
From: theresemhall@aol.com
To: City Clerk; mezzyashcraft@alameda.ca.gov; John Knox White; Tony Daysog; Trish Spencer; Malia Vella
Subject: [EXTERNAL] 6/15/21 City Council Meeting Agenda Item 6-G
Date: Tuesday, June 15, 2021 10:38:28 PM

Dear City Council,

I am very concerned to hear that the McKay property is being considered for complete demolition. As a
voter, I was reassured that the facility was going to be rehabilitated for a wellness center. The expectation
was that these vintage WWII era barracks would become modern day housing units for our homeless
seniors in the same way that the Alameda Theater was restored as a modern day movie theater and
Alameda High School was rehabilitated for a myriad of modern day uses, not just education.

It's incumbent upon us to protect these structures as a critical link to our City's past. It's also imperative to
send the message that as a community we rehabilitate, reuse, recycle, and repurpose wherever we can.
The Federal facility presents our most recent opportunity to restore an historical monument and  indeed
these buildings are cataloged in Alameda's Historical Study List.  Given that they are listed there, the City
needs to insure that procedures described in California Section 21084 are followed and if after
discussions, the property is found to be a 'Detriment to the community' then opportunity should and must
be given to cure or correct it.

The Senior Homeless Housing and Respite Center Project reassured Alamedans that these buildings
would be rehabilitated. Do not approve to demolish, please. Once they're gone, they're gone.

Respectfully,

Therese Hall
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From: K Welch
To: City Clerk
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Fwd: City Council Meeting 6/15/21: Item 6-G
Date: Tuesday, June 15, 2021 6:49:12 PM

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: K Welch <kwelchalameda@gmail.com>
Date: Tue, Jun 15, 2021 at 6:47 PM
Subject: City Council Meeting 6/15/21: Item 6-G
To: Marilyn Ezzy <mezzyashcraft@gmail.com>, <mvella@alamedaca.gov>,
<tspencer@alamedaca.gov>, <tdaysog@alamedaca.gov>, John Knox White
<jknoxwhite@gmail.com>

Dear Mayor and City Council Members,

I am writing to you in reference to the June 15th City Council Agenda Item 6-G
regarding HAB's Decision to Approve the Certificate of Approval Number PLN20-0431
to allow the demolition of two main buildings and four accessory buildings at 620
Central Avenue (the "Mckay Wellness Center" Project).

In April 2019, the voters approved Ballot Measure A affirming the City Council’s
December 18, 2018 decision to change the land use designations for the property to
facilitate the McKay Wellness Center Project. 

In December 2020, the applicant, Alameda Point Collaborative, submitted an
application to delist the Alameda Federal Center property from the Historical Building
Study List; the applicant also filed a Certificate of Approval application to demolish
Buildings 1 and 2, and four accessory buildings.    

On March 4 and May 6, 2021, the Historical Advisory Board held public hearings to
consider delisting the 3.65-acre site from the Historical Building Study List 

On May 6, 2021, after considering the submitted material and the public testimony,
the Historical Advisory Board (HAB) approved Resolution No. HAB-21-01 for a
Certificate of Approval to allow demolition of two main buildings (Building 1 and
Building 2) and four accessory buildings (Buildings 8, 9, 10 and 13) at 620 Central
Avenue (Alameda Federal Center site).

It is beyond time to allow the Wellness Center to proceed. I encourage you to adopt
the Resolution Approving Certificate of Approval Application No. PLN20-0431 and
upholding the decision of the Historical Advisory Board to allow the demolition of two
main buildings and four accessory buildings at 620 Central Avenue (The “McKay
Wellness Center” Project).  

The Alameda voters have spoken. The Alameda Historical Advisory Board has
spoken. It's now your turn to uphold HAB's decision and allow the long-awaited
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McKay Wellness Center to move forward so that they can provide critical supportive
care to those individuals who need it most.

Sincerely,
Kristin Welch



From: Imi Lee
To: City Clerk; Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft; John Knox White; Tony Daysog; Trish Spencer; Malia Vella
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Re: Agenda Item 6-G; 6/15/21 Meeting
Date: Tuesday, June 15, 2021 5:57:20 PM

Dear City Council

Re: Agenda Item 6-G; 6/15/21 Meeting

I strongly object to the proposed demolition of the
property at 620 Central Ave/ 1245 McKay Ave.
historically known as the U.S. Maritime Officers
Training School. 

--The Historical Advisory Board did not follow the
proper protocol under the Alameda Municipal Code
Section 13-21-5, and they did not discuss whether
or not the buildings are a "detriment to the
community". 

---The City Staff report mischaracterized the
property and stated that the property is not a
historic resource, when in fact the Historical
Advisory Board approved to keep the property on
the Historical Advisory Board Study List, and stated
in its meeting that the buildings have historic value
and merit. The site unequivocally has historical
importance for Alameda's military history, as well as
State, National and International WWII and Korean
War history. 

--There is a pending application to the National
Register of Historic Places and there is new
information that the architect was Harry A. Bruno, a
notable and prolific Bay Area architect. 

--A petition that is currently being circulated by the
American Merchant Marine Veterans group has
gathered over 250 signatures from Alameda
residents and over 1000+ total. 
http://chng.it/YvmqpXBcXR
This cumulative public sentiment should be noted and
taken into consideration.

--The ballot measure language of the 2019 special
election, Measure A, clearly stated, "reuse" of
existing buildings, and the voters expected the
buildings to be repurposed. 
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Measure A: "Shall an ordinance confirming the City
Council’s actions to permit reuse of vacant
federal buildings on a 3.65-acre parcel on McKay
Avenue and allow for the development of a
wellness center for senior assisted living and
supportive services for homeless individuals by
changing the General Plan designation from
“Federal Facilities” to “Office,” removing the
Government Combining District classification and
maintaining the existing zoning district designation,
be adopted?" (emphasis added)

--The property has extraordinary historical
significance
--The U.S. Merchant Marines led exceptional efforts
during WWII, supplying crucial supplies to our
troops and Allies, risking their lives as the front
liners, and assisted in what ultimately resulted in
victory. The U.S. Merchant Marines also had the
highest casualty rate during WWII. 
--The U.S. Merchant Marine Training Officer School
in Alameda was a crucial component to their heroic
efforts, preparing leaders to strategize and organize
crew. •The radio operator component of the school
was also an important contributor to these efforts. 
--The only other U.S. Merchant Marine Officer
School at Fort Trumbull does not have the unique
character and design as the original buildings in
Alameda. The training school at Fort
Trumbull repurposed older barracks dating back
from the 1800s. The facility in Alameda was
intentionally built at Neptune Beach for these WWII
efforts. The training facility at Sheephead's Bay in
NY was razed in 1960. This site in Alameda is one
the last remaining remnants of the historical
significance of the U.S. Merchant Marine efforts in
WWII as well as the Korean War. It was also
important during the Cold War when the facility was
the Western Training Center.

--This property should be protected, and the
buildings should be repurposed to include an
interpretive center, community space, museum and
other historical artifacts from WWII.
--This is an opportunity to preserve and honor the
legacy of our veterans and educate the public on
the history of the U.S. Merchant Marines, their
dedicated service in WWII and how Alameda



played a part in those important efforts. 

Thank you. 

Sincerely,

Imi Lee



From: Michael Yoshii
To: City Clerk
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Wellness Center
Date: Tuesday, June 15, 2021 5:56:38 PM

Dear Alameda City Council Members:

I want express my concern that attempts are being made to derail the proposed Wellness Center in Alameda as it
continues to move forward in it’s next phase of development.

The Wellness Center deserves total community support as an innovative attempt to serve the unsheltered in an
innovative and comprehensive manner.  It honors the whole person and does not judge or stigmatize people based
on their life circumstances.

Thank you in advance for your principled support of this project.  Your leadership helps the community feel proud
to be part of a caring and compassionate city anchored in human values.

Blessings & Peace,

Michael Yoshii

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Lorin Laiacona Salem
To: City Clerk
Subject: [EXTERNAL] in support of HAB decision
Date: Tuesday, June 15, 2021 5:09:06 PM

Mme. Mayor and Councilmembers,

I am writing in support of the Wellness Center on McKay. The Historical Advisory Board was
right to approve the demolition of the defunct buildings on site. There are many historical
buildings in Alameda worth saving - these are not among them. Let's protect our seniors and
give this site a new life.

Thank you,
Lorin Laiacona Salem
Alameda resident
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From: ljunglee@aol.com
To: City Clerk
Subject: [EXTERNAL] I Support the Wellness Center
Date: Tuesday, June 15, 2021 3:06:02 PM

Dear Mayor Ashcraft and Members of the City Council,

I am writing to express my continued support for the Wellness Center on MacKay Avenue in West
Alameda.  As a member of the Renewed Hope Housing Advocates and the Buena Vista United Methodist
Church, I strongly believe that the Wellness Center and the ninety units of senior housing offer a unique
opportunity to provide both a resource center and respite center for the homeless, as well as affordable
housing for frail seniors.  While I looked forward to seeing the former administration buildings
transformed, I understand that rehabilitation of old buildings is not easy and can often be very expensive. 
Thus, I support the tearing down of the existing buildings so that new and more affordable construction
can occur.

I ask that the City Council provide unanimous support for the Wellness Center,

Sincerely,
Lynette Jung Lee
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From: Transform Alameda
To: City Clerk; Lara Weisiger
Cc: Trish Spencer; Tony Daysog; Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft; John Knox White; Malia Vella
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Action on item 6-G in regular agenda
Date: Tuesday, June 15, 2021 2:47:43 PM

Hello:

We would like to urge you to support the decision made by the HAB regarding the Certificate
of Approval for the demolition of buildings at the site of the Wellness Center. It's really
unfortunate that stalling efforts, like this appeal, take up critical time from forward progress on
a project that will serve vulnerable members of our community. Please support that HAB's
decision and allow for the Wellness Center progress to continue.

Thank you,
Transform Alameda 

-- 

Web  |  Twitter  |  Instagram | Facebook
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From: Frank Matarrese
To: Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft; John Knox White; Trish Spencer; Tony Daysog; Malia Vella; Lara Weisiger
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Action on CC/SACIC Agenda Item 3B and Regular Agenda Items 6C and 6G
Date: Tuesday, June 15, 2021 11:53:37 AM

Honorable Mayor and City Council Members

Under Item 3B of the special joint meeting of the Council and SACIC, I ask the the City
Council takes the opportunity when discussing and approving the 2021-22 / 2022-23 Budget,
to make it clear that there will be specific goals for the City Manager for achieving and
maintaining equitable and fair law enforcement in Alameda. And, there will be routine,
ongoing scheduled reporting to the community on the progress in meeting these goals.

Along with this, please vote tonight to set law enforcement policy by selecting  from the
options in regular meeting agenda item 6C. I believe our City Council  must set policy to
assure that the law is being enforced with equity and fairness for all, not just until things "get
better" but continually monitoring and correcting to ensure equal treatment under the law.. 

 

And, please vote tonight to uphold the HAB determination allowing the demolition of
buildings at 620 Central under regular agenda item 6-G. I believe the HAB made the correct
decision and followed proper procedure, and it looks like there is no new information that
supports overturning the HAB  vote. By upholding the HAB's decision, the City Council can
clear the path for our community to truly help some among us who are in desperate need.  .

Thank you for your consideration and attention.

Respectfully,

Frank Matarrese
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From: Eric Levitt
To: CityCouncil-List
Cc: Lara Weisiger; Yibin Shen; Gerry Beaudin
Subject: FW: [EXTERNAL] Ballot Measures/McKay Ave Federal Property
Date: Tuesday, June 15, 2021 11:45:19 AM

Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft & City Council Members:
 
I was asked to forward the below e-mail to the City Council.
 
Thanks
 
Eric Levitt
CM
 

 
Hi Mr. Levitt,
 
I remain concerned about the 2019 ballot measure language and the campaign that
supported efforts to gather support by telling the voters that the buildings on McKay
Avenue were to be reused. Here is a copy of one of their campaign flyers that was circulated
widely across Alameda:
 
….”structurally sound yet abandoned buildings”
…”covert boarded up buildings…”
 
<image001.jpg>
 
It appears the City should bring this measure back to the voters since the project has
deviated significantly from what the voters approved. 
 
Please advise.
Thank you.
Best,
Carmen 
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From: Diane Cunningham Rizzo
To: City Clerk
Subject: [EXTERNAL] The Wellness Center City Council Agenda Item
Date: Tuesday, June 15, 2021 11:30:19 AM

Dear City Council Members,

The Wellness Center is a critical and much needed resource for vulnerable elders and
homeless individuals with health conditions in Alameda County. It   will become a
model for future centers in other communities.
 
I urge you to protect the integrity of the Historical Advisory Board and uphold the
decision they made to issue a Certificate of Approval for the Center. This is an
amazing project that our community needs and will benefit from. 
 
Thank you,
Diane Cunningham Rizzo 
 

mailto:dianerizzo@aol.com
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From: MARGARET HALL
To: City Clerk; Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft; John Knox White; Tony Daysog; Trish Spencer; Malia Vella
Subject: [EXTERNAL] McKay Ave. Demolition
Date: Tuesday, June 15, 2021 10:55:57 AM
Attachments: We sent you safe versions of your files.msg

Yes on A Campaign Flyer.pdf

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

Hello City Council,
   
    Please do not approve the demolition of the McKay Ave buildings until you have
more information. Once its gone, its gone!
    Please require a written cost analysis of demolition versus reuse. Andrew Thomas
has stated this is a 'purely financial' decision but the public has yet to see any costs.
Personally, looking back on my life, many of the 'purely financial' decisions I have
made, I have lived to regret. On a public level, we wouldn't have the restored
Alameda Theater or Old Alameda High School if the City had acted solely on 'purely
financial' decisions or without the grassroots efforts of Alamedan's.
  
    As a General Contractor in Alameda for over 30+ years, I am also a strong
advocate for reuse of space and repurposing of materials. I loved the idea that this
whole site would be reused.  Demolition is the antithesis of reuse and the furthest
thing from 'green' building as you can get. It is major cause of pollution including air
quality, noise pollution, trucking through neighborhoods and parks, and impact on
landfill. I've attached the Yes on A campaign flyers that assured voters the
'structurally sound' federal buildings would be 'converted' into a lifesaving facility. Lets
do what we can to achieve this. It would be really cool to have the history and legacy
of our City's contribution to World War II embedded in a lifesaving facility!
    I would also like to please ask you to somehow verify that the funds for this entire
portion of this project (not just the demolition) are a sure thing, not just speculation.
With construction materials costs skyrocketing 375% (per the WSJ) and National
concerns of inflation rising, the cost of new construction is fluctuating daily. I'm very
concerned the buildings will be torn down prematurely! 
Thank you for all your time and service to Alameda!
Margaret Hall
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SAVE ALAMEDA 
875A Island Drive, Suite 135, Alameda, CA 94502 

15 June 2021 

To: Members of the Alameda City Council: 

From:  Save Alameda – Representative John Healy 

Subj: Letter for Appeal of 620 Central Avenue aka McKay Wellness Center 

This letter is in response to the appeal made by Alameda Council Members Spencer and Daysog 
regarding the demolition permit granted by the Historical Advisory Board for 620 Central Avenue and 
the CEQA declaration supporting the 620 Central Avenue project. The hearing before the Alameda City 
Council is set for June 15, 2021. 

Regarding 620 Central Avenue: 

The City has abused its discretion and has not proceeded in a manner required by law, and their 
determinations and decisions are not supported by substantial evidence. The City of Alameda has acted 
in bad faith by granting a Demolition Permit while certifying an Addendum to a Mitigated Negative 
Declaration under California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) when neither should approve or issue. 
There has been substantial evidence supporting that a "Fair Argument" has been made that a significant 
impact and or effect will occur at 620 Central Avenue aka McKay Wellness Center project requiring an 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) and that the evidence does not support an addendum to a mitigated 
negative declaration based on an Environment Analysis and clearly cannot be certified. 

The Federal Government owns 620 Central Avenue since 1942, fee simple absolute. The Federal 
Government maintains dominion and control over the property, invoking federal jurisdiction. Even 
though the City of Alameda just recently removed a Government Combining District designation ("G-
Overlay") from the parcel, the real property remains under the control of the Federal Government, 
requiring the application of federal statutes. The real property in question is clearly and unambiguously 
property under federal jurisdiction, and private conversion has not taken place. Federal participation is 
required as funds identified for this project are reportedly coming from Federal Government. This 
project invokes both the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA). The City of Alameda and the Federal Government must develop a plan to fulfill CEQA 
and NEPA compliance requirements. To date, only the CEQA has attempted to be applied in bad faith. 

Through General Services Administration (GSA), the Federal Government has failed to perform several 
federal laws as required, including but not limited to § 110 of the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) and 36 CFR PART 800 -Protection of Historic Properties. 

Section 110 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) sets out federal agencies' broad historic 
preservation responsibilities. It is intended to ensure that historic preservation is fully integrated into 
the ongoing programs of all Federal agencies. The language of § 110 of the NHPA provides that "the 
heads of all Federal agencies shall assume responsibility for the preservation of historic properties which 
are owned or controlled by such agency" (16 USC § 470h–2(a)(1)) and that properties listed on 
the National Register be "managed and maintained in a way that considers the preservation of history, 



archaeological, architectural and cultural values ... and gives special consideration to the preservation of 
such values" (16 USC § 470h–2(a)(2)(B)).  

620 Central Avenue has active applications for listing on the National Register as a historical  Resource 
with both the State of California Perseveration Office and the US Department of the Interior National 
Park Service Cultural Resources, specifically to the National Preservation Office.  

The City of Alameda provided an email in an attempt to support its position from Jane Lehman, 
Architect, LEED AP Regional Historic Preservation Officer from the Design and Construction Division, 
dated May 03, 2021; she stated in her email, "I don't believe that any recent actions warrant reopening 
of the federal 106 processes. The property was determined not eligible back in 2003 based on its lack of 
integrity. And after demolition of so many remaining buildings, we know the integrity has not improved. 
In my professional opinion, this property is not eligible for the National Register." Ms. Lehman's opinion 
is inconsistent with federal law and guidelines for multiple reasons to include but not limited to the 
timeliness of the information, the content of the information, and how it was evaluated.   

The initial evaluation and only evaluation performed for 620 Central Avenue was by Page and Turnbull in 
1996. On March 12, 2003, a letter was sent by Arthur Layne, the Regional Historic Preservation Officer, 
Public Building Service, to Clarence Caesar of The California Department of Parks and Recreation, Office 
of Historic Preservation asking for an evaluation and determination of a federal property with the 
preview of the General Services Admiration (GSA,) a federal agency. The letter states that the property 
in question is federal under the preview of a federal agency, thus requiring the involvement of the 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP), which has never taken place.  

The letter by Mr. Layne stated: (Attached as Exhibit 1) 

"Because of its age and the significant activities that transpired on this property during World War 
Il, the possibility exists that this facility could qualify for listing in the National Register of Historic 
Places. Presently, it is GSA's position that the criteria for eligibility do not support a Historic 
Register listing. In order for you to get a better understanding of the Alameda Federal Center, I am 
enclosing copies of the following. 

  
l. Historic Building Preservation Plan (I-DPP) prepared by 
Page & Turnbull, Inc. dated February 23, 1996 
2. Supporting for Determination of Eligibility for National Register of Historic Places prepared by 
Page & Tumbull, Inc. Dated February 1996 

We are asking that you provide comments regarding the above." 

The letter in response to Mr. Layne came from Dr. Knox Mellon, a California State Historic Preservation 
Officer (SHIPO), dated March 20, 2003. Dr. Mellon responded in seven (7) days from the request made 
by Mr. Layne, and the letter states in part the following: (Attached as Exhibit 2) 

"A review of the submitted documentation leads me to concur with GSA's determination that the 
Alameda Federal Center is not eligible for inclusion on the NRHP under any of the criteria 
established by 36 CFR 60.4." 

The letter Dr. Mellon, the California SHIPO provided, with his opinion, was returned to GSA in under 
seven (7) days, a brief period to review, investigate, verify, ensure accuracy and apply the National 
Register Criteria for evaluation on the property in question under CFR, Title 36, Part 60.4.  The letter 
shows unmistakably that an independent assessment or determination had not taken place. Dr. Mellon 



states he only used the information provided by Page and Turnbull from 1996. The information Dr. 
Mellon used was eight (8) years old. How can a proper evaluation occur without verifying and ensuring 
the information provided is correct and factual in such a short time period from outdated information? 

Under Cal. Code Regs. tit. 14 § 4852 section (3) If the results of the survey are five or more years old at 
the time of nomination, the documentation for a resource, or resources, must be updated prior to 
nomination to ensure the accuracy of the information. The statute creating the California Register 
requires surveys over five (5) years old to be updated.  

We have shown that the information provided to Dr. Mellon, the California SHIPO, was eight years old 
when evaluated. The information provided to the Alameda Historical Advisory Board was 26 years old. 
Well beyond the five (5) year limit. The regurgitation by Page and Turnbull in 2021 of their now 25-year-
old report was based on outdated, missing, and incorrect data. The report by Page and Turnbull 
produced in 1996 and 2021 contains multiple errors and misstatements of fact. These errors include but 
are not limited to not listing the Architect of 620 Central Avenue, who has numerous buildings listed in 
the National Registry, the uses of the buildings, and subsequent tenants of a historical nature.  The age 
of the information presented requires the review of section 106 and section 110 compliance under 
NHPA.  
 
Provisions of section 110 under NHPA, required under the law, the head of each Federal agency must do 
several things.  

First, he or she must assume responsibility for the preservation of historic properties owned or 
controlled by the agency. Each Federal agency must establish a preservation program for the 
identification, evaluation, nomination to the National Register, and protection of historic properties. 
Each Federal agency must consult with the Secretary of the Interior (acting through the Director of the 
National Park Service) in establishing its preservation programs. Each Federal agency must, to the 
maximum extent feasible, use historic properties available to it in carrying out its responsibilities. The 
1992 additions to section 110 also set out some specific benchmarks for Federal agency preservation 
programs. In addition, Guidelines were provided to show how Federal agencies should address these 
various other requirements and guidelines in carrying out their responsibilities under the Act. 

Under these guidelines of section 110, specifically under Standard 2 subsection (g), the email provided 
by the City of Alameda from Jane Lehman of GSA dated May 03, 2021, is not in compliance as required 
as the information is outdated, directing a re-investigation and not by a Page & Turnbull regurgitation 
their old report of 25 years ago! 

The Guidelines as provided by Section 110, 

Standard 2. An agency provides for the timely identification and evaluation of historic properties under 
agency jurisdiction or control and/or subject to effect by agency actions. [Sec. 110(a)(2)(A) and Sec. 
112].  
(g) Identification of historic properties is an ongoing process. As time passes, events occur, or scholarly 
and public thinking about historical significance changes. Therefore, even when an area has been 
completely surveyed for historic properties of all types, it may require re-investigation if many years 
have passed since the survey was completed. Such follow-up studies should be based upon previously 
obtained information, may focus upon filling information gaps, and should consider re-evaluation of 
properties based upon new information or changed historical understanding. 
 



Because of the age of the information presented, a review of section 106 compliance is mandated. In 
addition, there has been no public notification or input as required under section 106. 
  
§ 800.2 Participants in the Section 106 process. 
(d) The public – 
(1) Nature of involvement. The views of the public are essential to informed Federal decision-making in 
the section 106 process. The agency official shall seek and consider the views of the public in a manner 
that reflects the nature and complexity of the undertaking and its effects on historic properties, the 
likely interest of the public in the effects on historic properties, confidentiality concerns of private 
individuals, and businesses, and the relationship of the Federal involvement to the undertaking. 
(2) Providing notice and information. The agency official must, except where appropriate to protect 
confidentiality concerns of affected parties, provide the public with information about an undertaking 
and its effects on historic properties and seek public comment and input. Members of the public may 
also provide views on their own initiative for the agency official to consider in decision-making. 
(3) Use of agency procedures. The agency official may use the agency's procedures for public 
involvement under the National Environmental Policy Act or other program requirements in lieu of 
public involvement requirements in subpart B of this part if they provide adequate opportunities for 
public involvement consistent with this subpart. 
 
The argument that Page and Turnbull presented states that the property has lost integrity of design, 
materials, setting, feeling, and association with its historical period and does not convey the property's 
historic maritime training mission during and after World War II is entirely subjective. The report states 
that the color of the buildings has changed, the windows have been modified, and some staircases have 
been altered. These are the conditions Page and Turnbull claim that has caused the loss of integrity of 
the buildings. Every single one of these issues can be simply remediated. These are the last buildings of 
this type in the entire world used for the maritime mission during World War II. There were only two 
places during World War II, Alameda and New York, where this naval activity took place. The facility in 
New York has been entirely raised and is now a community college. The only history of these maritime 
activities is located in Alameda, known as 620 Central Avenue. 
 
The application of federal and state statutes, including guidelines, has not been appropriately followed 
as prescribed by law. The Federal Government owns the property fee simple absolute and maintains 
dominion and control over the property. Therefore, the real property 620 Central Avenue is clearly and 
unambiguously under federal jurisdiction. Private conversion has not occurred; thus, federal 
involvement involving the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) is required along with CEQA. 
 
Moving back to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 

The property is Historical, and an application has been made to list the property on The National 
Registry of Historic Places. In addition, new information has been obtained about the historical nature of 
the building and its distinguished history, requiring the saving of whatever is in tack that can be 
remediated.  

The City of Alameda, in this matter, has prepared an addendum to mitigated declaration based on an 
Environmental Analysis (EA) and refuses to perform an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) even through 
substantial evidence supporting that a "Fair Argument" has been made that a significant impact and or 
effect will occur at 620 Central Avenue aka McKay Wellness Center project requiring an Environmental 
Impact Report (EIR) and that the evidence does not support an addendum to a mitigated negative 
declaration based on an Environment Analysis and clearly cannot be certified.  



 "The `fair argument' test is derived from Public Resources Code section 2115, which requires an EIR on 
any project which `may have a significant effect on the environment.' That section mandates 
preparation of an EIR in the first instance `whenever it can be fairly argued based on substantial 
evidence that the project may have a significant environmental impact.' (No Oil, Inc. v. City of Los 
Angeles (1974) 13 Cal.3d 68, 75 [ 118 Cal.Rptr. 34, 529 P.2d 66].) 

If there is substantial evidence of such impact, contrary evidence is not adequate to support a decision 
to dispense with an EIR. (Long Beach Sav. Loan Assn. v. Long Beach Redevelopment Agency (1986) 188 
Cal.App.3d 249, 264 [ 232 Cal.Rptr. 772]; Bowman v. City of Petaluma (1986) 185 Cal.App.3d 1065, 
1071 [ 230 Cal.Rptr. 413]; 

Under the Guidelines of  § 15064, subds. (g), (h).) Section 21151 creates a low threshold requirement for 
initial preparation of an EIR and reflects a preference for resolving doubts in favor of environmental 
review when the question is whether any such review is warranted. See ( Oro Fino Gold Mining 
Corp. v. County of El Dorado (1990) 225 Cal.App.3d 872, 881 [ 274 Cal.Rptr. 720]; Bowman v. City of  
Petaluma, supra, at p. 1073.)" ( Sierra Club v. County of Sonoma (1992) 6 Cal.App.4th 1307, 1316-
1317 [ 8 Cal.Rptr.2d 473] .) 

If the reviewing court: `perceives substantial evidence that the project might have such an impact, but 
the agency failed to secure preparation of the required EIR, the agency's action is to be set aside 
because the agency abused its discretion by failing to proceed "in a manner required by law."' 
[Citation.]" ( Quail Botanical Gardens Foundation, Inc. v. City of Encinitas (1994) 29 Cal.App.4th 1597, 
1602 [ 35 Cal.Rptr.2d 470].) 

"Restated, when the reviewing court: `perceives substantial evidence that the project might have such 
an impact, but the agency failed to secure preparation of the required EIR, the agency's action is to be 
set aside because the agency abused its discretion by failing to proceed "in a manner required by law."' 
[Citation.]" (Quail Botanical Gardens Foundation, Inc. v. City of Encinitas, supra, 29 Cal.App.4th at 

The evidence presented to the Historical Advisory Board and the City of Alameda would lead a Court of 
Law to perceive that substantial evidence was provided. The project in question might have such an 
impact, and the City of Alameda failed to secure the preparation of the required EIR. The Court must set 
aside the  City of Alameda's actions because the City of Alameda abused its discretion by failing to 
proceed "in a manner required by law."' [Citation.]" (Quail Botanical Gardens Foundation, Inc. v. City of 
Encinitas, supra, 29 Cal.App.4th at p. 1602.) Under the Guidelines," `" [s]ubstantial evidence"' is `enough 
relevant information and reasonable inferences from this information that a fair argument can be made 
to support a conclusion, even though other conclusions might also be reached.' (Cal . Code Regs., tit. 14, 
§ 15384, subd. (a).)" ( Stanislaus Audubon Society, Inc. v. County of Stanislaus (1995) 33 Cal.App.4th 144, 
152 [ 39 Cal.Rptr.2d 54].) 

 A court reviewing The City of Alameda's decision not to prepare an EIR in the first instance must set 
aside the decision if the administrative record contains substantial evidence that a proposed project 
might have a significant environmental impact; in such a case, the agency has not proceeded as required 
by law. ( Friends of `B' Street v. City of Hayward [(1980)] 106 Cal.App.3d [988,] 1002 [ 165 Cal.Rptr. 514].) 

According to section 21084.1, a  "project that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance 
of an historical resource is a project that may have a significant effect on the environment." (Italics 
added.) "`A project will normally have a significant effect on the environment if it will . . . [¶] [d]isrupt or 
adversely affect . . . a property of historic or cultural significance to a community or ethnic or social 
group.' (Guidelines, appen. G, subd. (j).)" ( Gentry v. City of Murrieta, supra, 36 Cal.App.4th at p. 1418, 
italics added.) Thus, the significant impacts of a discretionary project upon a historic building must be 



considered in an EIR. (See Prentiss v. City of South Pasadena (1993) 15 Cal.App.4th 85, 92 [ 18 
Cal.Rptr.2d 641].) 
  
Historical resources included in a local register of historical resources, as defined in subdivision (k) 
of Section 5020.1, or deemed significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (g) of Section 
5024.1, are presumed to be historically or culturally significant for purposes of this section, unless the 
preponderance of the evidence demonstrates that the resource is not historically or culturally 
significant. The fact that a resource is not listed in, or determined to be eligible for listing in, the 
California Register of Historical Resources, not included in a local register of historical resources, or 
not deemed significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (g) of Section 5024.1 shall not 
preclude a lead agency from determining whether the resource may be an historical resource for 
purposes of this section." 
  
Section 21084.1 includes within the mandatory definition of historical resources all buildings either 
"listed in, or determined to be eligible for listing" in the California Register.  
  
Section 5020.1, subdivision (k), defines presumptively historic buildings in similarly disjunctive language 
by stating that a" local register of historical resources' means a list of properties officially 
designated or recognized as historically significant by a local government pursuant to local ordinance or 
resolution." (Italics added.) The California Register description of historical resources also encompasses 
eligibility in addition to listing; it provides that "historical resources" shall include "California properties 
formally determined eligible for, or listed in, the National Register of Historic Places." (§ 5024.1, subd. 
(d)(1), italics added.) 
  
 Section 21084.1 provides further indication that official designation is not the sole qualifying standard 
by stating that even those resources not listed or determined to be eligible in the state or 
local register or survey may nevertheless be classified as historical by a lead agency. Even the City's 
historic preservation element takes a consistent approach; it provides: "For purposes of environmental 
review under the California Environmental Quality Act, any change that has the potential to disqualify an 
existing or Potential Designated Historic Property from Landmark or Preservation District eligibility or 
may have substantial adverse effects on the property's Character-Defining Elements will normally, 
unless adequately mitigated, be considered to have a significant effect." (Italics added.)  
  
And finally, if historical resources were limited to properties actually listed, owner resistance to inclusion 
or mere government inaction might forestall preparation of an EIR for a worthy structure, a result 
certainly not sanctioned by CEQA. (See Orinda Assn. v. Board of Supervisors (1986) 182 Cal.App.3d 1145, 
1153, fn. 3 [ 227 Cal.Rptr. 688].) 
  
The City of Alameda Must perform an EIR and cannot certify an Addendum to a Mitigated Negative 
Declaration under California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 
 
To ensure that government agencies and the public are adequately informed about the environmental 
impact of public decisions, the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Pub. Resources Code, § 
21000 et seq. ) requires a lead agency (id. , § 21067) to prepare an environmental impact report (EIR) 
before approving a new project that "may have a significant effect on the environment." (Id. , § 21151, 
subd. (a).) When changes are proposed to a project for which an EIR has already been prepared, the 
agency must prepare a subsequent or supplemental EIR only if the changes are "[s]ubstantial" and 
require "major revisions" of the previous EIR. (Id. , § 21166.) Guidelines promulgated by 



the state Natural Resources Agency (Resources Agency) extend this subsequent review framework to 
projects for which a negative declaration was initially adopted, and no EIR prepared, because the agency 
had concluded the project would have no potentially significant environmental effects. (Cal . Code Regs., 
tit. 14, § 15162; hereafter CEQA Guidelines.) 
  
"In CEQA, the Legislature sought to protect the environment by the establishment of administrative 
procedures drafted to '[e]nsure that the long-term protection of the environment shall be the guiding 
criterion in public decisions.'" (No Oil, Inc. v. City of Los Angeles (1974) 13 Cal.3d 68, 74, 118 Cal.Rptr. 
34, 529 P.2d 66 (No Oil ).) 
  
 At the "heart of CEQA" (CEQA Guidelines, § 15003, subd. (a)) is the requirement that public agencies 
prepare an EIR for any "project" that "may have a significant effect on the environment." (§ 21151, 
subd. (a) ; see id ., §§ 21080, subd. (a), 21100, subd. (a).)  
  
The purpose of the EIR is "to provide public agencies and the public in general with detailed information 
about the effect which a proposed project is likely to have on the environment; to list ways in which the 
significant effects of such a project might be minimized; and to indicate alternatives to such a 
project." (Pub. Resources Code, § 21061.) The EIR thus works to "inform the public and its responsible 
officials of the environmental  consequences of their decisions before they are made," thereby 
protecting "'not only the environment but also informed self-government.'" (Citizens of Goleta Valley v. 
Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553, 564, 276 Cal.Rptr. 410, 801 P.2d 1161, quoting  Laurel Heights 
Improvement Assn. v. Regents of University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 392, 253 Cal.Rptr. 
426, 764 P.2d 278 (Laurel Heights ).) 
  
Section 21166 provides that "no subsequent or supplemental environmental impact report shall be 
required" unless at least one or more of the following occurs: 
 (1) "[s]ubstantial changes are proposed in the project which will require major revisions of the 
environmental impact report," 
(2) there are "[s]ubstantial changes" to the project's circumstances that will require major revisions to 
the EIR, or 
(3) new information becomes available. (§ 21166.) 
  
CEQA Guidelines section 15162 provides that no subsequent EIR is required either "[w]hen an EIR has 
[previously] been certified or [when] a negative declaration [has previously been] adopted for a 
project," unless there are substantial changes to a project or its circumstances that will require major 
revisions to the existing EIR or negative declaration.  
  
CEQA Guidelines,  § 15162, subd. (a), italics added; see also § 21166.) "If changes to a project or its 
circumstances occur or new information becomes available after the adoption of a negative 
declaration," and if no subsequent EIR is required, the agency "shall determine whether to prepare a 
subsequent negative declaration, an addendum, or no further documentation."  
  
CEQA Guidelines, § 15162, subd. (b).) CEQA Guidelines further provide that an agency must prepare an 
addendum to a previously certified EIR "if some changes or additions  are necessary, but none of the 
conditions described in Section 15162 calling for preparation of a subsequent EIR have occurred." (Id., § 
15164, subd. (a).) 
  



An addendum to an adopted negative declaration "may be prepared if only minor technical changes or 
additions are necessary or none of the conditions described in Section 15162 calling for the preparation 
of a subsequent EIR or negative declaration have occurred." (Id. , § 15164, subd. (b).) 
  
 There has been substantial evidence supporting that a "Fair Argument" has been made that a significant 
impact and or effect will occur and that major changes are taking place, not minor technical changes at 
620 Central Avenue aka McKay Wellness Center project requiring an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) 
and that the evidence does not support an addendum to a mitigated negative declaration based on an 
Environment Analysis. Substantial changes are proposed in the project, which will require significant 
revisions of the environmental impact report. The size of the operation has significantly changed, the 
intended use of the buildings has changed substantially. There are substantial changes to the project's 
circumstances that will require major revisions to the EIR, and new information has become available 
about the historical nature of the building, including that an application has been made to list the 
property on the National Registry of Historic Buildings. In addition, the City of Alameda, through its 
general plan, intended to rezone the parcel from Administrative Professional to Residential. Monies 
recently received by Alameda Point Collaborative (APC) from Alameda County Representative Wilma 
Chan are for Section Eight Housing and can only be used for the purpose.  
 

The City of Alameda must conduct an EIR in this matter under CEQA and must involve the Federal 
Government in this process. The City of Alameda cannot allow the demolition of any buildings at 620 
Central Avenue while the application for listing of 620 Central Avenue is pending before the National 
Registry of Historic Buildings. 

The biggest question why the City of Alameda would destroy a Historical Building while it has 
land available at Alameda Point that requires not demolition. Assembly Bill No. 1486 requires 
cities, counties, special districts, and the state first to offer any surplus land to affordable housing 
developers before it can be leased for more than one year or sold. The city has 22 acres, and the 
acreage is within the larger commercial and light industrial zone adjacent to Main Street and 
includes self-storage facilities.  
 
Respectfully Submitted, 
John Healy 











From: Carme001
To: City Clerk
Subject: [EXTERNAL] 6/25/21 City Council Meeting, Item 6-G/ National Register
Date: Tuesday, June 15, 2021 9:43:56 AM

Please see attached documents that correspond to the application for the National Register.

4_Additional Documents - Figures.pdf

5_Additional Document - Photos.tiff



















































From: Carme001
To: City Clerk
Subject: [EXTERNAL] For City Council/6/15/21/ ITEM 6-G
Date: Tuesday, June 15, 2021 9:43:25 AM
Attachments: We sent you safe versions of your files.msg

2_NPS-Form-10-900a-NRHP-Continuation-Sheet- Section 7.pdf
3_NPS-Form-10-900a-NRHP-Continuation-Sheet- Section 8.pdf
1_NRForm_10-900_U.S. Maritime Service Officers School.pdf

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

Attached is a copy of the Application for the National Register for Historic U.S. Maritime
Officers School that was submitted to the National Park Service.

Photos will be attached in a separate email.



































































From: Ryan Park
To: City Clerk
Subject: [EXTERNAL]
Date: Tuesday, June 15, 2021 9:11:46 AM

Dear City Council,

Re: Agenda Item 6-G; 6/15/21 Meeting

I strongly object to the proposed demolition of the property at 620 Central
Ave/ 1245 McKay Ave. historically known as the U.S. Maritime Officers
Training School. 

--The Historical Advisory Board did not follow the proper protocol under
the Alameda Municipal Code Section 13-21-5, and they did not discuss
whether or not the buildings are a "detriment to the community". 

---The City Staff report mischaracterized the property and stated that the
property is not a historic resource, when in fact the Historical Advisory
Board approved to keep the property on the Historical Advisory Board
Study List, and stated in its meeting that the buildings have historic value
and merit. The site unequivocally has historical importance for Alameda's
military history, as well as State, National and International WWII and
Korean War history. 

--There is a pending application to the National Register of Historic Places
and there is new information that the architect was Harry A. Bruno, a
notable and prolific Bay Area architect. 

--A petition that is currently being circulated by the American Merchant
Marine Veterans group has gathered over 250 signatures from Alameda
residents and over 1000+ total. 
http://chng.it/YvmqpXBcXR
This cumulative public sentiment should be noted and taken into consideration.

--The ballot measure language of the 2019 special election, Measure A,
clearly stated, "reuse" of existing buildings, and the voters expected the
buildings to be repurposed. 
Measure A: "Shall an ordinance confirming the City Council’s actions to
permit reuse of vacant federal buildings on a 3.65-acre parcel on
McKay Avenue and allow for the development of a wellness center for
senior assisted living and supportive services for homeless individuals by
changing the General Plan designation from “Federal Facilities” to “Office,”
removing the Government Combining District classification and
maintaining the existing zoning district designation, be
adopted?" (emphasis added)

--The property has extraordinary historical significance

mailto:ryandabowlingball@gmail.com
mailto:CLERK@alamedaca.gov
https://protect-us.mimecast.com/s/68XoC9rPOmt3RNPioIfmM?domain=chng.it


--The U.S. Merchant Marines led exceptional efforts during WWII,
supplying crucial supplies to our troops and Allies, risking their lives as the
front liners, and assisted in what ultimately resulted in victory. The U.S.
Merchant Marines also had the highest casualty rate during WWII. 
--The U.S. Merchant Marine Training Officer School in Alameda was a
crucial component to their heroic efforts, preparing leaders to strategize
and organize crew. •The radio operator component of the school was also
an important contributor to these efforts. 
--The only other U.S. Merchant Marine Officer School at Fort Trumbull
does not have the unique character and design as the original buildings in
Alameda. The training school at Fort Trumbull repurposed older barracks
dating back from the 1800s. The facility in Alameda was intentionally built
at Neptune Beach for these WWII efforts. The training facility at
Sheephead's Bay in NY was razed in 1960. This site in Alameda is one of
the last remaining remnants of the historical significance of the U.S.
Merchant Marine efforts in WWII as well as the Korean War. It was also
important during the Cold War when the facility was the Western Training
Center.

--This property should be protected, and the buildings should be
repurposed to include an interpretive center, community space, museum,
and other historical artifacts from WWII.
--This is an opportunity to preserve and honor the legacy of our veterans
and educate the public on the history of the U.S. Merchant Marines, their
dedicated service in WWII, and how Alameda played a part in those
important efforts. 

Thank you.
Sincerely, Ryan Park.



From: ray.on400.7
To: City Clerk
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Agenda Item 6-G 2021-992 Public Hearing to Consider a Call for Review of the Historical Advisory

Board’s Decision to Approve Certificate of Approval No. PLN20-0431
Date: Tuesday, June 15, 2021 7:57:20 AM

Dear City Council. 

Please uphold the decision of the Historical Advisory Board to issue Certificates of
Approval. 

Please stop enabling opponents of this decision by sponsoring their appeals; which
cost the city money, and could delay unhoused residents from care and housing that
is so critically needed. 

Please use your power to ensure everyone in our community is able to get the care
and housing we need.
Thank You

William Goodwin
Reaident Empowerment Program Leader 

Sent from Samsung Galaxy smartphone.

mailto:ray.on400.7@gmail.com
mailto:CLERK@alamedaca.gov


From: Kris Atkins
To: City Clerk
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Wellness Center
Date: Tuesday, June 15, 2021 7:42:44 AM

Please pass on to City Council members.

I’m writing today to voice my enthusiastic support of the Alameda Wellness Center. I have lived in the surrounding
neighborhood for 19 years and have never been so proud of, and excited for a community project.

I was very distraught and saddened to hear that some citizens are STILL trying to stop this project. It is beyond my
comprehension how anyone could be so cold-hearted.

I urge the Council to uphold the latest decision of the Historical Advisory Board in favor of the project.

I truly hope that it’s opponents find enough compassion and heart to end their unfounded, and really it seems rather
bigoted attempts to stop a project that will make our community healthier and more equitable.

Thank you for your time,

Kristin Atkins
Alameda citizen since 2002.

Sent from my iPhone

mailto:kristinatkins@yahoo.com
mailto:CLERK@alamedaca.gov


From: Chris Edyvean
To: City Clerk; mezzyashcraft@alameda.ca.gov; John Knox White; Tony Daysog; Trish Spencer; Malia Vella
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Comments for consideration for tonight"s Alameda City Council Meeting (Re: Merchant Marine

Officers" School)
Date: Tuesday, June 15, 2021 6:38:41 AM

June 15th, 2021

Re: Alameda historic training site of WWII Merchant Marine Officers

From: Captain Christopher J. Edyvean (715) 862-2531; P.O. Box 41, Hurley, WI,
54534; cjedyvean@hotmail.com

Dear Alameda City Council Members:

I am writing to urge your reconsideration of the fate of the remaining historical
buildings that were once home to the Alameda Merchant Marine Officers' School.
These buildings are a delicate slice of history, and it would be a shame if such history
is forever erased...

In WWII, Merchant Mariners came from all corners of the United States of America to
train at this former maritime school. These mariners in turn carried their newfound
skills across the seas to engage in a global war, delivering the vital supplies
necessary to fuel the Allied war machine. Today, the children, grandchildren, and
other descendants of these WWII Merchant Mariners are likewise located all over the
country. Their common bond is a mutual interest in preserving history... It should be
understood that WWII could simply not have been won without the U.S. Merchant
Marine. Despite tremendous losses (1 in 26 killed in service to our country), the U.S.
Merchant Marine ultimately prevailed thanks to intense shipbuilding programs and
dedicated training centers, such as the former site in Alameda. In fact, the U.S.
Merchant Marine collectively delivered an average of 8,500 tons of cargo to Allied
forces, every hour of every day, during the last year of the war! We must not allow the
remaining property of this Merchant Marine school to be destroyed or lose historical
designation.

As Editor of the American Merchant Marine Veterans (AMMV) News Magazine, I can
reveal that we will be running a 3-page spread and cover story on these efforts,
regardless of what ultimate decision is reached by the City of Alameda. Our
publication is circulated nationwide, with recipients including members of Congress
and prominent maritime organization leaders and offices. Fail or sucess, we will be
getting the story out about the intended destruction of these historic buildings.

I strongly urge each of you vote or voice your opinion to preserve this site!

Please feel free to contact me if I may be of assistance in any way. Thank you for
your service to the City of Alameda.

Sincerely,

mailto:cjedyvean@hotmail.com
mailto:CLERK@alamedaca.gov
mailto:mezzyashcraft@alameda.ca.gov
mailto:JknoxWhite@alamedaca.gov
mailto:TDaysog@alamedaca.gov
mailto:tspencer@alamedaca.gov
mailto:MVella@alamedaca.gov


Captain Chris Edyvean

AMMV website:

Home - American Merchant Marine Veterans
(ammv.us)

https://protect-us.mimecast.com/s/lchUCyPxMntX7npSZeeZG?domain=ammv.us/
https://protect-us.mimecast.com/s/lchUCyPxMntX7npSZeeZG?domain=ammv.us/


From: Maria Piper
To: City Clerk
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Wellness Center Support for City Council Meeting 6.15.20
Date: Monday, June 14, 2021 10:52:57 PM

To the Clerk of the Alameda City Council,

I am disappointed to hear that the opponents of the Wellness Center are continuing to fight the will of the people
using every possible maneuver they can come up with, all in an effort to continue to hurt people suffering from
homelessness. Please uphold the Historical Advisory Board’s decision to issue a Certificate of Approval for the
Center. It is beyond time that Alameda live up to the idea that “Everyone belongs here.” People who are unhoused
are people too, and they deserve help and services too.

Thank you very much for your time.

Sincerely,
Maria Piper

mailto:mbtomori@gmail.com
mailto:CLERK@alamedaca.gov


From: Alameda Community
To: City Clerk
Subject: [EXTERNAL] For June 15, 2021, City Council meeting
Date: Monday, June 14, 2021 8:54:25 PM

FOR ITEM 6-G; PLEASE ADD TO CORRESPONDENCE

On Jun 9, 2021, at 1:49 PM, Alan R. Michelson <alanmich@uw.edu> wrote:

Re: Harry A. Bruno, F.A.I.A.

Opinion on “Master” architect---

It appears that he had a long and varied practice in the Oakland area, making him a 

pretty significant designer during the 1940s-1960s, and perhaps longer. I think it 

could be argued that he was a "master" architect from the length and breadth of his 

career.

Additionally, his Fellowship in the AIA (FAIA) also underscores his high reputation 

among his peers. This is an honor that is not extended to many practitioners. The 

FAIA designation is very significant when making a determination of his impact. 

Please quote any of our emails that you might like to use for the purposes of saving 

the Maritime campus. The Fellowship honor is a mark of distinction for Bruno, and 

elevates his status within the profession.

Please let me know how all of this goes.

Alan

Alan R. Michelson

Head, Built Environments Library

University of Washington Libraries

Gould Hall 

3949 15th Avenue NE

Box 355730

Seattle, WA  98195-5730

mailto:alamedacommunitycares@gmail.com
mailto:CLERK@alamedaca.gov
mailto:alanmich@uw.edu


tel: 206.543.7091



From: Winnie Leung-McCrea
To: City Clerk; Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft; John Knox White; Tony Daysog; Trish Spencer; Malia Vella
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Agenda Item 6-G; 6/15/21 Meeting
Date: Monday, June 14, 2021 8:49:27 PM

Dear City Council,

Alameda had come a long way in the past twenty years. I love the community, especially
when different groups of people come together to help and improve the lively hood of others
selflessly. I can tell that we live in a special place where everyone's common goal is to provide
for the needs of the less fortunate among us.  Another thing I appreciate about Alameda is its
appreciation for historical architecture. However, the proposed demolition of the property at
620 Central Ave/ 1245 McKay Ave. historically known as the U.S. Maritime Officers
Training School is a bait and switch by Doug Biggs and the APC. I'm sure you've received
many letters with the facts laid out, so I'll save you from the details. I strongly oppose the
demolition of the U.S. Maritime Officers Training School. The building is a part of Alameda's
history and should be preserved.

Sincerely,

Winnie McCrea 

mailto:wleungmedia@gmail.com
mailto:CLERK@alamedaca.gov
mailto:MEzzyAshcraft@alamedaca.gov
mailto:JknoxWhite@alamedaca.gov
mailto:TDaysog@alamedaca.gov
mailto:tspencer@alamedaca.gov
mailto:MVella@alamedaca.gov


From: Rachel Lee
To: City Clerk
Subject: [EXTERNAL] For June 15 City Council meeting - yes on item 6-G
Date: Monday, June 14, 2021 8:28:01 PM

Dear Mayor and City Councilmembers,

Please follow the recommendation of the Historical Advisory Board, and not the spurious
urgings of folks who are trying to keep the Wellness Center from becoming reality. Please
allow for the removal of the buildings at 620 Central Avenue.

Thank you,
Rachel Lee

mailto:rlee1819@gmail.com
mailto:CLERK@alamedaca.gov


From: john miller
To: City Clerk; Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft; John Knox White; Tony Daysog; Trish Spencer; Malia Vella
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Agenda Item 6-G; 6/15/21 Meeting
Date: Monday, June 14, 2021 6:38:17 PM

Subject: Re: Agenda Item 6-G; 6/15/21 Meeting

clerk@alamedaca.gov
mezzyashcraft@alamedaca.gov
jknoxwhite@alamedaca.gov
tdaysog@alamedaca.gov
tspencer@alamedaca.gov
mvella@alamedaca.gov

Dear City Council,

Re: Agenda Item 6-G; 6/15/21 Meeting

I strongly object to the proposed demolition of the property at 620 Central Ave/ 1245
McKay Ave. historically known as the U.S. Maritime Officers Training School. 

--The Historical Advisory Board did not follow the proper protocol under the Alameda
Municipal Code Section 13-21-5, and they did not discuss whether or not the
buildings are a "detriment to the community". 

---The City Staff report mischaracterized the property and stated that the property is
not a historic resource, when in fact the Historical Advisory Board approved to keep
the property on the Historical Advisory Board Study List, and stated in its meeting that
the buildings have historic value and merit. The site unequivocally has historical
importance for Alameda's military history, as well as State, National and International
WWII and Korean War history. 

--There is a pending application to the National Register of Historic Places and there
is new information that the architect was Harry A. Bruno, a notable and prolific Bay
Area architect. 

--A petition that is currently being circulated by the American Merchant Marine
Veterans group has gathered over 250 signatures from Alameda residents and over
1000+ total. 
http://chng.it/YvmqpXBcXR
This cumulative public sentiment should be noted and taken into consideration.

--Voters expected REUSE not demolition. The ballot measure language of the 2019
special election, Measure A, clearly stated, "reuse" of existing buildings, and the
voters expected the buildings to be repurposed. 
--The property has extraordinary historical significance
--The U.S. Merchant Marines led exceptional efforts during WWII, supplying crucial
supplies to our troops and Allies, risking their lives as the front liners, and assisted in
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what ultimately resulted in victory. The U.S. Merchant Marines also had the highest
casualty rate during WWII. 
--The U.S. Merchant Marine Training Officer School in Alameda was a crucial
component to their heroic efforts, preparing leaders to strategize and organize crew.
•The radio operator component of the school was also an important contributor to
these efforts. 
--The only other U.S. Merchant Marine Officer School at Fort Trumbull does not have
the unique character and design as the original buildings in Alameda. The training
school at Fort Trumbull repurposed older barracks dating back from the 1800s. The
facility in Alameda was intentionally built at Neptune Beach for these WWII efforts.
The training facility at Sheephead's Bay in NY was razed in 1960. This site in
Alameda is one the last remaining remnants of the historical significance of the U.S.
Merchant Marine efforts in WWII as well as the Korean War. It was also important
during the Cold War when the facility was the Western Training Center.

--This property should be protected, and the buildings should be repurposed to
include an interpretive center, community space, museum and other historical
artifacts from WWII.
--This is an opportunity to preserve and honor the legacy of our veterans and educate
the public on the history of the U.S. Merchant Marines, their dedicated service in
WWII and how Alameda played a part in those important efforts. 

See attached campaign flyer where Alameda Point Collaborative clearly stated that
the buildings would be reused---they are cited as "Structurally sound yet abandoned
federal buildings," and "convert boarded up buildings into a lifesaving facility."
The voters did not expect the buildings to be demolished. This is grossly misleading
and the initiative should go back to the voters since their proposed plans have
drastically changed. 

Thank you.

Sincerely,

John M. Miller



From: Bob Shannon
To: City Clerk; Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft; John Knox White; Tony Daysog; Trish Spencer; Malia Vella
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Maritime Training School
Date: Monday, June 14, 2021 6:27:02 PM

 Dear City Council,

Re: Agenda Item 6-G; 6/15/21 Meeting

I strongly object to the proposed demolition of the property at 620 Central Ave/ 1245
McKay Ave. historically known as the U.S. Maritime Officers Training School. 

--The Historical Advisory Board did not follow the proper protocol under the Alameda
Municipal Code Section 13-21-5, and they did not discuss whether or not the
buildings are a "detriment to the community". 

---The City Staff report mischaracterized the property and stated that the property is
not a historic resource, when in fact the Historical Advisory Board approved to keep
the property on the Historical Advisory Board Study List, and stated in its meeting that
the buildings have historic value and merit. The site unequivocally has historical
importance for Alameda's military history, as well as State, National and International
WWII and Korean War history. 

--There is a pending application to the National Register of Historic Places and there
is new information that the architect was Harry A. Bruno, a notable and prolific Bay
Area architect. 

--A petition that is currently being circulated by the American Merchant Marine
Veterans group has gathered over 250 signatures from Alameda residents and over
1000+ total. 
http://chng.it/YvmqpXBcXR
This cumulative public sentiment should be noted and taken into consideration.

--Voters expected REUSE not demolition. The ballot measure language of the 2019
special election, Measure A, clearly stated, "reuse" of existing buildings, and the
voters expected the buildings to be repurposed. 
--The property has extraordinary historical significance
--The U.S. Merchant Marines led exceptional efforts during WWII, supplying crucial
supplies to our troops and Allies, risking their lives as the front liners, and assisted in
what ultimately resulted in victory. The U.S. Merchant Marines also had the highest
casualty rate during WWII. 
--The U.S. Merchant Marine Training Officer School in Alameda was a crucial
component to their heroic efforts, preparing leaders to strategize and organize crew.
•The radio operator component of the school was also an important contributor to
these efforts. 
--The only other U.S. Merchant Marine Officer School at Fort Trumbull does not have
the unique character and design as the original buildings in Alameda. The training
school at Fort Trumbull repurposed older barracks dating back from the 1800s. The
facility in Alameda was intentionally built at Neptune Beach for these WWII efforts.
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The training facility at Sheephead's Bay in NY was razed in 1960. This site in
Alameda is one the last remaining remnants of the historical significance of the U.S.
Merchant Marine efforts in WWII as well as the Korean War. It was also important
during the Cold War when the facility was the Western Training Center.

--This property should be protected, and the buildings should be repurposed to
include an interpretive center, community space, museum and other historical
artifacts from WWII.
--This is an opportunity to preserve and honor the legacy of our veterans and educate
the public on the history of the U.S. Merchant Marines, their dedicated service in
WWII and how Alameda played a part in those important efforts. 

See attached campaign flyer where Alameda Point Collaborative clearly stated that
the buildings would be reused---they are cited as "Structurally sound yet abandoned
federal buildings," and "convert boarded up buildings into a lifesaving facility."
The voters did not expect the buildings to be demolished. This is grossly misleading
and the initiative should go back to the voters since their proposed plans have
drastically changed. 

Thank you.
Sincerely,

Robert Shannon
East End Resident 

Sent from my iPhone



From: Ezra Denney
To: City Clerk; Trish Spencer; John Knox White; Tony Daysog; Malia Vella; Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Why Are We Still Doing This?
Date: Monday, June 14, 2021 6:09:04 PM

Dear Members of City Council,

I wish to share with you the letter that I sent to the Historical Advisory Board in advance of
their vote to Approve the Wellness Center's planned changes. The HAB voted to move
forward with the needed construction for the Wellness Center, as City Staff recommended.

And yet, here we are again, with two members of council costing the City $14,000 to review
this decision (money which should come from the opponents of the Center, not the City
Treasury...)

Enough is enough. I urge you to end the delays and the dithering and let the Wellness Center
project that voters approved move forward.

Thank you, and below, find my initial email to the HAB, which sadly remains relevant.

Dear Members of the Historical Advisory Board,

At your next meeting, a request will be before you to delist buildings at the old USDA site that
is to be the home of Alameda's Wellness Center from the historical buildings study list. In the
mid 2000's the State Office of Historic Preservation declined to include these buildings under
their aegis. That alone is enough to delist the buildings on the local level.

It is amusing (and telling) to note how many of the names we see opposing the delisting are
names that we also saw on petitions and letters enthusiastically supporting tearing down these
buildings for a park or even a parking lot. The opposition to this delisting is not based on any
sense of historical preservation, but on a cynical campaign against the much-needed Wellness
Center.

I urge the members to accept the staff recommendations and delist these properties.

Thanks,

Ezra Denney

mailto:ezradenney@gmail.com
mailto:CLERK@alamedaca.gov
mailto:tspencer@alamedaca.gov
mailto:JknoxWhite@alamedaca.gov
mailto:TDaysog@alamedaca.gov
mailto:MVella@alamedaca.gov
mailto:MEzzyAshcraft@alamedaca.gov



