards that end, we feel that the following actions are necessary and must be
required in order for the Del Monte development approval to move ahead:

1. Require that at least one permanent, off-street/on-site parking spot per housing
unit be included
a. Commuting patterns and distance of essential goods and services make it

clear that residents will need at least one vehicle, even if they do not use
personal cars to get work.

b. City code currently does not allow for street parking to count in meeting the
required amount of parking for a housing unit.

c. Relying on “car share” availability to provide sufficient alternative
transportation to personal car ownership is unproven; the stated “maximum
number of 2 car share vehicles” has not been explained.

2. Require that Tim Lewis Communities add “pending Clement completion,”
interim, on-site parking spaces, sufficient to bring the total number to meet
current Alameda residential parking space ratio requirements.

a. There is no way to reduce traffic in general and truck traffic in specific on
Buena Vista until Clement Avenue can be completed all the way through
from Park St., as per the Master Plan. Until truck traffic can be moved to
Clement, extra parking spaces cannot be added to BV

b. While TLC is relying on future Del Monte resident’s use of a car share
program in lieu of car ownership, the success of this approach has not been
demonstrated in a city similar to Alameda
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3. Require that the developer make a contribution to support and maintain the
extra wear-and-tear on neighborhood facilities that the new development will
bring.

a. Littlejohn Park is a highly used park: BBQ spots are booked almost every
weekend, ball fields are in constant use and many youth sports teams
practice in this park

b. Current APR budget is barely sufficient to cover the cost of annual park
maintenance.

4. Request an alternative design for the Del Maonte site that includes all housing
units (market rate and affordable} within the property Tim Lewis Communities
has in its possession at the time permits are issued and building is allowed to
commence
a. While it may be in the City’s best financial interest to provide the parcel of

land for required affordable housing units in exchange for TLC's purchase of
Wind River property and completion of Clement, the timeline for this to be
completed is uncertain.

5. Request an alternative design with a mix of sale and rental units, with more

units large enough for singles and families to “grow” into the next stage of life.

a. Attracting residents who are interested in living quarters conducive to
“settling in” and becoming part of their town/community can be a
stabilizing force against rapid turnover and building neglect in an economic
downturn

b. Asresidents reach new life stages, the living options in Del Monte should
include larger units that accommodate growing families who will become
part of the fabric of this amazing and unique community

Finally, there are some high-stakes questions, beyond the control of TLC or any one
Developer, that need answers before a large-scale development can commence
Regardless of the “Day One Shuttle” there is no way around the certainty of
increased traffic in town and the immediate neighborhoods. Since a certain
“critical mass” of population density must be reached before public transportation
can be added, what happens “in between?” With the “public transportation” focused
on commuters leaving town to go to work, how will the city support and encourage
patronizing of small local businesses? Scenario planning and the detailed timeline
must be developed and widely shared; piece-meal creation of a transportation
management association, run by developers, is not acceptable

The implementation and building of the Del Monte development will set the tone for
additional development along the Northern Waterfront. We look forward to
continued dialogue and the difference that community input can make.

Sincerely,

Alison Greene
Pacific Ave
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From: Page Tomblin <page.tomblin @ gmail.com>

To: “athomas @ alamedaca.gov"' <athomas @alamedaca.gov>
Date: 9/11/2014 9:45 PM

Subiject: del monte bidg

Hi

There needs 1o be a plan for parking and traffic before a development can be built there. | have yet to
hear one single resident support this new development.
Page Tombiin



To Whom It May Concern:

44

M'3s  UASTK

We the undersigned, Alameda neighbors impacted by the proposed development of the Del Monte warehouse on
Buena Vista and Sherman, want to advise the Alameda City Council and the Alameda Planning Board members that we

are absolutely and unanimous}

spaces to support the number

accept the condition of issuin*
stress of additional vehicles th ,

against any proposal acceptance for this project that does not include enough parking

of persons residing in the structure or patronizing the businesses on site. We will not

collective opposition. Thank you.

rking passes to those already residing in the neighborhood in order to mitigate the
the project would create. Please consider the below signatures as testimony to our
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To Whom It May Concern:

We the undersigned, Alameda neighbors impacted by the proposed development of the Del
Monte warehouse on Buena Vista and Sherman, want to advise the Alameda City Council and -

" the Alameda Planning Board members that we are absolutely and unanimously against any‘

proposal acceptance for this project that does not include enough parking spaces to support
the number of persons residing in the structure or patronizing the businesses on site. We will
not accept the condition of issuing parking passes to those already residing in the
neighborhood in order to mitigate the stress of additional vehicles that the project would
create. Please consider the below signatures as testimony to our collective opposition. Thank

you.
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To Whom It May Concern:

-3

We the undersigned, Alameda neighbors impacted by the proposed development of the Del Monte warehouse on
Buena Vista and Sherman, want to advise the Alameda City Council and the Alameda Planning Board members that we
are absolutely and unanimously against any proposal acceptance for this project that does not include enough parking
spaces to support the number of persons residing in the structure or patronizing the businesses on site. We will not
accept the condition of issuing parking passes to those already residing in the neighborhood in order to mitigate the
stress of additional vehicles that the project would create. Please consider the below signatures as testimony to our
collective opposition. Thank you.
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To Whom it May Concern:

&

We the undersigned, Alameda neighbors impacted by the proposed development of the Del
Monte warehouse on Buena Vista and Sherman, want to advise the Alameda City Council and
the Alameda Planning Board members that we are absolutely and unanimously against any
proposal acceptance for this project that does not include enough parking spaces to support
the number of persons residing in the structure or patronizing the businesses on site. We will
not accept the condition of issuing parking passes to those already residing in the
neighborhood in order to mitigate the stress of additional vehicles that the project would
create. Please consider the below signatures as testimony to our collective opposition. Thank

you.

Name Address Phone Contact | Email Contact
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To Whom It May Concern:

4

We the undersigned, Alameda neighbors impacted by the proposed development of the Del Monte warehouse on
Buena Vista and Sherman, want to advise the Alameda City Council and the Alameda Planning Board members that we
are absolutely and unanimously against any proposal acceptance for this project that does not include enough parking
spaces to support the number of persons residing in the structure or patronizing the businesses on site. We will not
accept the condition of issuing parking passes to those already residing in the neighborhood in order to mitigate the
stress of additional vehicles that the project would create. Please consider the below signatures as testimony to our
collective opposition. Thank you.

Name

Email Contact
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To Whom It May Concern:

We the undersigned, Alameda neighbors impacted by the proposed development of the Del Monte warehouse on
Buena Vista and Sherman, want to advise the Alameda City Council and the Alameda Planning Board members that we
are absolutely and unanimously against any proposal acceptance for this project that does not include enough parking
spaces to support the number of persons residing in the structure or patronizing the businesses on site. We will not
accept the condition of issuing parking passes to those already residing in the neighborhood in order to mitigate the
stress of additional vehicles that the project would create. Please consider the below signatures as testimony to our
collective opposition. Thank you.

Name

Address

Phone Contact

Email Contact
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