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LARA WEISIGER

From: Eugenie Thomson <eugenie@shasta-daisy.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 10, 2018 4:23 PM
To: LARA WEISIGER; Trish Spencer; Trish Spencer; frank_matarrese@yahoo.com
Subject: Alameda Marina EIR: please do not approve until corrections have been made.
Attachments: Attachment 1 to July 10th email to Council.pdf; Exhibit A string of emails regarding 

website documents.pdf; Exhibit B Gross math errors for CMP impact analysis.pdf; 
Exhibit C Existing Traffic less in Alameda Marina.pdf; Exhibit D Existing Speeds used in 
EIR higher than those from field surveys in the Appendix.pdf; Exhibit E Forecasts 
employed in EIR have been decreased.pdf; Exhibit F Peak hour traffic back in 2002 is 
higher than future forecasted in Marina EIR.pdf; Exhibit G Land use use assumptions in 
the Ala Marina and Encinal Terminal EIRs.pdf; Exhibit H Comparison of Ala Marina EIR 
forecast to previous EIRs .pdf; Exhibit I Future calculated speeds are higher than 
existing.pdf; Exhibit J Summary of calculated speed from missing appendix from EIR do 
not correlate to that used in EIR.pdf; Exhibit K Extract from Caltrans for AM outbound 
condtions over Park St Bridge by year 2035 .pdf; Exhibit L the SF Metropolitan 
Transportation Commission forecasts large increases in travel by year 2040.pdf; Exhibit 
M Public Record Request for Speed Field Survey report, no response by City.pdf; 
Exhibit N Public Record Request for Forecast Modeling Technical Data, no response 
from City.pdf; Exhibit O Public Record Request for  Park Street traffic counts pre 
construction of the I 880 interchange, not provided - Copy.pdf; Exhibit P Public Record 
Request for Complete Intersection delay report, City did not respond.pdf

Lara, please forward this email to CC members. Thank you. 
 
Dear Honorable Mayor Trish Spencer and Council Members: 
  
I believe, it would be foolhardy to approve the Alameda Marina EIR, considering: 

1)      Missing appendices to the DEIR, Appendix G‐E (80 pages) and missing the Air quality appendices B‐1 to B‐4. 
Prohibiting public review. Appendix G‐E is the evidence supporting all the speed and travel time calculations for 
the findings in the DEIR.  
2)      Today there are two versions of the DEIR on the City website.  One version of the DEIR is incomplete (the 
version broken into 4 parts). In this version, the bulk of the Air quality section is missing and some of the 
Biological Resource section is missing.  This incomplete version has been on the website since January. We do 
not know when the complete version was added to the City website.  
3)      Gross errors and omissions in the Transportation section, if corrected would result in new and more severe 
significant impacts (math errors and lack of calibration of software models) 
4)      Lack of substantial evidence to support the findings in this EIR (no evidence supporting traffic findings and 
air quality findings) , and  
5)      Lack of response to the four public record requests for substantial evidence,  

  
Before presenting the factual evidence pertaining to the above, it is important to understand the overall perspective 
starting with what has been stated by many and well said in a recent court proceeding:  
  
“EIR’s are the heart of CEQA, it has been described as an “alarm bell” whose purpose it is to alert the public and its 
responsible officials to environmental changes before ecological points of no return. The EIR  is also intended to 
demonstrate to an apprehensive citizenry that the agency has in fact considered the ecological implications of its actions. 
“[1] 
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The major omission, is we simply do not know what the future traffic conditions would be like and have no idea what 
solutions are feasible nor what funding would be available. And without an accurate baseline, a project’s impacts 
cannot be tested. 
  
The Transportation Demand Strategies as per the DEIR contribute only a negligible relief to congestion[2] and the EIR for 
the Transportation Element approved back in 2010 concluded negligible change in the total vehicle miles traveled on 
Alameda streets due to the new Transportation element for more bicycle lanes and transit improvements.  
  
Over the years since 1999, I have spent many long hours with the intent to accurately define the transportation 
problems for the benefit of finding feasible and fundable solutions.  
  
Unfortunately, my letter to this DEIR and public record requests for factual evidence were once again ignored.  
  
The City maintained in the DEIR that there were only two significant traffic impacts resulting from the Marina project: at 
two intersections on Park St: Blanding Avenue and Clement Avenue (over 120 second delay for both the no project and 
with project scenarios, impact occurs because the Alameda Marina project contributes more than 3 % to the volume at 
each intersection).  
  
These are the findings in this DEIR and no more information regarding the condition of the City’s Transportation 
Infrastructure and mobility needs was provided.  
  
In my professional opinion, the EIR’s technical analyses have critical flaws such as no calibration of the software models 
employed for the transportation impacts, incorrect methodology, major math errors, existing baseline lower than actual 
due the use of traffic counts during major construction, traffic forecasts in critical areas  (such as Park Street, where 
project impacts are likely) were reduced from that in the Forecast model and some forecasts are less than historical 
traffic, the speeds employed for impact analyses are higher than the surveyed speeds and the future calculated 
speeds  are higher than the speeds today.  
  
In addition to the above, a key appendix was missing, substantial evidence for the findings were not provided in the EIR 
and requests for evidence via the California Public Record Act[3]  were ignored (exhibits of CPRA requests not responded 
to, or incorrect records provided). 
  
I urge you to consider the following facts in the attachment with exhibits and hold off on approving until corrections 
have been made so that the project impacts can be accurately evaluated and presented.  
 
Sincerely. 
Eugenie P. Thomson P.E.  
 
 

[1] Court of Appeal, Fourth District 1, California: Cleveland National Forest Foundation v San Diego Association of Governments, D0632288, Decided 

November 16th, 2017.https://caselaw.findlaw.com/ca‐court‐of‐appeal/1879956.html  
[2] Page 4.12‐27 it is stated “ The TDM plan described above would reduce the VMT and trips generated by the project by between 
five to seven per cent. By reducing the VMT per capita by more than three percent, the VMT impact of the project would be less 
than significant.  
[3] The same occurred with the Alameda Point Environmental Process, all public record requests were ignored and provided 2.5 
months later after the Planning Board approval of the FEIR, and too late to review before City Council approval.  
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Below is a description of each point with 16 exhibits  
 

Missing Sections and Appendices from the DEIR prohibited public comment 
 
Until yesterday, we were not aware of two versions of the DEIR on the City Website.  
 
In one of the versions, the City omitted the bulk of the Air Quality section 4.2 (only pages 4.2.1 to 4.2.27 were 
provided), and parts of Section 4.3 Biological Resources (these missing DEIR sections are likely to add up to another 
60 pages).  It appears this incomplete version was on the City website in January and February and labeled as Parts 
1 to 4 of the DEIR.  
 
Yesterday (July 9th, 2018), the City notified us of another version of the DEIR which is provided by a link, labeled 
“Full Report via Dropbox”. That occurred because I had sent an email last Thursday to City hall asking for the 
missing sections. I had been using the incomplete version not knowing since January and had downloaded the 
version on my hard drive for easy access.  See emails in Exhibit A. 
  
The missing Travel time and speed calculations in Appendix G-E was missing. Unfortunately, this missing appendix 
G-E that was sent June 20th , does not correlate to the findings in the EIR nor do the calculated existing speeds 
correlate to the speeds on Alameda’s streets today .   

 
Gross Errors and Omissions. 

 
Error 1: Incorrect Math has resulted in gross errors for the critical roadway segments (Park Street northbound and 
southbound over the bridge) for the impact assessment regarding the Congestion Management Program.  The 
calculation for the volume to capacity ratios on the other roadway segments in the two tables are correct. When 
the math error is corrected, two significant and unavoidable project impacts result for the Year 2020 and 2040 CMP 
scenarios.  
See attached Exhibit B for the two tables from the appendix with the math errors.  
 
Error 2: Use of traffic counts during the construction of I 880/23rd /29th Interchange resulted in use of lower counts 
(10% lower for Park Street) in the EIR than for the conditions without construction. As a result, the existing baseline 
is in error (with lower delays and improved levels of service). For example, for the existing conditions, the level of 
service for the intersection of Blanding Avenue and Park Street would be LOS E, the level of service pre-construction 
from the Encinal Terminal EIR for existing,  rather than the LOS C as concluded in the Alameda Marina EIR using  the 
construction reduced existing volumes.  
See Exhibit C for factual evidence from the recent Encinal Terminal EIR which had traffic counts from pre- 
construction conditions.  
 
Error 3: The existing average speeds listed in the DEIR were increased from those in the appendix. For Park Street, 
the AM peak hour, northbound average existing speed is 12 mph in the DEIR for the speed impact analysis but in 
the appendix the average existing speed is 9 mph, increase of 33%. As a result, the existing baseline for the speed 
impacts is incorrect and the use of the higher speed in the impact analysis baseline would significantly reduce the 
severity of the project impact.   
See Exhibit D for the DEIR average speeds and for those in the appendix from the field data .   
 
Error 4:  The traffic forecasts employed in the project impact assessment for cumulative conditions (year 2040) 
employed are significantly lower in the DEIR than that provided in the appendix. A check of the traffic over the 
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Park Street bridge indicates for example, the southbound traffic over the Park Street bridge during the PM peak 
hour is estimated at 2318 vph by the year 2040 for the Cumulative plus project condition as per the Traffic Forecast 
Model ( last page of the Appendix). But what was used in the DEIR intersection analysis was 1696 vph, a value 36% 
lower.  
See Exhibit E for the Forecast from the Traffic Forecast model and the forecast employed in the intersection impact 
analysis.  
 
It is noted that the value of 1696 vph is lower than historical PM peak hour southbound traffic over the Park Street 
Bridge:  in 2002, the traffic was 1927 vph.  
See Exhibit F for extract from the City Alameda Point General Plan Amendment Report, December 5, 2002.  
 
The DEIR did not provide evidence why the massive reduction occurred from that in the Forecast model. And this 
reduction has been made in the critical areas where this project is likely to have an impact. (that is the majority of 
the project traffic leaving and entering the island in this EIR was assumed to be via the Park street bridge.)  
 
When the Marina DEIR’s forecasts are compared to the previous EIRs such as the most recent EIR for the Encinal 
Terminals Project, it is obvious that the Park Street forecasts for the Alameda Marina DEIR are significantly lower 
for the same land use and network scenario.  
See Exhibit G for land use assumptions in each EIR.  
 
Comparison of the “Cumulative with the Encinal Terminal Project (Year 2040)” to the “Cumulative no Alameda 
Marina Project (Year 2040)” should have resulted in similar results. This comparison as shown in Exhibit H indicates 
the AM peak hour forecasts for the intersection of Blanding and Park Street in the Encinal Terminal EIR is 5093 vph 
(32 % higher) than the forecast of 3870 vph in the Alameda Marina DEIR.  In addition, the forecasts comparison for 
the intersection of Clement and Park show similar lower forecasts for Park Street, the area of potential project 
impact. A comparison of the forecasts for the west end such as at Atlantic and Constitution Way, the forecasts in 
the Alameda Marina DEIR are higher than those employed for previous EIR’s but the Marina Project’s contribution 
is not large enough to result in an impact at this intersection.  
See Exhibit H for comparison of Marina EIR forecasts to the recent EIRs including the Alameda Point EIR.  
   
Error 5:  The incorrect methodology for the calculation of the intersection delay impacts was admitted in the 
Encinal Terminal EIR1 and the same intersection methodology was used in this DEIR. This was also one of my key 
comments to the Alameda Point EIR. 2 
 
As a result of the use of this incorrect methodology, the DEIR concluded all study intersections to operate at 
acceptable levels with minimal and acceptable delay for the existing baseline conditions. While this is not the case 
at the intersections approaching the island crossings, at these study locations the existing delays are worse.   
 
 
  

                                                             
1 “LOS has historically proven to be an inadequate measure in Alameda because residents experience delays (at) [sic] certain 
intersections, yet the LOS analysis indicates that the level of service at the intersection is adequate. The delay that is being 
experienced is the result of downstream congestion, not a result of the intersection design or the volume of cars moving 
through the intersection.” Source: Encinal Terminals DSEIR (pdf), page 250 or page 4.G-14. 

 
2 See my Alameda Point Comment letter from Oct 2013 attached to my comments to this DEIR.  
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Two major errors were made:  
 
a) The software was not calibrated as is a standard procedure for software model applications. If calibration of the 
software models had occurred, it would be obvious that modifications or another software would be required. 
(note: This error has occurred in the all previous EIR’s, however my comments have been ignored). 
b) The analysts ignored downstream constraints/ overflows that would reduce the discharge rate for traffic exiting 
out of the intersection.  
 
As a result of the above errors, the intersection delays for existing baseline and cumulative scenario upon which the 
project impacts were analyzed are significantly lower and if corrected would result in higher impacts and possibly 
more impacts than per the findings in the DEIR.   
 
Error 6: The speeds for the cumulative condition without the project are similar to the existing speeds or higher 
than existing speeds in Appendix G-D, this is obviously incorrect as the speeds are likely to drop with increased 
traffic for the cumulative condition. 
 
Furthermore, the speed findings for the cumulative (year 2040) no project and for with project scenarios in the 
DEIR are not supported by any substantial evidence. The DEIR states these are based on calculated speeds using 
HCS 2010 software, but the evidence is missing from the EIR.  
 
See Exhibits I for the future average speeds and the comparison to the existing speeds.  
 
I recently received the missing speed calculations from the EIR which I had requested via a CPRA request.  The 
problem is the results in this appendix do not correlate to that used in the EIR and are grossly different than those 
on Alameda streets, calibration appears to missing. For example, the outbound northbound speed in the Posey 
tube during the AM peak hour for existing was calculated at 42 mph.   The calculations omitted the section in 
Oakland which is the cause of the slower speeds in the tube. Had the model been calibrated, it would have been 
obvious to add in this section and recalculation of the speeds.  
See Exhibit J for summary of calculated speeds for Park Street and other pages from the missing Appendix G-E.  
 
Exhibit K is provided to illustrate the traffic conditions outbound during the AM peak as predicted by Caltrans in 
their environment report for the conditions by year 2035. This indicates significant congestion and factual evidence 
that the 9-mph speed, same as existing, is unlikely to happen as predicted in the Alameda Marina EIR. For the 
morning outbound over the Park Street bridge year 2040 cumulative condition  
 See exhibit K for excerpt from Caltrans.  
 
Omissions:  
 
Both Clement and Blanding Avenues as per the Appendix would have traffic demands 60 to 90% above their 
capacity on the eastbound roadways approaching Park Street during the AM peak hour for the cumulative 
condition. As a result, traffic would divert to other streets such as Buena Vista, but the intersection of Buena Vista 
and Park Street was omitted and analysis for diversion and induced new travel was omitted from the EIR. It is 
expected that the diverted traffic would add significant volumes to Park Street from Buena Vista or Lincoln to the 
bridge and likely result with the project impacting the speeds.  
 
The EIR omits the speeds and travel time on the side streets such as Clement and Blanding Avenues. If included, 
there would be greater understanding of the delays for on and off island. Similarly, just considering, Webster Street 
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for speed and travel time surveys is misleading as most of the delay is on Constitution Way and other streets 
approaching the outbound Tube.  
 
The Vehicles Miles Traveled (VMT) per capita was checked in the EIR but not the VMT increase due to the increase 
in population.  Exhibit L provides the most recent forecasts for travel in Alameda as estimated by the 
Transportation Commission. This and the increased VMT on Alameda Streets should have been considered.  
 
Areas in Oakland were omitted from the EIR for impact assessment such as Ford/29th intersection should have been 
included for impact assessment.    
 

 
Missing Substantial Evidence  

and Public Record Requests ignored for missing substantial evidence 
 
The missing field survey report for the Speed/travel time summary profile.  
(CPRA request on February 20th, 2018 and not responded to):  
 
The substantial evidence supporting the cell phone data for March 2017 was missing from the EIR, only an overall 
summary speed profile was provided in the appendix. I asked for the evidence such as the field survey report in a 
public record request on February 20th, 2018, no response was received.    
See public record request in Exhibit M.  
 
No substantial evidence was provided how the Traffic Forecasts employed in the DEIR for air, noise and traffic 
were developed (CPRA request on February 6th, 2018 and not responded to) :  
 
While reviewing the Transportation Section of the DEIR, I stumbled upon unusual findings and missing substantial 
evidence. For example, could not find the evidence upon which the cumulative traffic forecasts were based other 
than statement that the County Forecast Model had been used. What was alarming, the forecasts for the areas 
where the project would likely have an impact had been significantly reduced from that in the appendix and from 
previous EIRs. (see previous discussion in Errors and Omissions) .   
 
Another unusual finding was the land use assumptions in the Appendix indicated a new development proposal for 
1000 new residential units in the Crab Cove Traffic zone. Part of the proposed housing land use when in the 
incorrect location could result in significant traffic patterns. So that was another reason to review the forecast 
modeling technical reports and assumptions. I submitted a public record request on February  6th, 2018 for the 
evidence but City Hall did not respond to my public record request. 
See Exhibit N for the public record request.   
 
Traffic Count Data employed in the DEIR for the existing baseline impact assessment  
(CPRA request of February 6th, 2018, only partially responded to) 
 
The existing baseline scenario upon which the intersection impacts were tested used traffic counts that had been 
collected during the construction of the 23rd, 29th, and I 880 interchange. I requested counts for periods before the 
construction to see if there was diversion away from Park street. This I did via a CPRA request on Feb 20th, 2018 but 
received only counts for during the construction.  No evidence was provided if the counts employed in the existing 
baseline were representative of the true no-build condition (see errors and omissions for further discussion)   
See Exhibit O.  
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Complete report of the Intersection Synchro Software analysis was missing from the Appendix  
(CPRA request of February 20th, 2018, not responded to) 
 
The DEIR findings for the existing intersection delay baseline indicates no congestion nor unacceptable levels of 
service and with lower than expected delays3. I wanted to review the queueing results from the Synchro report, the 
complete report that is, and compare to conditions in the field.  Unfortunately, the City did not respond to my 
public record request and there is no evidence if these findings correlate to that on the streets.   
See Exhibit P. 
 
Substantial Evidence to support the Speed impact analysis is missing from the EIR and what was recently 
provided does not correlate to that in the DEIR 

 
The calculated speeds from the HCS 2010 software in the missing Appendix G-E was provided a few weeks ago via a 
CPRA request, but this is grossly incomplete and the data in this appendix do NOT correlate to that in the EIR.  
 
 
 
 
 

                                                             
3 The findings in the DEIR are that none of the subject intersections experience unacceptable delay. The following four key intersections are 
reported as operating at LOS B, defined as having stable operations and minimal delay, calculated delays between 10 and 20 seconds: 
Constitution Way/ Atlantic Avenue, Challenger/Atlantic, Sherman/Atlantic/Buena Vista and Fernside/Tilden Way/Blanding. The remaining key 
study intersections would operate at LOS C, which is defined as stable and acceptable delays, with calculated delays between 20 and 35 
seconds per vehicle in the AM peak hour for Webster and Atlantic, Blanding and Park,Clement and Park and High and Fernside. The city’s 
acceptable threshold has been LOS D. 
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LARA WEISIGER

From: ANDREW THOMAS
Sent: Tuesday, July 10, 2018 1:43 PM
To: Ammonitee; Trish Spencer; NANCY McPeak; Malia Vella; Frank Matarrese; Marilyn Ezzy 

Ashcraft; Jim Oddie; Janet Kern; info@sawwaction.org; Liz Warmerdam; LARA 
WEISIGER; Jennifer Ott

Subject: RE: Vote NO to Bay West proposal for Alameda Marina

Dear Ms. Adelstein,  
 
Thank you for your email regarding Alameda Marina.   I hope the following information about the recommended 
Alameda Marina Master Plan is helpful to you.  
 
Boatyards.   The Planning Board and City staff, which are both recommending approval of the Master Plan,  agree with 
you 100%:  We need a boatyard and it needs to be the right size to be viable for the long term.     
 
The Master Plan requires that facilities be made available for a boatyard at Alameda Marina and that the City of 
Alameda and the property owner (bay west) work together to issue a Request for Qualifications (RFQ) to solicit a 
qualified operator for the future boatyard.  This RFQ must be issued prior to any infrastructure or site preparation work 
being done at Alameda Marina to develop the property so that the future operator can participate in the design of the 
boatyard at Alameda Marina.  That participation and input will include advise from the future operator on the necessary 
size for the boatyard facility and the range of facilities necessary to run a profitable boatyard.   
 
At the hearing tonight, staff is going to be recommending that the City Council add a requirement that the City staff and 
Bay West jointly report to the City council and public at each stage of the RFQ process, so that everyone will be able to 
track and participate in the process of soliciting a future boatyard operator.  
 
Dry Boat Storage.   You are right, dry boat storage is very important.    There are currently about 49 registered and 
insured sailboats utilizing Dry Boat storage at Alameda Marina, and the current  dry boat storage is not secure.  The 
Master Plan provides space for up to 60 dry docked sailboats in a secure, fenced area.   You are absolutely right about 
the dredging necessary.  It is necessary, and it is part of the plan and will occur as part of the reconstruction of the 
seawalls in that area.     
 
In addition to the 60 “on land” dry boat storage areas, the Master Plan also provides for additional “in‐slip dry dock” 
facilities for boaters.  The “in‐slip dry dock” allows dry boat sailors to keep their sail boats high and dry in an “in water” 
slip and would allow the number of dry boat sailors to increase from 60 to 120 or more, if there is that much future 
demand for dry boat storage.  The beauty of the “in‐slip” dry dock, is the sailor does not need to wait in line to use the 
lift on race days.  He or she just walks down the dock to their boat and releases it from the “in slip dry dock” and into the 
water.  No waiting.   (If you are interested, there is a picture of the “in‐slip dry dock” facility on page 35 of the Master 
Plan. ) 
     
At the hearing tonight, staff is going to be recommending that the City Council add a clarification to the plan that  the 
Dry Boat Storage area is equipped with at least two “mules”  to facilitate movement of boats.  
 
Marina Parking.  Once again, we are in agreement on the importance of marina parking.  The Master Plan provides for 
348 parking spaces to be used by marina users, park visitors, and commercial uses at the Alameda Marina.    The 348 
spaces are to be shared by these marina commercial and recreational users and reserved for these users.   The residents 
of the adjacent residential buildings are to be prohibited from using these 348 spaces.     
 



2

Based upon recent conversations with interested parties, staff is recommending tonight that that City Council further 
clarify these requirements by adding a requirement for Planning Board approval of a  “Parking Management Plan” that 
shall include a management, striping, and permit program to ensure: 1) adequate signed spaces for short term open 
space users, 2) adequate spaces for permanent live‐aboard users, 3) recreational boaters with leased slips or dry boat 
storage, 4) drop off areas for marina slip tenants, and 5) commercial tenants and visitors.   The program shall include a 
permit system or other management strategy to ensure that the 348 commercial shared spaces are not used by 
residents of the project and that all residential parking is confined to the residential buildings. 
 
Communication:   The last two years has been, at times, a difficult planning process.   There has been some distrust 
among the parties, and there has been some poor communication.   
 
I am hoping with the Planning Board’s unanimous recommendation and a City Council decision tonight, we can all move 
on to the next steps in this planning effort.  (The work is not done, and all the decisions necessary have not been made. 
We still have a long way to go to rebuild Alameda Marina into a marina for the next 50 to 100 years for Alameda.)   I am 
hoping that with a City Council decision tonight, we can all start on the next phase of this process with a “master plan” 
for how to move forward together, with less acrimony and more common purpose.  
 
I hope this information is helpful to you.  Let me know if you need anything else.   
 
Andrew Thomas, Assistant Community Development Director 
 
From: Ammonitee [mailto:fey.adelstein@gmail.com]  
Sent: Monday, July 9, 2018 5:43 PM 
To: Trish Spencer <TSpencer@alamedaca.gov>; NANCY McPeak <NMcPeak@alamedaca.gov>; Malia Vella 
<MVella@alamedaca.gov>; Frank Matarrese <FMatarrese@alamedaca.gov>; Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft 
<MEzzyAshcraft@alamedaca.gov>; Jim Oddie <JOddie@alamedaca.gov>; Janet Kern <JKern@alamedacityattorney.org>; 
info@sawwaction.org; ANDREW THOMAS <ATHOMAS@alamedaca.gov>; Liz Warmerdam 
<LWarmerdam@alamedaca.gov>; LARA WEISIGER <LWEISIGER@alamedaca.gov> 
Subject: Vote NO to Bay West proposal for Alameda Marina 

 

Dear members of the council and city government, 

As a home owner in Alameda and member of the SF Bay Sailing community, I urge you to reject Bay West's 
current plan to further diminish the Alameda Marina. 

Before any approval, Bay West's plan must be amended to provide for a functional marina. The design must 
allocate adequate space to service and store boats as well as related equipment.  Consideration of how boaters 
will access the water, including the number and capacity of the hoists are essential details that need to be 
determined. 

See requirements below by Save Alameda's Working Waterfront : 

1- The boatyard proposal is inadequate to support the existing boating community let alone growth with additional marinas 
along the estuary and regionally. We need a functional equivalent to Svendsen’s with travel lift haul outs and the elevator 
for floating homes and boats too large for the travel lift. Boatyards are disappearing at an alarming rate and are nearly 
impossible to regain. Do it yourself boatyards such as Svendsen's are even rarer and help keep water access affordable. 
Alameda and the region cannot afford the loss of another Boatyard. The plan needs to include a full service boatyard 
including the elevator for boats too large for the travel lift and local floating homes. Planning board member says it in the 
correspondence https://alameda.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=6344643&GUID=4C54173C-8F16-46F5-9939-
F65902058376 
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2- The mast-up dry storage area is inadequate in space size and quantity. The logistics of the proposed layout do not 
seem feasible from an operational point of view- especially during surge times of race days, weekends, and holidays. 
Mast up dry storage is more environmentally friendly and more affordable. The at the location on the west end shown in 
the plan is extremely shallow and would require massive dredging efforts with possible toxic environmental issues due to 
previous use as military shipyard. The logistics of boats queuing up on land and on water are challenging, at best, in the 
proposal. These logistics issues are readily addressed by the existing 3 ton hoist area and the previous 2 ton hoist area 
with an inbound and outbound lane to the hoists and large adjacent side tie docks. The dry storage mast up area should 
be comparable to the capability of mid 2015 with 2 hoists (2 ton and 3 ton). For improved logistics each should be 3 ton 
capacity. 

 

Dry sailing is an ecological and affordable means for many to enjoy boating. The plan needs to have the capacity (space 
size and quantity), cost, land/sea logistics, and redundancy of Mid 2015. The mid 2015 capability had 2 hoists and 
excellent land/sea queuing logistics supporting boats nearly 40 ft in length (with trailer) on double axle trailers. When the 2 
ton hoist was decommissioned only the 3 ton hoist remained. When the 3 ton hoist failed, it prevented tenants from using 
their boats- at a popular and critical time. The proposed plan removes individual tow vehicles for each trailer greatly 
complicating logistics and increasing vulnerability of tenants from water access. The "mule" approach needs to support 
and be tested for the largest boat/trailer in use such as a Hobie 33. Contingency plans for such events need to be 
included such as no fee use of boatyard travel lift and/or mobile crane rental as was done in the past. Functional 
equivalent solutions (such as Versa-dock) might be permissible if offered at the same price as dry sailed fee for any dry 
sailed (or power) boat active since mid 2015 including those that left since that time. Any returning tenant would need to 
adhere to guidelines.  

 

3-Marina Wet berth vehicle parking quantity and logistics seem inadequate to support the marina use. It is common for 
boaters to transport boating gear, food, foul weather clothing to/from boat and vehicle. 

 

Alameda Marina is being transformed into a high density neighborhood with limited parking. There needs to be a parking 
management plan that dedicates parking for marina tenants (dry sailed and slips) in close proximity to their boats and in 
quantities sufficient for peak use times of holidays, weekends and Wed, Friday nights. SF City Marina has a solution to 
this problem which is permit parking (see Photos) in close proximity to marina gates. Spaces typically number 1/3 to ½ the 
number of marina slips. Alameda Marina should do the same or have a functional equivalent. 

 

4- It has become apparent that a 3rd party would be useful to improve communications between tenants and marina 
management and the city- City Wide. The City also could improve its outreach to the greater boating/maritime community. 
This task is bigger than a part time volunteer role. 

 

Thank you for your attention, 

Fey Adelstein 
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LARA WEISIGER

From: ANDREW THOMAS
Sent: Tuesday, July 10, 2018 11:10 AM
To: Christiane Renck; NANCY McPeak; Trish Spencer; mvella@alamedaca.govf; 

matarrese@alamedaca.gov; Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft; Jim Oddie; City Manager; Janet Kern; 
info@sawwaction.org; Liz Warmerdam; Janet Kern; LARA WEISIGER

Subject: RE: No to Bay West Proposal at Alameda Marina unless amended

Dear Ms. Renck:    
 
Thank you for copying me on your email.    I hope the following information about the recommended Alameda Marina 
Master Plan is helpful to you.  
 
Boatyards.   The Planning Board and City staff, which are both recommending approval of the Master Plan,  agree with 
you 100%:  We need a boatyard and it needs to be the right size to be viable for the long term.     
 
The Master Plan requires that facilities be made available for a boatyard at Alameda Marina and that the City of 
Alameda and the property owner (bay west) work together to issue a Request for Qualifications (RFQ) to solicit a 
qualified operator for the future boatyard.  This RFQ must be issued prior to any infrastructure or site preparation work 
being done at Alameda Marina to develop the property so that the future operator can participate in the design of the 
boatyard at Alameda Marina.  That participation and input will include advise from the future operator on the necessary 
size for the boatyard facility and the range of facilities necessary to run a profitable boatyard.   
 
At the hearing tonight, staff is going to be recommending that the City Council add a requirement that the City staff and 
Bay West jointly report to the City council and public at each stage of the RFQ process, so that everyone will be able to 
track and participate in the process of soliciting a future boatyard operator.  
 
Dry Boat Storage.   You are right, dry boat storage is very important.    There are currently about 49 registered and 
insured sailboats utilizing Dry Boat storage at Alameda Marina, and the current  dry boat storage is not secure.  The 
Master Plan provides space for up to 60 dry docked sailboats in a secure, fenced area.   You are absolutely right about 
the dredging necessary.  It is necessary, and it is part of the plan and will occur as part of the reconstruction of the 
seawalls in that area.     
 
In addition to the 60 “on land” dry boat storage areas, the Master Plan also provides for additional “in‐slip dry dock” 
facilities for boaters.  The “in‐slip dry dock” allows dry boat sailors to keep their sail boats high and dry in an “in water” 
slip and would allow the number of dry boat sailors to increase from 60 to 120 or more, if there is that much future 
demand for dry boat storage.  The beauty of the “in‐slip” dry dock, is the sailor does not need to wait in line to use the 
lift on race days.  He or she just walks down the dock to their boat and releases it from the “in slip dry dock” and into the 
water.  No waiting.   (If you are interested, there is a picture of the “in‐slip dry dock” facility on page 35 of the Master 
Plan. ) 
     
At the hearing tonight, staff is going to be recommending that the City Council add a clarification to the plan that  the 
Dry Boat Storage area is equipped with at least two “mules”  to facilitate movement of boats.  
 
Marina Parking.  Once again, we are in agreement on the importance of marina parking.  The Master Plan provides for 
348 parking spaces to be used by marina users, park visitors, and commercial uses at the Alameda Marina.    The 348 
spaces are to be shared by these marina commercial and recreational users and reserved for these users.   The residents 
of the adjacent residential buildings are to be prohibited from using these 348 spaces.     
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Based upon recent conversations with interested parties, staff is recommending tonight that that City Council further 
clarify these requirements by adding a requirement for Planning Board approval of a  “Parking Management Plan” that 
shall include a management, striping, and permit program to ensure: 1) adequate signed spaces for short term open 
space users, 2) adequate spaces for permanent live‐aboard users, 3) recreational boaters with leased slips or dry boat 
storage, 4) drop off areas for marina slip tenants, and 5) commercial tenants and visitors.   The program shall include a 
permit system or other management strategy to ensure that the 348 commercial shared spaces are not used by 
residents of the project and that all residential parking is confined to the residential buildings. 
 
Communication:   The last two years has been, at times, a difficult planning process.   There has been some distrust 
among the parties, and there has been some poor communication.   
 
I am hoping with the Planning Board’s unanimous recommendation and a City Council decision tonight, we can all move 
on to the next steps in this planning effort.  (The work is not done, and all the decisions necessary have not been made. 
We still have a long way to go to rebuild Alameda Marina into a marina for the next 50 to 100 years for Alameda.)   I am 
hoping that with a City Council decision tonight, we can all start on the next phase of this process with a “master plan” 
for how to move forward together, with less acrimony and more common purpose.  
 
I hope this information is helpful to you.  Let me know if you need anything else.   
 

‐ Andrew Thomas, Assistant Community Development Director 
 
 

From: Christiane Renck [mailto:crenck@yahoo.com]  
Sent: Saturday, July 7, 2018 10:42 AM 
To: NANCY McPeak <NMcPeak@alamedaca.gov>; Trish Spencer <TSpencer@alamedaca.gov>; mvella@alamedaca.govf; 
matarrese@alamedaca.gov; Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft <MEzzyAshcraft@alamedaca.gov>; Jim Oddie 
<JOddie@alamedaca.gov>; City Manager <MANAGER@alamedaca.gov>; Janet Kern <JKern@alamedacityattorney.org>; 
info@sawwaction.org; ANDREW THOMAS <ATHOMAS@alamedaca.gov>; Liz Warmerdam 
<LWarmerdam@alamedaca.gov>; Janet Kern <JKern@alamedacityattorney.org>; LARA WEISIGER 
<LWEISIGER@alamedaca.gov> 
Subject: No to Bay West Proposal at Alameda Marina unless amended 

 
Dear mayor and city council members, 
 
My husband and I been have been long time residents and sailboat owners in Alameda. We had our boat berthed 
at Alameda Marina for decades and have used many of the services available in the Marina including the dry 
storage, the hoists, Sven’s, Marine Electronics, canvas and upholstery businesses. 
We understand the need to provide housing, but getting rid of these services and businesses will be a detriment 
to the boating community and will take away an important part of the maritime culture of Alameda. 
We are  happy to see that a group of residents is advocating to keep some of these services available. 
 
 
We are opposed to the BAY WEST Proposal for Alameda Marina. Alameda Marina is a regional asset and an 
essential part of the greater boating community ecosystem. 
 
1- The boatyard proposal is inadequate to support the existing boating community let alone growth with 
additional marinas along the estuary and regionally. We need a functional equivalent to Svendsen’s with travel 
lift haul outs and the elevator for floating homes and boats too large for the travel lift. Boatyards are 
disappearing at an alarming rate and are nearly impossible to regain. Do it yourself boatyards such as 
Svendsen's are even rarer and help keep water access affordable. Alameda and the region cannot afford the loss 
of another Boatyard. The plan needs to include a full service boatyard including the elevator for boats too large 
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for the travel lift and local floating homes. Planning board member says it in the correspondence 
https://alameda.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=6344643&GUID=4C54173C-8F16-46F5-9939-
F65902058376 
 
2- The mast-up dry storage area is inadequate in space size and quantity. The logistics of the proposed layout do 
not seem feasible from an operational point of view- especially during surge times of race days, weekends, and 
holidays. Mast up dry storage is more environmentally friendly and more affordable. The at the location on the 
west end shown in the plan is extremely shallow and would require massive dredging efforts with possible toxic 
environmental issues due to previous use as military shipyard. The logistics of boats queuing up on land and on 
water are challenging, at best, in the proposal. These logistics issues are readily addressed by the existing 3 ton 
hoist area and the previous 2 ton hoist area with an inbound and outbound lane to the hoists and large adjacent 
side tie docks. The dry storage mast up area should be comparable to the capability of mid 2015 with 2 hoists (2 
ton and 3 ton). For improved logistics each should be 3 ton capacity. 
 
Dry sailing is an ecological and affordable means for many to enjoy boating. The plan needs to have the 
capacity (space size and quantity), cost, land/sea logistics, and redundancy of Mid 2015. The mid 2015 
capability had 2 hoists and excellent land/sea queuing logistics supporting boats nearly 40 ft in length (with 
trailer) on double axle trailers. When the 2 ton hoist was decommissioned only the 3 ton hoist remained. When 
the 3 ton hoist failed, it prevented tenants from using their boats- at a popular and critical time. The proposed 
plan removes individual tow vehicles for each trailer greatly complicating logistics and increasing vulnerability 
of tenants from water access. The "mule" approach needs to support and be tested for the largest boat/trailer in 
use such as a Hobie 33. Contingency plans for such events need to be included such as no fee use of boatyard 
travel lift and/or mobile crane rental as was done in the past. Functional equivalent solutions (such as Versa-
dock) might be permissible if offered at the same price as dry sailed fee for any dry sailed (or power) boat 
active since mid 2015 including those that left since that time. Any returning tenant would need to adhere to 
guidelines.  
 
3-Marina Wet berth vehicle parking quantity and logistics seem inadequate to support the marina use. It is 
common for boaters to transport boating gear, food, foul weather clothing to/from boat and vehicle. 
 
Alameda Marina is being transformed into a high density neighborhood with limited parking. There needs to be 
a parking management plan that dedicates parking for marina tenants (dry sailed and slips) in close proximity to 
their boats and in quantities sufficient for peak use times of holidays, weekends and Wed, Friday nights. SF 
City Marina has a solution to this problem which is permit parking (see Photos) in close proximity to marina 
gates. Spaces typically number 1/3 to ½ the number of marina slips. Alameda Marina should do the same or 
have a functional equivalent. 
 
4- It has become apparent that a 3rd party would be useful to improve communications between tenants and 
marina management and the city- City Wide. The City also could improve its outreach to the greater 
boating/maritime community. This task is bigger than a part time volunteer role. 
 
Thanks for your attention and this opportunity to support affordable water access, 
 
Regards, 
 
Christiane Renck 
Bruce Baker 
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LARA WEISIGER

From: Patricia Lamborn <patricia.lamborn@aol.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 10, 2018 10:20 AM
To: Trish Spencer; Malia Vella; Frank Matarrese; Jim Oddie; Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft
Cc: LARA WEISIGER
Subject: Marina Master Plan- Correspondence for Council Meeting  July 10th, 2018

Dear Mayor Spencer, Vice Mayor Vella and  City Council Members Mattarrese,Oddie, and Ashcraft, 
 
 
I am writing to advocate for using a higher height standard for the new seawall/bulkhead on the 
Oakland Estuary  in the Marina Master Plan coming  before the Alameda  City Council on July 
10.  Our City Council must  require more than three feet of height for the seawall/bulkhead before 
approving the Alameda Marina Master Plan. 
  
 
 As an island impacted by sea level rise we  should be advocating for the highest standards of risk 
reduction when it comes to climate change adaptation, not the most minimal standards. The current 
Marina Master Plan says the project will deal with adding additional height to the new 
seawall/bulkhead in the future “should it be necessary.”  The seawall is on state tidelands owned by 
the city.  The developer is required to replace the existing decrepit seawall/bulkhead as part of its 
long-term lease from the city when the developer’s new commercial/residential project is built.  The 
three-foot height proposed by the developer assumes there is a low risk of sea level rise 
 
 
BCDC is also discussing what new standards to adopt for shoreline development based on sea level 
rise and climate impacts which could affect the required height of the bulkhead that Bay West is 
replacing at Alameda Marina, currently planned for 36”.  The likely scenario for sea level rise is now 
predicted between 3’ to 6.5’.  
 
My question: are the citizens of the City of Alameda going to pay for the additional height 
requirements when new standards are adopted?  
 
The time to act is now, and the place to do it is in your input and changes you can require in the 
Marina Master Plan tonite.  It is not enough to point fingers at  regulatory agencies at the Federal 
level, you have local power and authority to confront the reality of sea level rise and the impact of 
climate change - right here- right now- in Alameda.  
  
Sincerely,         Pat Lamborn, 3226 Encinal Ave. Alameda   
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LARA WEISIGER

From: Dorothy Freeman <dfreeman@pacbell.net>
Sent: Monday, July 09, 2018 5:41 PM
To: Trish Spencer; Frank Matarrese; Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft; Jim Oddie; Malia Vella; LARA 

WEISIGER; Liz Warmerdam
Subject: Agenda Item 6C -  Alameda Marina Development
Attachments: Alameda_truck_route_developments-2018.pdf

July 9, 2018 
 
Mayor Trish Spencer 
Vice Mayor Malia Vella    
Councilmember Frank Matarrese 
Councilmember Marilyn Ashcraft 
Councilmember Jim Oddie   
 
Dear Mayor Spencer and Councilmembers; 
 
The development at the Alameda Maria is very complex and will have a major effect on the future of Alameda 
and the Northern Waterfront area.   
 
Alameda Point is developing 800 units on 60+ acres.  Alameda Marina is developing 760 units on just 
approximately 22 acres.  Alameda is already one of the most densely populated cities in the Bay Area.  The 
Alameda Marina development will be the most densely populated section in the city of Alameda.  With 
approximately 2000 units being planned between Sherman St. and Park St. the area, including the Alameda 
Marina, will become an extremely  congested  area of Alameda.     
 
Traffic Issues: 
 
All large truck traffic enters Alameda on the Fruitvale Bridge and travels through Alameda on Clement Avenue 
which is designated as the East to West  truck route.   Alameda Point, Alameda Landing Waterfront, North 
Housing, Main Street, Rosefield, Shipways, Del Monte, Encinal Terminals, Alameda Marina, and possibly 
Boatworks are all developments that will be under construction in Alameda over the next 5 to 10 years or 
more.  All of these developments are on the Northern and Western areas of Alameda.   
 
Presently the East West truck traffic has to travel from the Fruitvale Bridge to Alameda Point on the truck 
route.  The attached file shows the present truck route that all construction traffic will travel to provide 
deliveries to the present 10 planned Northern and Western construction sites.   
 
Not only will construction traffic travel this route, most of it will also become the Cross Alameda Bike 
Trail.  New tenants moving into the finished developments, existing residents, and bike traffic will all be 
competing with the construction traffic for use of this route.   None of the  Environmental Impact Reports, 
including the one for Alameda Marina, have  adequately addressed the cumulative effect of all this traffic on the 
Northern Waterfront city streets or egress points from the island.    
 
Note: 
 
The cumulative effect of traffic, post construction, has not been addressed adequately either.  The City's 
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Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Plan should be revised to adequately address the nearly 5000 new 
units being added to Alameda's streets.  Present mediation actions have not provided necessary plans to elevate 
every day traffic problems or to address emergency conditions like earthquake or sea level rise particular to this 
island.     
 
Commercial Core: 
 
The commercial core area should have followed the 50% commercial to 50% housing calculation for the 
Alameda Marina development.  The proposed commercial core at approximately 96,000 sq. ft. for the Alameda 
Marina is much smaller than the 250,000 sq. ft. provided before the development planning started.  Most of the 
planning for the commercial core is directed toward blue maritime industries and the boatyard and should be 
increased.  This area of Alameda, especially with the approximately 2000 new units being added,  is in need of 
everyday shopping stores in addition to the business that provide jobs.  A full-sized grocery store, large enough 
to include a pharmacy,  is needed to eliminate the car trips to Nob Hill and Lucky's.  A smaller grocery store 
would have higher prices causing shoppers to go to the other major stores, by car of course.  Other 
neighborhood stores should be provided.    
 
One store that would be a great addition to the maritime core would be a fresh fish market where fisherman 
bring their daily catch.  The fish market would be a great boost to our restaurant businesses.  These stores 
SHOULD NOT be allowed to be included in the Alameda Marina proposed commercial core square footage 
which is needed to provide quality, good paying jobs to Alameda.  The neighborhood stores must to be in 
addition to the commercial core facilities and ideally should be housed on the bottom floor of the buildings 
along Clement Avenue.     
 
Boatyard: 
 
A viable full service boatyard is necessary to retain the 3500+ boats that are homed in Alameda's marinas.  New 
marinas are being planned along the Estuary, both in Alameda and Oakland.  Many of our boat owners have 
already moved their boats from Alameda to other boatyards in the Bay Area.  Svendsen's was a very successful 
boatyard.  Boaters need full services.  The services provided by Svendsen's need to be replaced so the boatyard 
can be successful and keep Alameda's boating dollars and jobs in Alameda.  The search for a new boatyard 
manager must be a combined effort of the city and the developer.  The developer made it clear in the early 
meetings that they did not have a vision of a boatyard in their development and past boatyard managers have 
experienced problems with the present management.  The City staff will need to oversee, not only the search for 
a new boatyard manager, but also the ongoing management of the boatyard to guarantee success.  We cannot be 
telling customers of this major and historical business to take their dollars and go to other cities outside of 
Alameda for their boating needs.   The master plan states 15 boats would be able to receive land side 
services.  If building C is built in the center of the boatyard "flex space" there would no longer be room for the 
15 boats needing haul work leaving the boatyard no longer viable.  The plan to have only dockyard services and 
the concierge service to replace a land side full service boatyard are not viable.  
 
Special Note: 
 
The commercial and boatyard areas need to be rezoned to commercial only to protect them going into the 
future.  Without this protection, future property owners can return to any City Council and request replacing 
them with housing. 
 
Respectfully  
 
Dorothy Freeman 
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cc:  City Clerk Lara Weisiger  
      Acting City Manager Elizabeth Warmerdam  



 
Serving Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin and San Francisco counties. 

 
July 6, 2018 
 
Mayor Spencer and Members of the City Council 
City of Alameda  
2263 Santa Clara Avenue 
Alameda, CA  94501 
 
Re:  Agenda Item 6-C: Alameda Marina Project 

 
Dear Mayor Spencer and Members of the City Council: 
 
The Sierra Club recommends postponing a decision on the Alameda Marina Master Plan (“Master 
Plan”) until future climate adaptation measures are better addressed. 
 
Specifically, we urge the City Council to postpone approval of the Master Plan until the height of 
the seawall on the date of construction is increased to provide long-term protection against sea level 
rise. This will provide protection from sea level rise in the beginning and would avoid having the 
City be faced with funding the retrofit of its seawall/bulkhead in the future. 
 
The Master Plan calls for the height of the new seawall/bulkhead to withstand three feet of sea level 
rise.  The height will be retrofitted with additional height “if necessary” in the future; however, the 
three-foot height standard for this project is based on outdated information. The built-in protection 
against a minimum of 36 inches of sea level rise will not guarantee protection for “75 to 100 years,” 
as asserted in the Master Plan, since the State of California’s current range of least risk to extreme 
risk projections are as high as 10 feet (see attached table).  The only feature that is “built-in” for 100 
years is adaptability, not protection. 
 
In March of 2018, the State of California issued updated guidance on planning for sea level rise and 
climate change.  The Ocean Protection Council in conjunction with the Natural Resources Agency 
advised the following in its Sea Level Rise Guidance – 2018 Update: “Projects in the scoping or 
early stages … should adjust sea-level rise projections to incorporate the latest projections in order 
to maximize a project’s lifetime and plan for a more resilient coastline.” Additionally, the City 
wrote in its scope of work for a climate adaptation grant from CalTrans: “Current projections 
through the 21st century by state and regional agencies consider the possibility that seas will rise 
substantially higher [than 36 inches].”  
 
Rather than the City burden itself with having to raise the seawall in the future, the Sierra Club 
recommends that the seawall’s height be increased at the time of construction. We further 
recommend that the City begin the planning needed for climate protection and resilience. 
 
We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this matter. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Luis Amezcua 
Chair, Executive Committee 
Sierra Club, Northern Alameda County Group 

http://www.opc.ca.gov/webmaster/ftp/pdf/agenda_items/20180314/Item3_Exhibit-A_OPC_SLR_Guidance-rd3.pdf


Table 13 excerpted from Sea Level Rise Guidance – 2018 Update, Ocean Protection Council, State 
of California, March 2018. 
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LARA WEISIGER

From: NANCY McPeak
Sent: Monday, July 09, 2018 9:26 AM
To: LARA WEISIGER
Cc: IRMA Glidden
Subject: FW: Alameda Marina

Another one! 
 
Nancy McPeak 
City of Alameda 
Community Development Department 
2263 Santa Clara Avenue 
Alameda, Ca 94501 
510‐747‐6854 
 

From: June [mailto:junethebookkeeper@gmail.com]  
Sent: Monday, July 09, 2018 9:19 AM 
To: Trish Spencer <TSpencer@alamedaca.gov>; NANCY McPeak <NMcPeak@alamedaca.gov>; Malia Vella 
<MVella@alamedaca.gov>; Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft <MEzzyAshcraft@alamedaca.gov>; City Manager 
<MANAGER@alamedaca.gov> 
Subject: Alameda Marina 
 
I hope Alameda will be able to maintain it’s character and heritage during this onslaught of development. I came to 
Alameda in the 80s via sailing and worked in the boating industry for 35 years. It provided me with a good living and a 
great lifestyle. Not a million dollar home … I’ve been a renter all this time. The boating industry in Alameda provides 
access to everyday folks. The waterfront on the estuary is unique for small boat activity. Many small marine businesses 
have made Alameda their home. …. And people like me! 
June Johnson 
920 Santa Clara Ave 
 
 

Blue Economy and Maritime sectors include industrial and commercial 
businesses that provide ship building and repair, recreational marinas, and blue 
tech research and development, engineering, software and advanced 
manufacturing. They are a core component of Alameda’s economy and 
community identity. The estuary shoreline offers calm water for launch of a 
variety of sea craft and innovative/experimental containers to create and grow 
new products and services. Challenges to growing this sector include 
displacement due to the conversion of industrial lands for residential 
development. We have already seen this at Grand Marina where businesses 
were displaced to make space for a housing development. Opportunities exist to 
leverage Alameda’s unique waterfront assets. Some specific strategies for doing 
so are listed in the Strategic Plan to provide a range of quality jobs by supporting 
innovative businesses. 
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LARA WEISIGER

From: NANCY McPeak
Sent: Monday, July 09, 2018 8:54 AM
To: LARA WEISIGER
Cc: IRMA Glidden
Subject: FW: Keep the Blue Economy Alive in Alameda

Here’s another! 
 
Nancy McPeak 
City of Alameda 
Community Development Department 
2263 Santa Clara Avenue 
Alameda, Ca 94501 
510‐747‐6854 
 

From: June [mailto:junethebookkeeper@gmail.com]  
Sent: Saturday, July 07, 2018 1:27 PM 
To: Trish Spencer <TSpencer@alamedaca.gov>; NANCY McPeak <NMcPeak@alamedaca.gov>; Malia Vella 
<MVella@alamedaca.gov>; Jim Oddie <JOddie@alamedaca.gov>; Frank Matarrese <FMatarrese@alamedaca.gov>; 
Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft <MEzzyAshcraft@alamedaca.gov>; City Manager <MANAGER@alamedaca.gov> 
Subject: Keep the Blue Economy Alive in Alameda 
 
 

Dear Members of Alameda City Council, 
 
Alameda has a jobs/housing imbalance and we need to find ways to reduce the 
number of cars that belong to Alamedans using our bridges and tubes. We live in 
one of the most densely populated Bay Area cities with over 3000 housing units 
per square mile. The state and region does have a housing shortage; but 
Alameda has a shortage of both affordable housing and jobs that pay a living 
wage . At the same time, we are contemplating adding more market - rate 
housing at Alameda Marina while using the land that once provided for living 
wage jobs. 
 
Alameda’s New Strategic Plan for Economic Development is the culmination of 
work done by city consultants, city staff and members of the public who are 
Alameda citizens. Two of the business sectors highlighted for development are 
Housing and the Blue Economy and Maritime industries which are ideally located 
on the water. Housing can be built anywhere.  
 
Blue Economy and Maritime sectors include industrial and commercial 
businesses that provide ship building and repair, recreational marinas, and blue 
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tech research and development, engineering, software and advanced 
manufacturing. They are a core component of Alameda’s economy and 
community identity. The estuary shoreline offers calm water for launch of a 
variety of sea craft and innovative/experimental containers to create and grow 
new products and services. Challenges to growing this sector include 
displacement due to the conversion of industrial lands for residential 
development. We have already seen this at Grand Marina where businesses 
were displaced to make space for a housing development. Opportunities exist to 
leverage Alameda’s unique waterfront assets. Some specific strategies for doing 
so are listed in the Strategic Plan to provide a range of quality jobs by supporting 
innovative businesses. 
 
The Strategic Plan integrates the housing sector initiatives in the Northern 
Waterfront area on former sites along the estuary IN CONJUCTION with 
strategies 3.2 and 3.3 from the Blue economy and maritime sector. These read 
as:  
 
Strategy 3.2 - Update land use and zoning regulations for waterfront sites to 
preserve  
economically viable water - dependent maritime uses and maintain adequate 
access to the water for business operations.  
 
Strategy 3.3 – Identify locations and sites best positioned to serve and retain 
maritime  
businesses and review adequacy of existing zoning for these locations to support 
maritime industrial uses by 2019 and make recommendations to change zoning 
to preserve these uses by  
2020. 
 
Are we going to run out of time? Is this project going to get approved now and 
then, in 6 – 18 months find it does not have the capacity or zoning to create blue 
economy and maritime businesses?  Of all the residential development projects 
planned in Alameda, the only ones that are located directly on the calm waters of 
the estuary with buildings that lend themselves to be adaptively reused for 
business purposes are Alameda Landing and Alameda Marina. Of these two, 
only Alameda Marina has an established recreational maritime presence which 
Alamedans can enjoy in addition to the economical merits of commercial 
development. 
 
It is imperative that enough land be preserved for commercial purposes at 
Alameda Marina for both economic development and local living wage jobs. 
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Please include a plan for permanently allocating the maximum amount of square 
footage possible for development of Blue Economy and Maritime businesses. We 
can’t allow any developer to appeal to city officials of the future to convert the 
commercial core to residential purposes in addition to the very high number of 
housing units already proposed for this location. Alamedans deserve to keep the 
city’s industrial and commercial assets above the financial interests of 
developers.  
 
Sincerely, 
June Johnson 
920 Santa Clara Ave 
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LARA WEISIGER

From: NANCY McPeak
Sent: Monday, July 09, 2018 8:52 AM
To: LARA WEISIGER
Cc: IRMA Glidden
Subject: FW: No to BayWest Proposal atAlameda Marina unless amended to include adequate 

support for maritime activities.

FYI‐Comments for the Alameda Marina project.  It doesn’t seem like you received this one. 
Thanks 
 
Nancy McPeak 
City of Alameda 
Community Development Department 
2263 Santa Clara Avenue 
Alameda, Ca 94501 
510‐747‐6854 
 

From: Ben Eastwood [mailto:beniwood@mac.com]  
Sent: Friday, July 06, 2018 3:41 PM 
To: NANCY McPeak <NMcPeak@alamedaca.gov>; Trish Spencer <TSpencer@alamedaca.gov>; Malia Vella 
<MVella@alamedaca.gov>; Frank Matarrese <FMatarrese@alamedaca.gov>; Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft 
<MEzzyAshcraft@alamedaca.gov>; Jim Oddie <JOddie@alamedaca.gov> 
Subject: No to BayWest Proposal atAlameda Marina unless amended to include adequate support for maritime 
activities. 

 
I am opposed to the BAYWEST Proposal for Alameda Marina. Alameda Marina is a regional asset and an 
essential part of the greater boating community ecosystem. 
 
The boatyard proposal is inadequate to support the existing boating community let alone growth with additional 
marinas along the estuaryand regionally. We need a functional equivalent to Svendsen’s with travel lift haul 
outs and the elevator for floating homes and boats too large for the travel lift. Boatyards are disappearing at an 
alarming rate and are nearly impossible to regain. Do it yourself boatyards such as Svendsen's are even rarer 
and help keep water access affordable.Alameda and the region cannotafford the loss of another Boatyard. The 
plan needs to include a full service boatyard including the elevator for boats toolarge for the travel lift and local 
floating homes. Planning board member says it in the 
correspondence: https://alameda.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=6344643&GUID=4C54173C-8F16-46F5-
9939-F65902058376 
 
The mast-up dry storage area is inadequate in space size and quantity. The logistics of the proposed layout do 
not seem feasible from an operational point of view-especially during surge timesof race days, weekends, and 
holidays. Mast up dry storage is more environmentally friendly and more affordable. The at the location on the 
west end shown in the plan is extremely shallow and would require massive dredging efforts with possible toxic 
environmental issues due to previous use as military shipyard. The logistics of boats queuing up on land and on 
water are challenging,at best,in the proposal. These logistics issuesare readily addressed by the existing 3 ton 
hoist area and the previous 2 ton hoist area with an inbound and outbound lane to the hoists and large adjacent 
side tie docks. The dry storage mast up area should be comparable to the capability of mid 2015 with 2 hoists(2 
ton and 3 ton). For improved logisticseach should be 3 ton capacity.Dry sailing is an ecological and affordable 
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means formany to enjoy boating. The plan needs to have the capacity (space size and quantity), cost, land/sea 
logistics, and redundancy of Mid 2015. The mid 2015 capability had 2 hoists and excellent land/sea queuing 
logistics supporting boats nearly 40 ft in length (with trailer) on double axle trailers. When the 2 ton hoist was 
decommissioned only the 3 ton hoist remained. When the 3 ton hoist failed, it prevented tenants from using 
their boats-at a popular and critical time. The proposed plan removes individual tow vehicles for each trailer 
greatly complicating logistics and increasing vulnerability of tenants from water access. The "mule" approach 
needs to support and be tested for the largest boat/trailer in use such as a Hobie 33. Contingency plans for such 
events need to be included such as no fee use of boatyard travel lift and/or mobile crane rental as was done in 
the past. Functional equivalent solutions (such as Versa-dock) might be permissible if offered at the same price 
as dry sailed fee for any dry sailed (or power) boat active since mid 2015 including those that left since that 
time. Any returning tenant would need to adhere to guidelines. 
 
Marina Wet berth vehicle parking quantity and logistics seem inadequate to support the marina use. It 
is common for boaters to transport boating gear, food, foul weather clothing to/from boat and vehicle.Alameda 
Marina is being transformed into a high density neighborhood withlimited parking. There needs to be a parking 
management plan that dedicates parking for marina tenants (dry sailed and slips) in close proximity to their 
boats and in quantities sufficient for peak use times of holidays, weekends and Wed, Friday nights. SF City 
Marina has a solution to this problem. Alameda Marina should do the same or have a functional equivalent. 
 
It has become apparent that a 3rdparty would be useful to improve communications between tenants and marina 
management and the city-Island Wide. The City also could improve its outreach to the greater boating/maritime 
community. This task is bigger than a part time volunteer role. 
 
Thanks for your attention and this opportunity to support affordable water access, 
 
Ben Eastwood 
email: beniwood@mac.com 
mobile: 510-375-7245 
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LARA WEISIGER

From: Peter Cornue <pcornue@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, July 06, 2018 3:55 PM
To: Jeffrey Cavanaugh; Ronald Curtis; David Mitchell; Sandy Sullivan; Alan Teague; NANCY 

McPeak; Trish Spencer; Malia Vella; Frank Matarrese; Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft; Jim Oddie; 
LARA WEISIGER; Liz Warmerdam; City Manager; Janet Kern; info@sawwaction.org

Subject: NO to Alameda Marina proposal unless amended

I am opposed to the BAYWEST Proposal for Alameda Marina.  
 
I could repeat the arguments of SAWW but as a lifelong boater my simple platform is this: The Alameda 
Marina is a regional asset like no other. Neither Oakland nor San Francisco can provide essential and affordable 
services to the boating/maritime community as Alameda does. Alameda should be proud of this and fight to 
ensure its vitality. By diluting the very services that make Alameda unique, Alameda is both missing an 
opportunity to strengthen its brand and tempting fate that it will not become increasingly uniform, generic or 
ultimately faceless. 
 
Thanks for your attention and this opportunity to support affordable water access 
Peter Cornue 
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LARA WEISIGER

From: Mary Berman <MBerman@fogcty.com>
Sent: Friday, July 06, 2018 1:03 PM
To: Ronald Curtis; Jeffrey Cavanaugh; David Mitchell; Sandy Sullivan; Alan Teague; NANCY 

McPeak; Trish Spencer; Malia Vella; Frank Matarrese; Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft; Jim Oddie; 
LARA WEISIGER; Liz Warmerdam; Janet Kern; info@sawwaction.org

Subject: Saving Alameda's sailing and marine warterfront

 
TO: 
rcurtis@alamedaca.gov; jcavanaugh@alamedaca.gov; dmitchell@alamedaca.gov; ssullivan@alamedaca.gov; ateague@
alamedaca.gov; nmcpeak@alamedaca.gov; tspencer@alamedaca.gov; mvella@alamedaca.gov; fmatarrese@alamedaca
.gov; mezzyashcraft@alamedaca.gov;joddie@alamedaca.gov; lweisiger@alamedaca.gov; 
lwarmerdam@alamedaca.gov;manager@alamedaca.gov ; jkern@alamedaca.gov; info@sawwaction.org  
Subject:  
No to Bay West Proposal at Alameda Marina unless amended 
I am opposed to the BAY WEST Proposal for Alameda Marina. Alameda Marina is a regional asset and an essential part 
of the greater boating community ecosystem. 
1- The boatyard proposal is inadequate to support the existing boating community let alone growth with additional marinas 
along the estuary and regionally. We need a functional equivalent to Svendsen’s with travel lift haul outs and the elevator 
for floating homes and boats too large for the travel lift. Boatyards are disappearing at an alarming rate and are nearly 
impossible to regain. Do it yourself boatyards such as Svendsen's are even rarer and help keep water access affordable. 
Alameda and the region cannot afford the loss of another Boatyard. The plan needs to include a full service 
boatyard including the elevator for boats too large for the travel lift and local floating homes. Planning board member 
says it in the correspondence https://alameda.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=6344643&GUID=4C54173C-8F16-
46F5-9939-F65902058376 
2- The mast-up dry storage area is inadequate in space size and quantity. The logistics of the proposed layout do not 
seem feasible from an operational point of view- especially during surge times of race days, weekends, and holidays. 
Mast up dry storage is more environmentally friendly and more affordable. The at the location on the west end shown in 
the plan is extremely shallow and would require massive dredging efforts with possible toxic environmental issues due to 
previous use as military shipyard. The logistics of boats queuing up on land and on water are challenging, at best, in the 
proposal. These logistics issues are readily addressed by the existing 3 ton hoist area and the previous 2 ton hoist area 
with an inbound and outbound lane to the hoists and large adjacent side tie docks. The dry storage mast up area should 
be comparable to the capability of mid 2015 with 2 hoists (2 ton and 3 ton). For improved logistics each should be 3 ton 
capacity. 
Dry sailing is an ecological and affordable means for many to enjoy boating. The plan needs to have the capacity 
(space size and quantity), cost, land/sea logistics, and redundancy of Mid 2015. The mid 2015 capability had 2 
hoists and excellent land/sea queuing logistics supporting boats nearly 40 ft in length (with trailer) on double axle 
trailers. When the 2 ton hoist was decommissioned only the 3 ton hoist remained. When the 3 ton hoist failed, it 
prevented tenants from using their boats- at a popular and critical time. The proposed plan removes individual tow 
vehicles for each trailer greatly complicating logistics and increasing vulnerability of tenants from water access. The 
"mule" approach needs to support and be tested for the largest boat/trailer in use such as a Hobie 33. Contingency 
plans for such events need to be included such as no fee use of boatyard travel lift and/or mobile crane rental as 
was done in the past. Functional equivalent solutions (such as Versa-dock) might be permissible if offered at the 
same price as dry sailed fee for any dry sailed (or power) boat active since mid 2015 including those that left since 
that time. Any returning tenant would need to adhere to guidelines.  
3-Marina Wet berth vehicle parking quantity and logistics seem inadequate to support the marina use. It is common for 
boaters to transport boating gear, food, foul weather clothing to/from boat and vehicle. 
Alameda Marina is being transformed into a high density neighborhood with limited parking. There needs to be a 
parking management plan that dedicates parking for marina tenants (dry sailed and slips) in close proximity to their 
boats and in quantities sufficient for peak use times of holidays, weekends and Wed, Friday nights. SF City Marina 
has a solution to this problem. Alameda Marina should do the same or have a functional equivalent. 
4- It has become apparent that a 3rd party would be useful to improve communications between tenants and marina 
management and the city- Island Wide. The City also could improve its outreach to the greater boating/maritime 
community. This task is bigger than a part time volunteer role. 
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Thanks for your attention and this opportunity to support affordable water access 
(Your name) 
<< End form letter 
Attachment A1 
Exhibit 1 Master plan https://alameda.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=6338225&GUID=FD7713E9-F800-4FC6-896E-
EA21F6EBF474 
Attachment A2 
*Contacts to be included in mailings:  
Cut and paste in your email TO: 
nmcpeak@alamedaca.gov tspencer@alamedaca.gov mvella@alamedaca.gov fmatarrese@alamedaca.gov 
mezzyashcraft@alamedaca.gov joddie@alamedaca.gov manager@alamedaca.gov jkern@alamedaca.gov 
contact@sawwaction.org athomas@alamedaca.gov lwarmerdam@alamedaca.gov jkern@alamedaca.gov  
lweisiger@alamedaca.gov 
City Council  
Mayor Trish Spencer tspencer@alamedaca.gov 
Vice Mayor Melia Vella mvella@alamedaca.gov  
Council Member Frank Matarrese fmatarrese@alamedaca.gov  
Council Member Marlyn Ashcraft mezzyashcraft@alamedaca.gov  
Council Member Jim Oddie joddie@alamedaca.gov  
City Clerk Lara Weisiger lweisiger@alamedaca.gov  
Acting City Manager Liz Warmerdam lwarmerdam@alamedaca.gov  or manager@alamedaca.gov   
City Attorney Janet Kern jkern@alamedaca.gov  
SAWW contact@sawwaction.org 



June 12, 2018 
 
Dear Mayor Spencer, Vice Mayor Vella, Councilmembers Ashcroft, Mattarese, 
Oddie 

RE: Alameda Marina Development 

About 3,000 sail and power boats call Alameda home.  Boaters come as far away as 
Fresno and Nevada.  These boaters bring economic benefits.  Rental slips pay a 
monthly fee to the City.  Owners spend the weekend, eat in our restaurants, shop our 
hardware and West Marine stores.   Sailing classes for kids and adults are full with 
wait lists for the summer.  Do we really want to give that all up? 

If a developer gets its way much of this may be lost.  To maintain a flourishing 
boating economy, there must a full-service boat yard.  It must be able to sand and 
paint boat bottoms, sand and refurbish varnish, as well as provide repairs And it 
must be able to work on enough boats at the same time to be profitable.  That’s not 
what’s being proposed.   

The special elevator that brings the larger boats and house boats out of the water is 
also missing in the new plan.  Bay West says it can take these boats out and repair 
them. Only problem with that is three houseboats have to come out at the same 

time.  What is the likelihood three of the 40 houseboats need repair simultaneously?  
Houseboats are too delicate to travel across the bay for service, 

Why not just use Grand Marina (the only Alameda marina left) for service?  It’s too 
small.  Currently, there is a 5-week wait for service there and the yard across the 
Estuary—that’s half the sailing season!  It used to be only 2 weeks.  To tow a boat 
across the bay for repair is cost prohibitive. 

The strategic business plan for the City calls for marine and blue tech industries as 
part of its growth plan. Support that goal and help a full marina flourish. 

Please vote for the following: 

1. Require sufficient space for a full-service boat yard  that includes 

sanding and painting at Alameda Marina 

2. Put the City of Alameda in charge of the RFP process for a national 

search for a boat yard operator. Sufficient time must be allocated. due in 

part to the high cost of Bay Area living 

3. Yard size and infrastructure for a profitable marina is to be determined 

by the new operator.   

Cordially, 

Sandy Sullivan, planning board member 
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