
From: Conchita Perales
To: Malia Vella; Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft; John Knox White; Tony Daysog; Jim Oddie; Andrew Thomas; Manager

Manager
Cc: City Clerk
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Re: ITEM 6-B File #2020-8509
Date: Tuesday, December 1, 2020 7:02:25 PM

To: Members of City Council

Alameda has very limited access and egress, and faces environmental natural 
hazards and risks due to climate change, it’s documented. And your recent 
approval of over 4,000 total new units has put a huge burden on Alameda’s old 
infrastructure. How can you approve this huge increase in density - upwards of 
11,000 people - with no new infrastructure to support this exponential growth? 

This is why we must join the Contra Costa cities in seeking a less burdensome 
and fair allocation for Alameda, it could result in a 30% reduction in Alameda's 
State-mandated housing construction quota. Don’t forget that 60 percent of 
Alamedan’s support slow and sustainable growth as just proved by the vote to 
keep Article 26 in  the City Charter.  Who will fight to preserve and protect our 
city if not our City Council? 

Conchita Perales
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From: Mike Van Dine
To: Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft; John Knox White; Tony Daysog; Malia Vella; Jim Oddie; Andrew Thomas; Manager

Manager
Cc: City Clerk
Subject: [EXTERNAL] ITEM 6-B File# 2020-8509
Date: Tuesday, December 1, 2020 7:02:18 PM

To: The City Council,

Back on June 2nd, Mayor Ezzy-Ashcraft and Council members Vella, Oddie and Knox-White voted to create
Measure Z.

And before the vote, Mayor Ezzy-Ashcraft remarked, “yes there were opposing comments tonight but we have
heard these same opposing voices for years”.

Council then proceeded to vote 4-1 to approve the creation of Measure Z  and five months later 25000 Alamedans
voted to reject their measure sending it to a resounding defeat in a record turnout.

So the question is, will you listen now?

Council member Knox-White doesn’t seem to be listening as he purposely misinterprets the voters message and
suggests that Density Bonuses and Multi-Family Overlays were rejected along with his Measure Z.

Council member Vella doesn’t seem to be listening as she spends her time defending Oakland and San Francisco’s
natural hazard risks while also stating that Alameda is not completely an island.

Which leaves Alamedans with Mayor Ezzy-Ashcraft as their last hope as an advocate in our request that ABAG
revise their RHNA methodology. We are asking that ABAG add more weight to natural hazard risk and the
proximity to work centers.

There actually is a reason for Alamedans to have hope since our Mayor not only represents us with ABAG but
serves as a member of ABAG's Regional Planning Committee. Who better to stand up for a City than it’s own
Mayor, right?

Also, there is a political moment at hand that requires the ability to pivot from one’s previous position. I personally
believe Mayor Ezzy-Ashcraft is completely capable of realizing and executing this.

Take note there has been a great increase in the number of California cities that are struggling under the weight of
extreme housing mandates and these cities are pushing back. The time to pivot to a position of compromise is at
hand and the citizens  of Alameda, ask that our Mayor Ezzy-Ashcraft lead the way.

Mike Van Dine
1313 Mound St
Alameda CA 94501
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From: mcgavin_ted@comcast.net
To: Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft; John Knox White; Tony Daysog; Malia Vella; Jim Oddie
Cc: Andrew Thomas; Manager Manager; City Clerk
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Subject: Alameda City Council Meeting 12/01/2020; Agenda Item#6-B, File #2020-8509 - RHNA

Methodology
Date: Tuesday, December 1, 2020 6:56:49 PM

Dear Members of the City Council:
 
I am a long-term Alameda resident and voter.  I supported the “No on Z” campaign because
I want to protect the features of Article 26 that have made Alameda one of the most diverse
cities in the Bay Area.
 
I was very disappointed that the Council voted 4-1 on 11/04/2020 to oppose the Tri-Valley
Cities’ proposal to adjust the ABAG RHNA quotas for Alameda and to order Director
Andrew Thomas to write a letter to ABAG announcing this opposition in his to ABAG in
Exhibit 1 – Letter to ABAG in Agenda Item#6-B, File #2020-8509.
 
I was disappointed for two reasons:

1. The Tri-Valley proposal was a modest tweak to the existing ABAG methodology to
allow for greater emphasis on transit and jobs access.  The proposal would drop
Alameda’s RHNA quota from an intolerable 4,896 new units to a possibly-
manageable 3,252 units.

2. The Council made this decision with the same 4-1 vote with which it put Measure Z
on the ballot.  It did this the day after Measure Z was voted down 60%-40% by the
voters of Alameda. 

 
The City of Alameda consists of Alameda Island as well as the peninsula of Bay Farm. 
Both of these have limited access: Alameda Island has 2 Tubes and 4 bridges (3 to
Oakland and 1 to Bay Farm) and Bay Farm has 1 bridge (to Alameda Island) and
essentially only 1 road out (Doolittle Drive).  Thus there is very limited access to both
Alameda Island and Bay Farm in case of emergencies.  Transportation-wise, both Alameda
Island and Bay Farm are “islands”.  In fact, they are the only “islands” in ABAG’s region
(Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, Napa, San Francisco, San Mateo, Santa Clara, Solano,
and Sonoma Counties). 
 
Since I moved here, the population has increased by 21% with no new bridges or Tubes
being built.  Before COVID-19, the Tubes were already bottlenecked during commute hours
and traffic was backing up on Webster Street in the mornings and backing up for blocks on
surface streets in Oakland.  Once the COVID-19 restrictions are lifted, traffic will again
bottleneck at the Tubes during commute times and the resulting backups will resume
expanding down Webster Street on the Alameda side and further down the surface streets
in Oakland. 
 
ABAG is not the only regional group having its RHNA methodology questioned.  The SoCal
equivalent to ABAG, the Southern California Association of Governments, is facing
questions about its methodology as well.
 
I think the Council should reconsider its stance on the Tri-Valley Cities’ ABAG proposal and
see what they and other ABAG cities are proposing. 
 
I am not anti-development or anti “equity”.  But I am in favor of calm, measured debate of
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these issues, with an end result of acceptable to all Alamedans.
 
Thank you for your consideration.
 
Respectfully,

Ted McGavin
mcgavin_ted@comcast.net
 

mailto:mcgavin_ted@comcast.net
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Lara Weisiger

From: Eric Levitt
Sent: Tuesday, December 1, 2020 6:49 PM
To: 'Alamedahouse Freeman'; Tony Daysog; Jim Oddie; Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft; John Knox 

White
Cc: Lara Weisiger; Nancy Bronstein; Eric Levitt
Subject: RE: [EXTERNAL] Alameda City Council Agenda  December 1, 2020    Item 5L

Ms. Freeman: 
 
Thanks for the e‐mail.  I am unsure if I entirely understand your question.  If this proposal is not approved the 2% based 
on the salary survey in 2020 for January 2021 would go into effect at the beginning of the year.  The contract would then 
end and future increases would need to be in the negotiation.  The BRI was last a part of the 2020 increase based on the 
contract but would not be a part of the increase next year.  For clarity, the 2% increase would apply as a straight wage 
increase. 
 
The proposal would take the 2% and make it a 0% for the 2021.  The increase including the two year extension would be 
4% over the entire 3 years.  This is compared to the City's average over the last 6 years of 3.2% per year or if you remove 
the 0% last year was approximately 3.8% per year for the previous 5 years. 
 
Hopefully this helps. 
 
Thanks 
 
Eric Levitt 
City Manager 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Alamedahouse Freeman [mailto:dfreeman@pacbell.net]  
Sent: Tuesday, December 1, 2020 3:41 PM 
To: Tony Daysog <TDaysog@alamedaca.gov>; Jim Oddie <JOddie@alamedaca.gov>; Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft 
<MEzzyAshcraft@alamedaca.gov>; John Knox White <JknoxWhite@alamedaca.gov>; Malia Vella 
<MVella@alamedaca.gov> 
Cc: Lara Weisiger <lweisiger@alamedaca.gov>; Eric Levitt <elevitt@alamedaca.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Alameda City Council Agenda December 1, 2020 Item 5L 
 
Dear Mayor Ashcraft and Council Members, 
 
Alameda City Council Agenda December 1, 2020   Item 5L 
 
The negotiations for the extension of the Alameda International Association of Firefighters (IAFF) Local 689 is a process b
etter left to a time when the public can have proper participation.  The existing contract is not due to expire until Decem
ber 18, 2021.  Why was it necessary to negotiate an extension during a time when it is difficult for the public to participa
te in the decision? 
The staff report and the Letter of Agreement refer to a 2% increase like it is being calculated on the present wage and is 
a straight increase in salary. 
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The contract in existence at this time calculates any 2% increase on several city tax numbers and not on base salaries.  W
ill these new 2% increases be calculated on the tax income or the base salary.  This should be made clear to the public in 
the staff report.  But it is not! 
 
Statement quote from existing contract: 
 
2020: Wage increases to begin the first full pay period after January 1, 2020 will be based upon the BRI for fiscal year (FY
 2018‐2019) over fiscal year (FY 2017‐
2018). The wage increase for 2020 based upon this formula will be a minimum of 3.0% and a maximum of 5.0%. ........... 
 
 Future wage increases in these Memoranda, unless specifically stated otherwise, shall be based on the previous year’s B
alanced Revenue Index (“BRI”). 
BRI is defined as 50% of the one year rate of growth, between the two previous successive fiscal years, of the combined 
dollar amount of the following five local Alameda taxes: 
 
General Fund Property Tax, 
1% Bradley Burns Sales Tax, 
Utility Users Tax, 
Transient Occupancy Tax, and 
Property Transfer Tax. 
 
End of statement quote. 
 
Where is the benefit to the citizens of Alameda to extend the contract at this time?  This should be made clear in the staf
f report.  Stating the 6 month savings at $174,000 implies that will be the same cost to the City in the two subsequent ye
ars of wage increase. That is not true if the wage increase is not calculated on present wage but on tax increases that ho
pefully will be higher in 2021 after the vaccine is distributed and we are again, hopefully able to recover from the downt
urn in the economy. 
 
Another area of concern is the following statement quote from the new contract agreement. 
 
The cost of the 2% increase in Fiscal Years 2021‐22 and 2022‐
23 will be subject to future City Council approval for appropriations. 
 
End of statement quote. 
 
The salary increase for 2021 is set in the existing contract to a minimum of 2% but it appears that the increase for 2021‐
22 and 2022‐
2023 is up to City Council negotiation.  So the increase for these two years may be higher than 2%.  This is also not made 
clear to the public. 
 
 The following statement quote is also from the existing contract: 
 
 2021: The City shall conduct a total compensation survey in June 2020. The survey will be structured using five similarly 
sized east bay cities as determined by the City and APOA through meet and confer prior to June 2020. The five cities to b
e included in the survey shall not include either Oakland or Alameda. The survey will be performed in June 2020. The par
ties will meet and confer with sufficient time before December 31, 2020 to discuss the results of the survey and what, if 
any, equity adjustments are necessary or appropriate. It is agreed that if the total compensation of an officer falls below 
the average of the five surveyed cities, salaries will be adjusted to the average of these five agencies, beginning the first f
ull pay period after January 1, 2021. The equity adjustment will not be less than a minimum of 2.0% nor a greater than a 
maximum of 5.0%. If the total compensation of an officer falls above the average of the five surveyed cities, the wage inc
rease for 2021 shall be 2.0%. 
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End of statement quote. 
 
There is no indication in the staff report that this survey was completed and if it was, what are the five cities used in the 
survey and what are the results of the survey?  The last statement from the previous paragraph would imply that Alame
da's salary for total compensation falls above the average of the five surveyed cities so the increase was set at just 2%. 
 
Having contract negotiations for the major cost item in Alameda's budget at a time when it is not imperative to do is not 
good governance.  Having contract negotiations when there is not full disclosure of the negotiated items and when the c
itizens cannot be active participants due to a national health emergency is also not good governance. 
 
Respectfully yours 
 
Dorothy Freeman 
 
cc:  City Clerk Weisiger 
      City Manager Levitt 
 



December 1, 2020

RE: Item 6B of the December 1st Agenda

Honorable members of the City Council of Alameda

Let’s be clear.   ABAG’s RHNA Housing Methodology Committee's report which is recommending a 

methodology/process for determining the number of units that each jurisdiction will be required to 

build/provide for each of the four income levels from affordable through market rate fails to consider 

the factors that may be unique for individual jurisdictions such as Alameda. 

Unfortunately, what we're seeing is that if the currently recommended methodology is adopted and is  

used to determine Alameda’s allotment of additional housing units, we won't be happy as there is 

absolutely no weight given for the potential impact of Natural Hazards and Safety.  Early on Natural 

Hazards and Safety was one of the several factors being considered during development of the final 

methodology to be used for determining the housing allocation for each jurisdiction.  At some point, the

Housing Methodology Committee decided to eliminate   Natural Hazards and Safety from   

consideration.     

Unfortunately, Natural Hazards and Safety happens to be the only factor among those proposed initially

that would have taken into account the hazards such as problems related to emergent ingress/egress, sea

level rise, ground water incursion, lack of local water supply, limited ability to respond to major fires, 

etc.. Clearly, Alameda sees this as a major issue for us.  And because of this we should be demanding 

that it receive adequate consideration/weighting when determining the housing allocation now in the 

development process.  If Alameda accepts the currently recommended methodology as being 

valid/optimal/reasonable/logical then we would probable not have a logical basis for challenging the 

final allocation later in 2021. 

I believe that if we are to have any success in limiting the size of the final allocation which could 

eventuate in our having to build upwards of 16,000 additional units during the next RHNA cycle, we 

absolutely must successfully challenge the validity of the methodology now being considered by 

ABAG. 

The Mayor is Alameda's representative on ABAG, and she has apparently refused to challenge the 

proposed methodology, a methodology that does not give any consideration/weight to the factors that 

are of major concern to the residents of Alameda.

 

It’s very clear that the current methodology is faulty.  And if you, Alameda’s elected officials, really 

want to represent the interest of the residents of our City, you absolutely must challenge the use of the 

currently proposed methodology before it has been accepted as final by ABAG next month in January.

Sincerely,

Jay Garfinkle



From: Mike Van Dine
To: Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft; John Knox White; Tony Daysog; Malia Vella; Jim Oddie; Andrew Thomas; Manager

Manager
Cc: City Clerk
Subject: [EXTERNAL] ITEM 6-B File# 2020-8509
Date: Tuesday, December 1, 2020 5:42:58 PM

To: Members of City Council,

Back on June 2nd, Mayor Ezzy-Ashcraft and Council members Vella, Oddie and Knox-White voted to create
Measure Z.

And before the vote, Mayor Ezzy-Ashcraft remarked, “yes there were opposing comments tonight but we have
heard these same opposing voices for years”.

Council then proceeded to vote 4-1 to approve the creation of Measure Z  and five months later 25000 Alamedans
voted to reject their measure sending it to a resounding defeat in a record turnout.

So the question is, will you listen now?

Council member Knox-White doesn’t seem to be listening as he purposely misinterprets the voters message and
suggests that Density Bonuses and Multi-Family Overlays were rejected along with his Measure Z.

Council member Vella doesn’t seem to be listening as she spends her time defending Oakland and San Francisco’s
natural hazard risks while also stating that Alameda is not completely an island.

Which leaves Alamedans with Mayor Ezzy-Ashcraft as their last hope as an advocate in our request that ABAG
revise their RHNA methodology. We are asking that ABAG add more weight to natural hazard risk and the
proximity to work centers.

There actually is a reason for Alamedans to have hope since our Mayor not only represents us with ABAG but
serves as a member of ABAG's Regional Planning Committee. Who better to stand up for a City than it’s own
Mayor, right?

Also, there is a political moment at hand that requires the ability to pivot from one’s previous position. I personally
believe Mayor Ezzy-Ashcraft is completely capable of realizing and executing this.

Take note there has been a great increase in the number of California cities that are struggling under the weight of
extreme housing mandates and these cities are pushing back. The time to pivot to a position of compromise is at
hand and we, the citizens  of Alameda, ask our Mayor Ezzy-Ashcraft to lead the way.

Mike Van Dine
1313 Mound St.
Alameda, CA 94501

Sent from my iPhone
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From: ps4man@comcast.net
To: Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft; John Knox White; Malia Vella; Tony Daysog; Jim Oddie
Cc: Eric Levitt; Andrew Thomas; Yibin Shen; Lara Weisiger
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Item 6-B Dec. 1 Agenda-RHNA Natural Hazards Factor-Emergent Groundwater
Date: Tuesday, December 1, 2020 5:28:46 PM
Attachments: We sent you safe versions of your files.msg

EmergentGroundwaterReport.pdf

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

Dear Mayor Ashcraft, and council Members Knox-White, Vella, Daysog and Oddie:
 
This weekend I became aware of the Sept. 2020 Silvestrum Climate Associates report to the City
entitled THE RESPONSE OF THE SHALLOW GROUNDWATER LAYER AND CONTAMINANTS TO SEA
LEVEL RISE. It provided the following information:
 
As the seawater level rises, the shallow ground water also rises. It increases the liquefaction risk in
an earthquake. In high pollution areas like Alameda Point polluted earth is covered with clean earth
to block it, but if the ground water level rises it permeates the polluted earth and the good earth
above it to pollute the entire mass. It also threatens building foundations and endangers our
underground utilities including our water supply. Sea walls do nothing to stop this.
 
Even more troubling is the portion of the report at Figures  4.4 thru 4.6 showing that during wet
winters this groundwater will emerge above the land surface at the three, four and 5 ½ foot levels
(all well within sea level rise predictions through 2050) with more than half the island submerged at
the 5 ½ foot level. Moreover this will occur before the sea water invades our shores.
 
The report does offer adaptations and mitigations to deal with all of the above, but they will
obviously be of great cost. I urge the Council to take the following action:
 

1. Invite the authors to make a power point presentation at a public workshop so that we may
listen, learn and proffer questions.

2. Give serious consideration that this be brought to the attention of ABAG as a factor to be
considered in determining our housing allocation.

 
Sincerely,
 
Paul S Foreman
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From: gaylon parsons
To: Lara Weisiger
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Item 6B comment
Date: Tuesday, December 1, 2020 4:25:19 PM

Dear mayor and council members, 

Having read the comments from four fellow Alamedans regarding Item 6B, I feel inspired to
encourage you all to do two things:

1. Hear the voices of the voters, and respect the fact that Article 26 is in Alameda's charter.
2. Neither underinterpret or overinterpret the voters' "NO" vote on repeal of Article 26. We
must respect, not circumvent, Alameda's charter. We must not assume that the voters gave
council a pass to disregard our responsibility as one of many Bay Area cities. 

The conversations about how we respect our charter while also meeting our obligations are
precisely the right conversations to have, and I hope that Mr. Daysog is able to summon a
more statesmanlike presence on these issues moving forward. 

Sincerely, 
Gaylon
-- 
Gaylon Parsons

mailto:gaylon.parsons@gmail.com
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From: Conchita Perales
To: Malia Vella; Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft; John Knox White; Tony Daysog; Jim Oddie; Andrew Thomas; City Clerk;

Manager Manager
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Regarding ITEM 6-B File #2020-8509
Date: Tuesday, December 1, 2020 4:06:04 PM

﻿To: Members of City Council

I strongly support joining the East Bay 
cities' challenge to ABAG's RHNA methodology which could result in a 30% reduction in 
Alameda's State-mandated housing construction quota. The methodology suggested would 
greatly reduce Alameda’s allocation from 4,800 units to 3,252 units.

Alameda has very limited access and egress, and faces environmental natural hazards and 
risks due to climate change, it’s documented. And your recent approval of over 4,000 total 
new units has put a huge burden on Alameda’s old infrastructure. How can you approve 
this huge increase in density - upwards of 11,000 people - with no new infrastructure to 
support this exponential growth? 

This is why we must join the Contra Costa cities in seeking a less burdensome and fair 
allocation for Alameda. Don’t forget that 60 percent of Alamedan’s support slow and 
sustainable growth as just proved by the vote to keep Article 26 in  the City Charter.  Who 
will fight to preserve and protect our city if not our City Council? 

Conchita Perales

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Gretchen Lipow
To: Lara Weisiger
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Re: Fwd: letter for CC 12/1 meeting
Date: Tuesday, December 1, 2020 3:18:54 PM

On 12/01/2020 3:13 AM Gretchen Lipow <gretchenlipow@comcast.net> wrote:
Dear Lara;
Would you be so kind to please pass this on to our City Council Members and the
City Manager.  thank you, Gretchen Lipow
---------- Original Message ----------
From: Gretchen Lipow <gretchenlipow@comcast.net>
To: "gretchenlipow@comcast.net 
Date: 12/01/2020 2:42 AM
Subject: letter for CC 12/1 meeting
Dear Members of the Alameda City Council and City Manager;
I wish to go on record regarding agenda item 6B.                                  Alameda
Citizens did not vote against development of multifamily housing, they voted against
the repeal of A26.                                                             
I urge members of the Alameda City Council to appeal the ABAG numbers which falls
short specifically of factoring in traffic and the rising water level unique to our island
community.                                                                        Sincerely,                             
                                                                            Gretchen Lipow
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From: Kevin D Peterson
To: Tony Daysog; Jim Oddie; Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft; John Knox White; Malia Vella
Cc: City Clerk
Subject: [EXTERNAL] ITEM 6-B File #2020-8509 RHNA Methodology
Date: Tuesday, December 1, 2020 12:30:09 PM

Dear Mayor, Council Members and City Clerk,
 
I am writing in regards to ITEM 6-B File #2020-8509 to express my concerns as to why four of
you would not vote to consider the challenge to ABAG's RHNA methodology. The voters of
Alameda strongly rejected the increased population density that Measure Z would have
enabled, yet you choose to ignore our resounding vote in your 11/4 meeting. To me it was
very clear our Island City voted for the quality of life, less traffic, and the impact more dense
housing would have on our climate and environment. I urge you to consider joining the East
Bay cities' challenge to ABAG's RHNA methodology until a better plan for our community can
be resolved. This plan must include more egress for our island city to reduce traffic, have safe
evacuation plans, and help the climate and environmental impact. Anything otherwise would
be simply irresponsible for an elected official of our city.
 
I also found the letter Andrew Thomas wrote to ABAG 'thanking" ABAG for the quota Alameda
received very disturbing and questioning who our city officials are aligning themselves with?
The community who they are elected to represent or the pockets of developers?
   https://alameda.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=8931683&GUID=E131C5DA-5951-475D-
9A33-78D1B8C12D81
 
Again, I urge you to consider joining the East Bay cities' challenge to ABAG's RHNA
methodology and pump the brakes on rapid growth until there is an egress plan to handle the
future growth.
 
 
Kevin D Peterson
3349 Fernside Blvd.
C (510) 915-3901
F (216) 830-5257
kevin.d.peterson@mlcampbell.com
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From: Alamedahouse Freeman
To: Tony Daysog; Jim Oddie; Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft; John Knox White; vella@alamedaca.gov
Cc: Lara Weisiger; Eric Levitt
Subject: [EXTERNAL] City Council December 1, 2020 Agenda Item 6B Recommendation to Review and Comment on

Association of Bay Area Government’s (ABAG) Housing Methodology
Date: Tuesday, December 1, 2020 9:42:07 AM

Regarding:  City Council Agenda Item 6B: Recommendation to Review and Comment on Association of Bay Area
Government’s (ABAG) Housing Methodology Decision for Housing Requirements for Alameda.

Honorable Mayor Ashcraft and Council Members,

The voters of Alameda did defeat the attempt to remove Article 26 in its entirety from the City Charter.  Contrary to
Vice Mayor John Knox-White's attempts to convince us otherwise, there is no evidence Alamedans want building to
come to a screeching halt as he has stated.  There is no emergency that has to be resolved.

The mistake made by the staff and Council's attempt to overturn Article 26 was the Vice Mayor's desire to push this
decision onto the people at a time when they are not able to fully participate in the discussion of where and how the
required new building should be accomplished in Alameda.  The Vice Mayor was  assisted by the majority of
Council in his desire to repeal Article 26 at a time the Carona-19 emergency has limited public participation in city
actions. 

Some people of Alameda reacted to the massive outside influence forced upon them at a time when they are not able
to fully participate in council meetings.  That influence implied that Alamedans have no desire to build housing for
those in Alameda that need lower income housing.  What Alamedans don't want is market rate housing that will
only benefit those who have the least need, the higher income earners.   Vice Mayor Knox-White has stated he
wants market rate housing to be built in Alameda. 

Some people of Alameda reacted to the massive amount of money spent to support of the repeal of Article 26,
money that flowed in from those who would benefit the most from a massive build-up of new housing in Alameda,
developers.  The decision regarding development in Alameda must be made by the people of Alameda and with
regard to state laws.  

Some people of Alameda reacted to the massive number of units, over 4000,  that have been built/under
construction/approved well above the 1723 required RHNA numbers, Alameda's fair share.  While these over 4000
units are happening, Alameda has not been able to build the number of lower income housing we were told new
housing would bring Alameda.   Alamedans will approve housing for lower income families but since that hasn't
happened with the present massive build-out, why would Alamedans believe a new massive build would do any
better.

Some people of Alameda reacted to the idea of any Alameda City Councils having the say in housing decisions
instead of the people of Alameda.  Alamedans do not believe regulations, ordinances, or advisory committee
decisions are enough to protect the character of Alameda from those who have sway over Council decisions. 
Protecting our neighborhoods from development is paramount to the future of our city.

There is hope that the national Covid-19 emergency will be controlled enough by summer 2021 that regular council
meetings can return to normal.  Hopefully planned discussions for the General Plan updates can be discussed in the
open with adequate public participation at that time.  Any modifications to Article 26 should be discussed as part of
the General Plan update and not by a rushed addition to a national election that was held in the most difficult of
times.  

The general public in Alameda are aware that Alameda must participate in the addition of housing for the Bay Area. 
What must be considered in the decision for new housing is the fairness of the number of units being assigned to
Alameda, the safety of Alamedans regarding the hazard conditions of living in a water surrounded environment of
both the big island and Bay Farm communities, and the type of housing being built.  Alameda's fair share should be
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directed toward housing Alamedans can afford, not market rate units priced well above the majority of anyone living
in Alameda at this time.  Alameda's City Council has a responsibility to protect our population and environment
while decisions are being made for Alameda to provide an "equitable share" of housing for the greater Bay Area. 
The numbers for "equitable share" are being contested all across California's cities.  Alameda's city representatives
should also be concerned about how the projected number of additional units has been determined and join with
others cities who question  how the new numbers were derived at. 

The decision to attempt to repeal Measure A (Article 26) was ill conceived at this time.  The status quo regarding
housing requirements remains the same.  The defeat of Measure Z has not changed anything.  Housing will be built
in Alameda while Article 26 remains in our City Charter protecting our neighborhoods. 

Respectfully yours,

Dorothy Freeman

cc:   City Manager Eric Levitt
       City Clerk Lara Weisiger



From: Heather Phillips
To: City Clerk; Jim Oddie; Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft; John Knox White; Malia Vella; Tony Daysog
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Item 6B re RHNA and Housing Element Numbers
Date: Tuesday, December 1, 2020 9:29:15 AM

Hello,

I write to encourage Alameda City Council to slow the consideration of the RHNA
methodology and Housing Element Numbers. It's clear from the City Council's push of
Measure Z, and the voter's rejection of it, that the City Council is out of touch with the
majority of Alameda residents. The City Council needs to slow down and better engage and
understand it's residents. 

Before submitting a Housing Element there should be a solicitation of robust public
input. Orders to self-isolate, closure of government facilities, and closure of many
businesses has made it virtually impossible to engage the community in the manner required
by this mandate. Absent this community input, the City Council should not move forward with
this approving this methodology. 

Heather Phillips
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From: Heather Phillips
To: City Clerk; Jim Oddie; Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft; John Knox White; Malia Vella; Tony Daysog
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Item 6B re RHNA and Housing Element Numbers
Date: Tuesday, December 1, 2020 7:20:02 AM

Dear Mayor, Vice-Mayor, and Councilmembers,

Please don't go ahead with accepting the RHNA methodology as it is now.  We are eight
months into the Covid pandemic and there is no end in sight. Look at the rental market in San
Francisco, there are huge vacancies and prices are dropping because people are leaving. This
council must question the 2030 projected growth numbers in light of the pandemic's effect on
our state's population. Especially after 60% of Alameda's voters defeated Measure Z. 

Thank you,

Heather and Andrew Phillips
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From: margie
To: Lara Weisiger
Subject: Re: [EXTERNAL] Re: 9-A 2020-8456 - I support the Tri-Valley Cities Alternative RHNA
Date: Tuesday, December 1, 2020 7:15:45 AM

Please include my email as part of the record

On Monday, November 30, 2020, 08:52:15 AM PST, Lara Weisiger <lweisiger@alamedaca.gov>
wrote:

Hi Margie,

The item you specifically referenced was on the November 4th agenda.  However, the
issue is also on the December 1st meeting as item 6-B:

https://alameda.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=4700494&GUID=B5DC5491-
7E90-4ABC-A974-3557661D997D&Options=&Search=&FullText=1

 

Please let me know if you would like your email included as part of the record.

Thanks,

Lara

 

Lara Weisiger, City Clerk

City of Alameda

 

From: margie [mailto:barongcat@yahoo.com]
Sent: Sunday, November 29, 2020 5:02 PM
To: John Knox White <JknoxWhite@alamedaca.gov>; Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft
<MEzzyAshcraft@alamedaca.gov>; Andrew Thomas <athomas@alamedaca.gov>;
Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft <MEzzyAshcraft@alamedaca.gov>; Malia Vella
<MVella@alamedaca.gov>; Jim Oddie <JOddie@alamedaca.gov>; Tony Daysog
<TDaysog@alamedaca.gov>; Andrew Thomas <athomas@alamedaca.gov>
Cc: City Clerk <CLERK@alamedaca.gov>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Re: 9-A 2020-8456 - I support the Tri-Valley Cities Alternative
RHNA
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9-A 2020-8456 Consider Directing Staff to Support the Alternative Regional Housing Needs
Allocation (RHNA) Proposed by the Tri-Valley Cities and Oppose the Association of Bay
Area Governments (ABAG) Executive Board Action regarding the RHBA Proposed Method
________________

(1) Alameda is an ISLAND

(2) People are moving out of the Bay Area, For the first time in a long time, SF landlords are
scrounging for tenants

(3) The sea level is rising. In thirty years, Alameda Marina will be under water

(4) Overpopulation is dangerous. In the event of an emergency, we will not be able to
evacuate, and, similar to Paradise, people will die.

(5) Our infrastructure is at max capacity and cannot support more people

On Tuesday, November 24, 2020, 08:47:09 AM PST, John Knox White
<jknoxwhite@alamedaca.gov> wrote:

 

 

Thank you for your email.
 

1. the City’s law enforcement staff have arrested a suspect in the home invasion and are
working hard to identify the individuals involved in the motel murder (it was near south shore,
but it was not atsouthshore)

2. The city has multiple ALPRs on vehicles that have been in use for years, they continue to be
used. In both of the above incidents, ALPR would not have been able to preempt the issue.

3. Alameda has hired new officers every month and has 5 additional people in the training
pipeline with efforts continuing to hire new staff.

 
Best,
 
John Knox White
Vice Mayor, Alameda
 
Miss the Town Hall on Enforcement in Alameda?
Watch it here:https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=d5iSIdYjFm8
 
 
From: margie <barongcat@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, November 23, 2020 9:30 PM
To: Manager Manager <MANAGER@alamedaca.gov>; Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft
<MEzzyAshcraft@alamedaca.gov>; Tony Daysog <TDaysog@alamedaca.gov>; Jim Oddie
<JOddie@alamedaca.gov>; John Knox White <JknoxWhite@alamedaca.gov>; Malia Vella
<MVella@alamedaca.gov>; Andrew Thomas <athomas@alamedaca.gov>
Cc: trish@trish4u.com
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Armed robbery at Walgreens today
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Following on the heels of a murder at Southshore and a home invasion

(1) What do you plan to do about this spike in violent crime?

(2) License plate readers are relatively inexpensive, effective, and have already been approved. Why
have they not been installed?

(3) What is your plan to get the Alameda Police department, presently woefully understaffed, up to
strength?

On Monday, October 26, 2020, 08:03:23 PM PDT, margie <barongcat@yahoo.com> wrote:
 
 
We are an island, Traffic is already at the maximum level that present infrastructure can carry and
there are no funds to add infrastructure. We simply cannot handle more population. Reducing the
already punitive ABAG allocation should be a priority

mailto:barongcat@yahoo.com


From: Rob Halford
To: Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft; Malia Vella; Jim Oddie; Tony Daysog; John Knox White
Cc: City Clerk; Manager Manager; Andrew Thomas
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Alameda City Council Meeting 12/1; Item 6B File #2020-8509: ABAG Housing Methodology for

RHNA Allocation
Date: Tuesday, December 1, 2020 6:42:49 AM

Dear Members of the City Council,

I am writing to share my viewpoint on Item 6B, as an Alameda resident and supporter of the
No on Measure Z campaign.  

The result of the Measure Z vote in a high turnout election stated clearly that Alameda citizens
want new housing development to be taken up in a controlled and measured way.  As part of
this approach, it seems logical that as a community we should seek to ensure the allocations
we are given for new housing are optimized for our city's best interests and take into account
the more unique factors that affect us here.  

Although several important factors inform the allocation methodology, the factor of safety is
particularly germane to our city as a highly populated island, one that possesses few means of
ingress and egress.  In the event of a disaster, we are particularly vulnerable to mobility
issues.  As such, I hope that you, as elected officials and administrators, will ensure that this
factor is appropriately represented in a response to challenge the ABAG methodology.  

Lastly, it's important to note that this is decidedly not an attempt to diminish or devalue other
criteria such as equity, nor motivated by a desire to stop the development of new housing. 
Rather, it's a request to make every effort to ensure proper weight is given to all of the factors
that are relevant to Alameda so that we can work together as a city to develop a plan that
serves the best interests of all Alamedans.

Please reconsider your earlier vote and make an appeal for the lower RHNA housing
unit goal for the upcoming planning cycle.

Thank you for your consideration. 

Regards,

Rob Halford 
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From: Dodi Kelleher
To: Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft; Tony Daysog; Jim Oddie; John Knox White; Malia Vella
Cc: Manager Manager; City Clerk; Andrew Thomas
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Comment regarding Item 6-B of the December 1st City Council Meeting Agenda
Date: Monday, November 30, 2020 7:55:07 PM

Dear City Council Members,
 
This email is written as comment in regard to Item 6-B, File#2020-8509 RHNA Methodology on the

December 1st agenda.
 
I am a 30+ year Alameda resident, a member of AAPS, and was active in the “NO on Z” Campaign.
Since January’s Planning Board meeting, I have become more conversant and increasingly more
concerned with the actions of the City Council and the Planning Department in regards to Article 26,
density limits, and preservation in Alameda.  I am also concerned with environmental and equity
issues but do not believe that one set of concerns excludes the other and that this needs be viewed
as a “0 sum game”. I had hoped that with the defeat of Measure Z, Planning and Council might begin
to address all of these concerns in a truly collaborative manner with involved citizens and civic
minded groups fully engaged. However, in less than a month since the election, the majority of the
Council appear to me to be “doubling down” on finding a way to eliminate Article 26 despite the
vote rejecting Measure Z.
 
In early November I sent a comment via email, as did others, to urge that the City Council to
advocate for a reconsideration of the Option 8A methodology used by ABAG for determining the
RHNA; one that would better balance the opportunity and resources factors with the natural hazard
factors represented in Alameda as a small island city. I was dismayed to see that the Council in a 4-1
vote not only did not advocate for reconsideration but directed Mr. Thomas to send a letter in
opposition to the Tri-Valley request for change,  lauding and supporting the current ABAG
methodology.
 

During the November 17th City Council meeting Vice Mayor Knox White seemed to interpret without
any factual basis, that the defeat of Measure Z meant the voters wanted the City to abandon the
overlay to meet our obligations and so potentially set up a legal showdown with the State. This
seemed to me a very thinly veiled attempt to subvert the will of the voters, voters who are and
would have been fine with the status quo, if City Council had not put Measure Z on the ballot in the
first place. In my opinion this sort of reasoning, if turned into action, will only cause more distrust,
more division, and stand as a failure of duty to represent the majority of Alamedans. This is the very
reason that there is an Article 26 in the Charter.    
 
I urge you reconsider any such machinations and do the work necessary to both honor the will of the
voters to preserve the unique character of our city and also to fulfill our community obligations. In
my opinion is best done in a classic democratic compromise in which each side gains by winning
some of what is deemed important to them, while sacrificing something to the other, and together
serving the common good.  
 
Sincerely,
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Dolores Kelleher
 



From: Drew Dara-Abrams
To: Jim Oddie; Tony Daysog; Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft; Malia Vella; John Knox White
Cc: City Clerk
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Item 6B re RHNA and Housing Element
Date: Monday, November 30, 2020 3:01:11 PM

Dear Mayor, Vice Mayor, and Councilmembers,

First, thank you to the City Council for putting Alameda's ban on multifamily housing and its
density cap on the ballot. It's very disappointing to see that Measure Z has lost and that it has
lost by such a margin. The next immediate steps forward do not necessarily look clear — and
they also look costly, given the potential for state penalties — but I still appreciate that we
were given the opportunity as voters to try to pursue a more just, environmentally sustainable,
and economically vibrant approach to housing in Alameda.

I would like to offer a few comments on potential next steps for the City on its housing policy:

- Please do not treat the RHNA numbers as a zero-sum game to play. I disagree strongly with
CM Daysog's proposal that ABAG lower Alameda's allocation (and thereby increase other
jurisdictions' allocations). This may sound appealing to those whose lens is focused tightly on
keeping a few residential neighborhoods unchanged in amber, but it ignores the regional
reality of the Bay Area. It runs counter to economic, environmental, and equity goals to
propose to offload Alameda's RHNA allocation elsewhere. I appreciate CM Vella's comments
at a recent Council meeting laying out the mean-spirited illogic of opposing "Option 8A."
Alameda's potential allocation is fine (if anything, we should treat it as a minimum, not a
maximum, to aspire to). Alameda would do well to support a regional plan that prioritizes
equity and environmental goals.

- The best opportunities for new housing are in Alameda's commercial cores. The Park and
Webster corridors have parking lots, under-utilized commercial buildings, and auto facilities
that could work well for mixed-use development. Shopping centers, such as South Shore
Center, with their large surface parking lots are also suitable for mixed-use development that
is dense, transit-accessible, and minimizes driving. Existing retail would benefit from this
localized, increased density. And much as I'd like there to also be more residential
development in my R1-zoned neighborhood, I think we can all agree that the commercial
cores are where new housing development is the most "diplomatic" of an addition to Alameda
(that is, it isn't a rapid change to existing residential neighborhoods). How can Alameda enable
these development opportunities given Measure A's continued presence in the city charter? I
don't know—but I think it's a goal that continues to be worth pursuing. Alameda likely needs
more than just Alameda Point in order to meet its RHNA numbers, and the benefits that come
with new mixed-use construction are worth spreading to more parts of the city.

- Please watch after the City's finances and legal resources. Some wealthy cities in the Bay
Area always relish a fight with the state, and Livable California, Embarcadero Institute, and
other anti-housing organizations are goading on more. My family and I love the Alameda Free
Library, we love the parks, we are appreciative of seeing our daughter's preschool receive an
Alameda Strong relief grant from the city (thank you!) — we wouldn't want these services to
be cut in order to put money and city staff resources towards legal wrangling with the state.
Also, we want the city to be pursuing more state funding and grants—not risk these resources
from being cut off as a penalty for not having a compliant Housing Element or meeting RHNA
numbers.
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- Please find ways to enlarge and elevate Alameda's conversation about housing. I appreciate
that Measure Z was not a Band-Aid. It was put on the ballot as a systematic solution. Given
the multi-year timeline for the RHNA and Housing Element processes, I hope the City
Council will use this time to pursue a similarly ambitious and systematic solution to the
barriers that make housing policy such an intractable problem here. How to thread this needle?
I personally do not know, but I do think that more residents and businesses need to become
involved and care about this process, understanding both the carrots and sticks that the State of
California is preparing to deploy.

Thank you for putting your time toward housing in Alameda and thanks also for considering
my comments.

Sincerely,
Drew Dara-Abrams
Calhoun St.



From: Dan McDonald
To: City Clerk
Cc: Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft; Malia Vella; Jim Oddie; Tony Daysog; Andrew Thomas; Manager Manager; John Knox

White
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Public Comment to Item 2020-8509 re 12 December 2020 Council Meeting
Date: Monday, November 30, 2020 2:44:26 PM

Dear Members,

Let me confess first that I remain askance as to how council can square not joining Costa and
Tri-Valley efforts to revise downward the ABAG RHNA methodology with the obvious will
of the voters in kicking Measure Z to the curb. We heard lots of talk about "equity" for the
"the region" and that's all great and stuff, but council are representatives of Alameda residents-
-not of SF, not of Oakland, and not of "the region". 

But my point here is that if for whatever reason you don't want to do it with Contra Costa and
Tri-Valley, that doesn't mean you do nothing. Again, voters resoundingly rejected density for
density's sake. You may see this as the "wrong" result, but Alameda doesn't appoint
philosopher kings to council (yet).

SF, Oakland, and "the region" have their own representatives. Please, heed your own residents
and take some measures to try and reduce the allocation. Yes, we can "comply" with
allocations because pre-emption of Article 26 to the extent necessary is a thing, but you still
must do all you can to try and reduce the allocations to make what's necessary as little as
possible.

Anything less defies the will of the voters.

Sincerely,

Dan McDonald
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From: sfsugatoralum
To: Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft; Malia Vella; Jim Oddie; John Knox White; tdsaysog@alamedaca.gov
Cc: Andrew Thomas; Manager Manager; City Clerk
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Alameda City Council Meeting 12/1; Agenda Item# ITEM 6-B File #2020-8509 RHNA Methodology
Date: Monday, November 30, 2020 12:33:05 PM

Dear Members of the City Council:
 
I am writing to express my opinion as an Alameda resident and supporter of the No on Measure Z
campaign.  Given the direction provided to the Council by 60% of Alameda voters supporting the
constraints of Article 26 on density, I don’t understand why the Council has decided not to push back
on the ABAG RHNA mandated housing numbers for the 2023 planning cycle.
 
I think that as an island city with limited land mass and an antiquated transportation infrastructure,
that joining the Tri-Valley cities to push back on our housing allocation makes perfect sense and
gives the Council and the Community more time to reach an agreement on how to expand housing
on the Island in a more thoughtful, orderly and sequential manner.
 
I expect your allegiance as elected officials to be first to the City and your constituents.  The
Community has made its voice heard and it would be great if we could all work together on a
modified future vision of growth for Alameda.  Please reconsider the earlier vote and make an
appeal for the lower RHNA housing unit goal for the upcoming planning cycle.
 
Sincerely,
 
Jeff Franco
412 Channing Way
 
 
Sent from Mail for Windows 10
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From: ps4man@comcast.net
To: Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft; John Knox White; Malia Vella; Tony Daysog; Jim Oddie
Cc: Eric Levitt; Andrew Thomas; Yibin Shen; Lara Weisiger
Subject: [EXTERNAL] FW: Item 6-B on Dec. 1 Agenda-Knox-White Referral
Date: Monday, November 30, 2020 8:42:17 AM

Dear Mayor Ashcraft and Council Members Knox-White, Vella, Daysog and Oddie:
 
On Saturday, Nov. 21, I wrote the letter appended below expressing my strong disagreement with
Mr. Knox-White’s assertion that the loss of Measure Z mandates the rejection of the multi-family
overlay. At that time, he had not proposed a specific alternative. Since then I have had an email
exchange with him.
 
In my email to him of Nov. 24 I agreed that Govt. Code Sec. 65583.2 (c) (3) (A & B) gives a city two
options for demonstrating that it can accommodate its lower income RHNA. Option B is the choice
we have made in the current cycle by the up zoning of sufficient parcels to 30 units/acre via the
multi-family overlay.
 
Option A allows a city to achieve a certified housing element without up zoning, but subject to very
strict criteria. I asserted to Mr. Knox-White that option A was not feasible. Nevertheless, he
responded that, “I am glad we now both agree that there is a non-charter violating path forward to
providing a certifiable housing element.” Based upon that response I have concluded that he
proposes to seek a certified housing element via option A.
 
Option A allows a city to qualify parcels for lower income development without up zoning to 30
units/acre by providing “…an analysis demonstrating how the adopted densities accommodate this
need. The analysis shall include, but is not limited to, factors such as market demand, financial
feasibility, or information based on development project experience within a zone or zones that
provide housing for lower income households.”
 
Convincing the State that we have development potential to accommodate our entire lower income
allocation at the Article 26 level is fantasy. We have had enough trouble completing developments
at the 30 units/acre level! The only way to get approval for an option A based housing element
would be to demonstrate that the City has the resources to self-finance the construction of our
entire lower income allocation, something far beyond our means.
 
It should be obvious to anyone that option A is a non-starter. Note that Andrew Thomas, in his
report to you states, “Alameda likely cannot accommodate its projected RHNA for 2023-2031
without amending its General Plan and Zoning Ordinance, notwithstanding Article 26 of the City
Charter.” Mr. Thomas does not even mention option A. I am sure that he is very well aware of its
total unsuitability as a viable alternative.
 
Attempting to accomplish a certified housing element without the multi-family overlay will put the
City at great risk. I refer you to pages 2-3 of Exhibit 6 -July 2012 Staff Report attached to Item 6-B
which spells out the dire consequences of failing to a achieve certification. More recent
amendments to State law significantly increase those consequences. We have a proven path to
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certification. To differ from it, based upon Mr. Knox-White’s unsupportable conclusion that the
rejection of Measure Z requires you to do so, is folly.
 
You must not follow Mr. Knox-White down this rabbit hole. Instead, devote your efforts on Item 6-B
to considering possible reduction of our RHNA and all other aspects of our response to the pending
ABAG allocation as outlined in our Planning Director’s report. When this process is complete Council
can work with our Planning Director to develop a new multi-family overlay that achieves a certified
housing element.
 
Sincerely,
 
Paul S Foreman
 
_________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________
 
From: ps4man@comcast.net <ps4man@comcast.net>
Sent: Saturday, November 21, 2020 2:15 PM
To: Marilyn Ashcraft <mezzyashcraft@alamedaca.gov>; John Knox White
<jknoxwhite@alamedaca.gov>; Malia Vella <mvella@alamedaca.gov>; Tony Daysog
<tdaysog@alamedaca.gov>; Jim Oddie <joddie@alamedaca.gov>
Cc: 'Eric Levitt' <elevitt@alamedaca.gov>; 'yshen@alamedacityattorney.org'
<yshen@alamedacityattorney.org>; 'Andrew Thomas' <athomas@alamedaca.gov>
Subject: Item 6-B on Dec. 1 Agenda-Knox-White Referral
 
Dear Mayor Ashcraft and Council Members Knox-White, Vella, Daysog and Oddie:
 
If there is any doubt about Mr. Knox White’s intentions in making this referral, the following
quotation from his email response to a citizen’s email to Council should dispel them. (bold italics
mine)
 
“While I have a different perspective on Article 26, I intend to fully support the results of this
election. I will uphold our charter and push to ensure that it is upheld, that will include no longer
supporting the ignoring of the charter in adopting multifamily overlays and working to engage ABAG
in discussions about how our city is unable to meet the number of units that they are proposing
based on our recently reaffirmed charter language. The next opportunity for providing this direction
will be at the 12/1 council meeting where we will discuss RHNA and provide input to staff on what
items they should return with in January to allow for the discussion on how to proceed after the
election.”
 
The rejection of Measure Z is in no way a direction to Council to disregard State law. This was a
Council, not a citizen initiative. The citizens did not ask you to do anything to change the status quo.
You asked the citizens to repeal Art. 26. They said no to repeal. They were not asked to vote on
rejecting State law, nor were they asked to vote on abandoning the multi-family overlay. Even if one
accepts Mr. Knox-White’s conclusions as to voter intent, there is a paramount obligation to uphold



State law. Thus, you have no duty of any kind to devote one second of Council or staff time to this
issue. On the other hand, Mr. Knox-White’s position invites costly lawsuits and probable adverse
consequences to the City that you have a duty to avoid.
 
Our Charter is not out of compliance with State law nor illegal. It is only preempted to the extent
needed to comply with State law. For case law that supports the proposition that a City ordinance
that conflicts with state law is preempted only to the extent that it actually conflicts. see  Action
Apartment Assn., Inc. v. City of Santa Monica (2007) 41 Cal.4th 1232  and cases cited therein. I
believe that our Planning Director’s staff report attached to Item 6-B on the Dec. 1 Council agenda
clearly supports this view.
 
It is true that the multi-family overlay preemptive effect on Art. 26 has never been tested in the
courts, but the supremacy of State law over local law clearly supports the overlay. Article 26, the
multi-family overlay and the Housing Element Law have been co-existing since 2012 without
challenge. The risk of a future challenge is somewhere between minimal and nil and is not impacted
by the rejection of Measure Z.
 
It has been said, never let a good crisis go to waste. Mr. Knox-White’s referral adds another axiom. If
there is no crisis, create one! Council’s consideration of Item 6-B should be limited to considering
attempting to reduce our RHNA and all other aspects of our response to the pending ABAG
allocation as outlined in our Planning Director’s excellent report attached to Item 6-B.
 
Paul S Foreman
 

From: ps4man@comcast.net <ps4man@comcast.net> 
Sent: Saturday, November 21, 2020 2:15 PM
To: Marilyn Ashcraft <mezzyashcraft@alamedaca.gov>; John Knox White
<jknoxwhite@alamedaca.gov>; Malia Vella <mvella@alamedaca.gov>; Tony Daysog
<tdaysog@alamedaca.gov>; Jim Oddie <joddie@alamedaca.gov>
Cc: 'Eric Levitt' <elevitt@alamedaca.gov>; 'yshen@alamedacityattorney.org'
<yshen@alamedacityattorney.org>; 'Andrew Thomas' <athomas@alamedaca.gov>
Subject: Item 6-B on Dec. 1 Agenda-Knox-White Referral
 
Dear Mayor Ashcraft and Council Members Knox-White, Vella, Daysog and Oddie:
 
If there is any doubt about Mr. Knox White’s intentions in making this referral, the following
quotation from his email response to a citizen’s email to Council should dispel them. (bold italics
mine)
 
“While I have a different perspective on Article 26, I intend to fully support the results of this
election. I will uphold our charter and push to ensure that it is upheld, that will include no longer
supporting the ignoring of the charter in adopting multifamily overlays and working to engage
ABAG in discussions about how our city is unable to meet the number of units that they are
proposing based on our recently reaffirmed charter language. The next opportunity for providing
this direction will be at the 12/1 council meeting where we will discuss RHNA and provide input to



staff on what items they should return with in January to allow for the discussion on how to proceed
after the election.”
 
The rejection of Measure Z is in no way a direction to Council to disregard State law. This was a
Council, not a citizen initiative. The citizens did not ask you to do anything to change the status quo.
You asked the citizens to repeal Art. 26. They said no to repeal. They were not asked to vote on
rejecting State law, nor were they asked to vote on abandoning the multi-family overlay. Even if one
accepts Mr. Knox-White’s conclusions as to voter intent, there is a paramount obligation to uphold
State law. Thus, you have no duty of any kind to devote one second of Council or staff time to this
issue. On the other hand, Mr. Knox-White’s position invites costly lawsuits and probable adverse
consequences to the City that you have a duty to avoid.
 
Our Charter is not out of compliance with State law nor illegal. It is only preempted to the extent
needed to comply with State law. For case law that supports the proposition that a City ordinance
that conflicts with state law is preempted only to the extent that it actually conflicts. see  Action
Apartment Assn., Inc. v. City of Santa Monica (2007) 41 Cal.4th 1232  and cases cited therein. I
believe that our Planning Director’s staff report attached to Item 6-B on the Dec. 1 Council agenda
clearly supports this view.
 
It is true that the multi-family overlay preemptive effect on Art. 26 has never been tested in the
courts, but the supremacy of State law over local law clearly supports the overlay. Article 26, the
multi-family overlay and the Housing Element Law have been co-existing since 2012 without
challenge. The risk of a future challenge is somewhere between minimal and nil and is not impacted
by the rejection of Measure Z.
 
It has been said, never let a good crisis go to waste. Mr. Knox-White’s referral adds another axiom. If
there is no crisis, create one! Council’s consideration of Item 6-B should be limited to considering
attempting to reduce our RHNA and all other aspects of our response to the pending ABAG
allocation as outlined in our Planning Director’s excellent report attached to Item 6-B.
 
Paul S Foreman



From: Patricia Baer
To: City Clerk; Manager Manager; Andrew Thomas; Tony Daysog; Jim Oddie; Malia Vella; Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft; John

Knox White
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Item 6-B
Date: Sunday, November 29, 2020 1:13:52 PM

Council Members

I strongly urge you to vote to join the other East Bay cities in challenging ABAG’s RHNA procedure. The huge
defeat of Measure Z should have shown you how Alameda’s citizens feel about housing density.

As officials elected to serve the will of the people, we will be watching how you handle this subject.

Thank you,

Patricia Baer
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From: ps4man@comcast.net
To: Lara Weisiger
Subject: [EXTERNAL] FW: Item 6-B on Dec. 1 Agenda-Knox-White Referral
Date: Monday, November 23, 2020 9:22:26 PM

Lara.
 
I neglected to add you as an addressee. Please place the letter below in the correspondence file for
Item 6-B on the Dec. 1 City Council agenda.
 
Thank You,
 
Paul
 

From: ps4man@comcast.net <ps4man@comcast.net> 
Sent: Saturday, November 21, 2020 2:15 PM
To: Marilyn Ashcraft <mezzyashcraft@alamedaca.gov>; John Knox White
<jknoxwhite@alamedaca.gov>; Malia Vella <mvella@alamedaca.gov>; Tony Daysog
<tdaysog@alamedaca.gov>; Jim Oddie <joddie@alamedaca.gov>
Cc: 'Eric Levitt' <elevitt@alamedaca.gov>; 'yshen@alamedacityattorney.org'
<yshen@alamedacityattorney.org>; 'Andrew Thomas' <athomas@alamedaca.gov>
Subject: Item 6-B on Dec. 1 Agenda-Knox-White Referral
 
Dear Mayor Ashcraft and Council Members Knox-White, Vella, Daysog and Oddie:
 
If there is any doubt about Mr. Knox White’s intentions in making this referral, the following
quotation from his email response to a citizen’s email to Council should dispel them. (bold italics
mine)
 
“While I have a different perspective on Article 26, I intend to fully support the results of this
election. I will uphold our charter and push to ensure that it is upheld, that will include no longer
supporting the ignoring of the charter in adopting multifamily overlays and working to engage
ABAG in discussions about how our city is unable to meet the number of units that they are
proposing based on our recently reaffirmed charter language. The next opportunity for providing
this direction will be at the 12/1 council meeting where we will discuss RHNA and provide input to
staff on what items they should return with in January to allow for the discussion on how to proceed
after the election.”
 
The rejection of Measure Z is in no way a direction to Council to disregard State law. This was a
Council, not a citizen initiative. The citizens did not ask you to do anything to change the status quo.
You asked the citizens to repeal Art. 26. They said no to repeal. They were not asked to vote on
rejecting State law, nor were they asked to vote on abandoning the multi-family overlay. Even if one
accepts Mr. Knox-White’s conclusions as to voter intent, there is a paramount obligation to uphold
State law. Thus, you have no duty of any kind to devote one second of Council or staff time to this
issue. On the other hand, Mr. Knox-White’s position invites costly lawsuits and probable adverse
consequences to the City that you have a duty to avoid.
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Our Charter is not out of compliance with State law nor illegal. It is only preempted to the extent
needed to comply with State law. For case law that supports the proposition that a City ordinance
that conflicts with state law is preempted only to the extent that it actually conflicts. see  Action
Apartment Assn., Inc. v. City of Santa Monica (2007) 41 Cal.4th 1232  and cases cited therein. I
believe that our Planning Director’s staff report attached to Item 6-B on the Dec. 1 Council agenda
clearly supports this view.
 
It is true that the multi-family overlay preemptive effect on Art. 26 has never been tested in the
courts, but the supremacy of State law over local law clearly supports the overlay. Article 26, the
multi-family overlay and the Housing Element Law have been co-existing since 2012 without
challenge. The risk of a future challenge is somewhere between minimal and nil and is not impacted
by the rejection of Measure Z.
 
It has been said, never let a good crisis go to waste. Mr. Knox-White’s referral adds another axiom. If
there is no crisis, create one! Council’s consideration of Item 6-B should be limited to considering
attempting to reduce our RHNA and all other aspects of our response to the pending ABAG
allocation as outlined in our Planning Director’s excellent report attached to Item 6-B.
 
Paul S Foreman




