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LARA WEISIGER

From: Alan Teague <alan@alameda.morphdog.com>
Sent: Tuesday, October 01, 2019 3:49 PM
To: LARA WEISIGER
Subject: Re: Proposed 2019 Water Quality and Flood Protection Initiative

*** CAUTION: This email message is coming from a non-City email address. Do not click links or open 
attachments unless you trust the sender and know the content is safe.  Please contact the Help Desk with any 
questions. *** 
 
Lara,  
 
Yes, please use my typed name as my signature for the protest. 
 
Thank you, 
Alan 
 
 

On Oct 1, 2019, at 3:47 PM, LARA WEISIGER <LWEISIGER@alamedaca.gov> wrote: 
 
Hi Alan, 
Please confirm you would like your typed name to serve as your signature and I will include your protest 
in the meeting record. 
Thanks, 
Lara 
  

From: Alan Teague [mailto:alan@alameda.morphdog.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, October 01, 2019 3:41 PM 
To: Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft <MEzzyAshcraft@alamedaca.gov>; John Knox White 
<JknoxWhite@alamedaca.gov>; Tony Daysog <TDaysog@alamedaca.gov>; Malia Vella 
<MVella@alamedaca.gov>; Jim Oddie <JOddie@alamedaca.gov> 
Cc: City Clerk <CLERK@alamedaca.gov> 
Subject: Proposed 2019 Water Quality and Flood Protection Initiative 
  

*** CAUTION: This email message is coming from a non-City email address. Do not click links or open 
attachments unless you trust the sender and know the content is safe.  Please contact the Help Desk with any 
questions. *** 
  

*** CAUTION: This email message is coming from a non-City email address. Do not click links or open 
attachments unless you trust the sender and know the content is safe.  Please contact the Help Desk with any 
questions. *** 
  
Dear Mayor Ashcraft, Vice-Mayor Knox White, Council Members Daysog, Vella and Oddie, 
  
California Proposition 218 requires that a property-related fee program expenses to be fairly 
distributed among property owners: 
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The local government bears the burden of proving by a preponderance of 
the evidence that a levy, charge, or other exaction is not a tax, that the amount is 
no more than necessary to cover the reasonable costs of the governmental activity, 
and that the manner in which those costs are allocated to a payor bear a fair or 
reasonable relationship to the payor’s burdens on, or benefits received from, the 
governmental activity. 

  
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=CONS&sectionNum=SECTION%201.&article=XI
II%20C 
  
In the proposed ordinance there is a definition for ‘multi-family residential’ which includes the 
Use Code 7200 Single Family Residence Converted to 5+ units parcels. From an imperviousness 
point-of-view, these parcels are still on par with single family homes.  
  
According to Jerry Bradshaw of the SCI Consulting group: 
- 110 parcels are Use Code 7200 
- Number of residential units vary from 5-12 with only 5 parcels having 10-12 units 
- Lot size varies from 0.07 to 0.48 acres with the largest one having an approximate 55% 
impervious rating 
- Many apartment buildings are up around 100% impervious 
  
I own one of these parcels and am next door to a ‘real’ apartment building. 
- The vast majority of rain water on my property goes into the ground, not the storm water 
system 
- The vast majority of the rain water on the neighboring edge-to-edge apartment building goes 
into the storm water system 
- Both of these parcels will be paying approximately the same $400+ per year fee. 
  
Had the carriage house not been converted into two units using the City’s Substantial 
Rehabilitation program, the parcel would pay $85.06 per year under this proposal. The footprint 
of the buildings on the parcel are the same. 
  
The fee proposed by this initiative does not bear a fair or reasonable relationship to the impact 
the 7200 Use Code parcels impose on the storm water system. 
  
Please change the definition of ‘multi-family residential’ to clarify that the 7200 Use Code IS 
NOT synonymous with apartment and IS NOT categorized as non-residential. 
  
I’m in favor of this work but I want to see the fee fairly distributed according to Prop 218. 
Currently 10% of the parcels are paying over 50% of the total fee. 
  
Unless the requested change to the definition of ‘multi-family' is made, consider this a protest of 
the 2019 Water Quality and Flood Protection Initiative. 
  
Best regards, 
Alan Teague 
Alameda Resident and Property Owner 
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LARA WEISIGER

From: Ginnon <ginnonc@comcast.net>
Sent: Monday, September 30, 2019 2:21 PM
To: LARA WEISIGER
Subject: RE: 2019 Water Quality and Flood protection fee

*** CAUTION: This email message is coming from a non-City email address. Do not click links or open 
attachments unless you trust the sender and know the content is safe.  Please contact the Help Desk with any 
questions. *** 
 
Confirmed ‐ Ginnon A Cunningham is my official signature.  Thank you 
 

From: LARA WEISIGER [mailto:LWEISIGER@alamedaca.gov]  
Sent: Monday, September 30, 2019 1:59 PM 
To: Ginnon 
Subject: RE: 2019 Water Quality and Flood protection fee 
 
Hi Ginnon, 
Thank you for your email.  Please respond to this email to confirm you would like your typed name below to serve as 
your official signature. 
Thank you, 
Lara 
 
Lara Weisiger, City Clerk 
City of Alameda 
 

From: Ginnon [mailto:ginnonc@comcast.net]  
Sent: Monday, September 30, 2019 12:15 PM 
To: City Clerk <CLERK@alamedaca.gov>; Sarah Henry <SHenry@alamedaca.gov> 
Subject: 2019 Water Quality and Flood protection fee 
 

*** CAUTION: This email message is coming from a non-City email address. Do not click links or open 
attachments unless you trust the sender and know the content is safe.  Please contact the Help Desk with any 
questions. *** 
 
*** CAUTION: This email message is coming from a non-City email address. Do not click links or open 
attachments unless you trust the sender and know the content is safe.  Please contact the Help Desk with any 
questions. *** 
 
I am not in favor of yet another fee and thus oppose the city using Prop 218 to add another tax. Please record 
my opposition. 
             
Ginnon A Cunningham 
2521 Washington Way 
Alameda, CA 94501 
GinnonC@comcast.net 
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LARA WEISIGER

From: Reyla Graber <reylagraber@aol.com>
Sent: Monday, September 30, 2019 2:03 PM
To: LARA WEISIGER
Subject: Re: Water Quality Initiative

*** CAUTION: This email message is coming from a non-City email address. Do not click links or open 
attachments unless you trust the sender and know the content is safe.  Please contact the Help Desk with any 
questions. *** 
 
Hi Laura,  
Yes,its ok to use George and mine typed names. 
Thank you, 
 

-----Original Message----- 
From: LARA WEISIGER <LWEISIGER@alamedaca.gov> 
To: Reyla Graber <reylagraber@aol.com> 
Sent: Mon, Sep 30, 2019 1:59 pm 
Subject: RE: Water Quality Initiative 

Hi Reyla, 
Can you please let me know if you would like your email to be used as a protest using your typed name as you 
written signature? 
Thanks, 
Lara 
  

From: Reyla Graber [mailto:reylagraber@aol.com]  
Sent: Monday, September 30, 2019 12:43 PM 
To: Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft <MEzzyAshcraft@alamedaca.gov>; John Knox White 
<JknoxWhite@alamedaca.gov>; Tony Daysog <TDaysog@alamedaca.gov>; Malia Vella 
<MVella@alamedaca.gov>; Jim Oddie <JOddie@alamedaca.gov> 
Cc: ellivitt@alamedaca.gov; LARA WEISIGER <LWEISIGER@alamedaca.gov> 
Subject: Water Quality Initiative 
  
*** CAUTION: This email message is coming from a non-City email address. Do not click links or open attachments 
unless you trust the sender and know the content is safe.  Please contact the Help Desk with any questions. ***
  
Dear Mayor  and City Council Members,  
  
Below is a summary from George Humphries, engineer and long time Alameda resident.  
His summary( below) concerns various figures given to the public regarding the 2019 Water Quality and Flood Protection initiative. 
Per George's analysis, the figures show several substantial discrepancies between the August 14 public mailing, the Public Meeting 
Fact Sheet and the City of Alameda website re Clean Water Initiative. 
  
1. Existing  income is stated to be $2.5 million a year 
  
2. Proposed increase in monthly and/or yearly charges for average sized residence: 
     Current fee    = $56.00 per year (pg.3 of website etc) 
     Additional fee= $78.00 per year 
                             _____________ 
                              $134.00 per year divided by 12 months = $11.17 per month ( ok --this figure checks out) 
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2.Annual budget figures:  
  Pg 7 of 8 of website figures: 
 (www.alamedaca.gov/clean water) 
      
 Current budget                                                            $4million  year divided by  
 Without increase must decrease  by                   _       $1 million a year  
                                                                            __________________ 
                                                                                   =   3million/year    = 1.33  or 133 % per cent increase  
  
The proposed fee of                                  $ 134.00 /year divided by  
                                                                                    $56.00/ year         = 2.39  or  239 % per cent  increase 
                                                                                                                                                                           
This is a difference of over 100%. So does the total fee include capital expenditures? What? 
It must include more than bare operating costs. 
  
However,the original public mailing dated 8/14/ 2019 contained different figures: 
Existing income                                                              $2.5 million/ yr 
Current expenses                                                           $4.2 million/yr 
Needed to prevent current degradation                         $5.4 million/yr      
                                                                               +------------------------------------ 
                                                                                   =  $9.6 million/yr 
  
Please compare  $9.6 million with $4million/yr cited above. This does not correlate. 
  
So, $9.6 million/yr. divided by $2.5 million/yr( stated current income)= 3.84 or a 384% increase , 
Whereas  the new proposed total is only $239% /yr. 
  
Then in the original mailing it also says they additionally they  need a $30 million bond for capital improvement. 
Would this amount be covered by a future bond issue? Depending upon the terms of a capitol bond, 
they might need $1.5 million to $2 million per year to pay off the bonds--in addition. 
Therefore, with the  30 m dollar bond,they might need $11 million to $12 million /yr total. 
Assuming 25,000 residents, this bond plus the Initiative would require about $400.00 per year per residence. 
  
In conclusion, as you the City Council, are the public guardians for Alameda residents and their taxpaying  pocket books-- 
if you have not already done so-- we ask you to take an in depth look and  further analysis of the Water Quality Initiative figures. 
  
  
Thank you, 
George Humphreys  
Reyla Graber 
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LARA WEISIGER

From: John Knox White
Sent: Friday, September 27, 2019 1:47 PM
To: Liam Garland; City Clerk
Cc: Eric Levitt; Yibin Shen
Subject: FW: the Storm Drain and Sewer fee

Forwarding for response (Team Liam I believe) and to lodge their vote if they didn’t also send to the clerk’s office. 
(Irma/Lara/etc) 
 
 
Best, 
 
John Knox White 
Vice Mayor, Alameda 
 

From: Patricia Bowen <patsbowen@yahoo.com>  
Sent: Friday, September 27, 2019 1:41 PM 
To: Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft <MEzzyAshcraft@alamedaca.gov>; John Knox White <JknoxWhite@alamedaca.gov>; Jim 
Oddie <JOddie@alamedaca.gov>; Tony Daysog <TDaysog@alamedaca.gov>; Malia Vella <MVella@alamedaca.gov> 
Cc: Sarah Henry <SHenry@alamedaca.gov> 
Subject: the Storm Drain and Sewer fee 
 

*** CAUTION: This email message is coming from a non-City email address. Do not click links or 
open attachments unless you trust the sender and know the content is safe.  Please contact the Help 
Desk with any questions. *** 
 
2019 Water Quality and Flood Protection Fee Protest, c/o City Clerk, 2263 Santa Clara Ave., Room 380, Alameda, CA 
 
To the City Council: 
I am a property owner at 3009 Windsor Drive and 1336 Broadway in Alameda.  I am writing to protest the manner in which 
you have proceeded to impose a storm drain/sewer fee on property owners in this city. 
 
First, I did not receive the initial letter dated August 14th.  I saw a copy only when my neighbors showed me their letter.  I 
should have received two copies. 
 
Second, the July 16th report is incomprehensible to the average property owner.  For example, we question why we 
would pay for lagoon drainage on private properties along the south shore of the island.  We cannot use these for even a 
walk.  The BFI lagoons are accessible to the public, but not the south shore lagoons. 
 
Third, aren’t the lagoons the object of fees collected from the various HOAs?  Is this not double payment for the same 
service? 
 
Fourth, why did the City of Alameda wait 15 years before asking for a report (how much did that cost us??) and then 
suddenly impose these fees, under duress, otherwise the Island would sink?  This shows poor administrative planning. 
 
Fifth, it seems that all controversial measures and decisions are proposed over the summer months when families are 
away, or in the weeks before school starts, when families are busy getting ready for the new school and work year.  Is it 
easier to push these measures through when no one is paying attention?  By the way, I have seen this with the ARPD and 
AUSD, besides the City Council. 
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Sixth, one of my properties is a fourplex rental unit.  The City Council voted to limit any increase in rents to 2.8% every 12 
months.  It is ironic that now the City will boost our storm drain/sewer fees by 238%.  How can you justify such short 
notice?  The decision to limit rent increases also came with very short notice.  I am not a big landlord!  And I am not alone 
in that respect. 
 
I was not in town on August 28th and September 10th for the presentation of this project.  However, I have read all 
literature and still have no clear picture where the money will go.  Sorry to say, but with the malfeasance demonstrated by 
some current councilmembers, I don’t trust you. 
 
Today, I would vote NO.  It is up to you to regain my trust. 
 
Sincerely, Patricia Bowen, property owner in Alameda 
     September 26, 2019 
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LARA WEISIGER

From: Todd Wehmann <ptwehmann@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, September 10, 2019 5:51 PM
To: LARA WEISIGER
Subject: Re: Against Proposed Water Quality/Flood Fee Increase

*** CAUTION: This email message is coming from a non-City email address. Do not click links or open 
attachments unless you trust the sender and know the content is safe.  Please contact the Help Desk with any 
questions. *** 
 
No need to mail.  Typed signature is fine.  Thanks 
 
On Tue, Sep 10, 2019 at 4:22 PM LARA WEISIGER <LWEISIGER@alamedaca.gov> wrote: 

The other option is to mail a signed letter to the Clerk’s office. 

  

From: Todd Wehmann [mailto:ptwehmann@gmail.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, September 10, 2019 4:11 PM 
To: LARA WEISIGER <LWEISIGER@alamedaca.gov> 
Subject: Re: Against Proposed Water Quality/Flood Fee Increase 

  

*** CAUTION: This email message is coming from a non-City email address. Do not click links or open 
attachments unless you trust the sender and know the content is safe.  Please contact the Help Desk with any 
questions. *** 

  

I guess.  Is there another option? 

  

On Tue, Sep 10, 2019 at 9:06 AM LARA WEISIGER <LWEISIGER@alamedaca.gov> wrote: 

Hi Todd, 

Can you please confirm that you would like your typed name below to serve as your signature for this protest? 

Thanks, 

Lara 

  

Lara Weisiger, City Clerk 
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City of Alameda 

  

From: Todd Wehmann [mailto:ptwehmann@gmail.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, September 10, 2019 8:34 AM 
To: City Clerk <CLERK@alamedaca.gov> 
Subject: Against Proposed Water Quality/Flood Fee Increase 

  

*** CAUTION: This email message is coming from a non-City email address. Do not click links or open 
attachments unless you trust the sender and know the content is safe.  Please contact the Help Desk with any 
questions. *** 

  

*** CAUTION: This email message is coming from a non-City email address. Do not click links or open 
attachments unless you trust the sender and know the content is safe.  Please contact the Help Desk with any 
questions. *** 

  

I am writing to express my disapproval of the proposed flood fee increase for two core reasons:  

  

1. While this fee has not been increased in 15 years, the proposed fee now represents a compounded annual 
growth rate of 6%. Over that same period CPI for Oakland/Hayward has been 2.6%.  So the proposal 
effectively doubles the rate of CPI, which we have all been forced to accept as gospel to govern all rent 
increases. 

  

2. Unless this fee can be fully passed through to renters I will not support any increase in this fee.  Renters are 
benefiting from it, so should also have to pay for it. 

  

  

As a result I do not support this proposal. 

Todd Wehmann 
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LARA WEISIGER

From: Helen Simpson <HSimpson@MPBF.com>
Sent: Thursday, August 29, 2019 9:24 AM
To: LARA WEISIGER
Subject: RE: Opposing the Water Quality and Flood Protection Fee

*** CAUTION: This email message is coming from a non-City email address. Do not click links or open 
attachments unless you trust the sender and know the content is safe.  Please contact the Help Desk with any 
questions. *** 
 
Yes, please use the below name as my signature. 
 
Helen Simpson 
 

From: LARA WEISIGER [mailto:LWEISIGER@alamedaca.gov]  
Sent: Thursday, August 29, 2019 8:09 AM 
To: Helen Simpson <HSimpson@MPBF.com>; City Clerk <CLERK@alamedaca.gov> 
Subject: RE: Opposing the Water Quality and Flood Protection Fee 
 
Hi Helen, 
Can you please confirm that you would like your typed name below to serve as your signature for this protest? 
Thanks, 
Lara 
 
Lara Weisiger, City Clerk 
City of Alameda 
 

From: Helen Simpson [mailto:HSimpson@MPBF.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, August 28, 2019 4:58 PM 
To: City Clerk <CLERK@alamedaca.gov> 
Subject: Opposing the Water Quality and Flood Protection Fee 
 

*** CAUTION: This email message is coming from a non-City email address. Do not click links or open 
attachments unless you trust the sender and know the content is safe.  Please contact the Help Desk with any 
questions. *** 
 
*** CAUTION: This email message is coming from a non-City email address. Do not click links or open 
attachments unless you trust the sender and know the content is safe.  Please contact the Help Desk with any 
questions. *** 
 
Clerk. 
 
I am a property owner and I am informing you that I am opposed to the new fee for the Water Quality and Flood 
Protection Fee that will only be paid by the property owners.  This fee should be paid by all residents in Alameda, not 
just property owners.   
 
Helen Simpson 
307 Capetown Drive 
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Alameda, CA  94502 
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LARA WEISIGER

From: Sarah Henry
Sent: Tuesday, August 20, 2019 1:09 PM
To: LARA WEISIGER
Subject: FW: 2019 Water Quality and Flood Protection Fee
Attachments: Water Quality and Flood Protection Fee001.pdf

 
 

From: Water Dogg [mailto:waterdogg8888@gmail.com]  
Sent: Friday, August 16, 2019 10:32 PM 
To: Sarah Henry <SHenry@alamedaca.gov> 
Subject: 2019 Water Quality and Flood Protection Fee 

 
*** CAUTION: This email message is coming from a non-City email address. Do not click links or open 
attachments unless you trust the sender and know the content is safe.  Please contact the Help Desk with any 
questions. *** 
 
Dear City of Alameda.  
 
I am writing to let you know that I will not be able to attend the meetings about the 2019 Water Quality and 
Flood Protection Fee.  However, I would like to formally voice my opposition to this extra fee.  Attached is a 
copy of my property tax bill.  As you can see, there are already 15 special assessments already added on to our 
bill totaling $1381.  Each entity or ballot measure claims "It's only $10 per month or $5 per month, but adding it 
all up and then multiplying by 12 comes out to a lot of extra money each year.  It seems as though anytime 
someone wants money, they just add it on to the homeowner's property tax bill and the homeowner has no 
choice but to pay it or lose their house. 
In addition, with rising values in homes, comes rising property tax revenue since property taxes are based on the 
value of the home.  Shouldn't this extra revenue cover the cost of Water Quality and Flood Protection? 
 
Lou Fong 
205 Avington Rd. 
Alameda,  CA  94502 
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LARA WEISIGER

From: Sarah Henry
Sent: Tuesday, August 20, 2019 1:08 PM
To: LARA WEISIGER
Subject: FW: Public works fee

 
 

From: Jay Schurman [mailto:jayschurman@gmail.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, August 20, 2019 12:58 PM 
To: Sarah Henry <SHenry@alamedaca.gov> 
Subject: Public works fee 

 
*** CAUTION: This email message is coming from a non-City email address. Do not click links or open 
attachments unless you trust the sender and know the content is safe.  Please contact the Help Desk with any 
questions. *** 
 
Sarah,  
 
We do not want to vote for this new fee, the 1/2 percent tax increase we just passed gives the revenue 
needed.  How can we oppose  this new tax? 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Jay Schurman 
3321 Central Ave  
Alameda 
--  
Jay Schurman 




