
From: Anita Stevens
To: Lara Weisiger
Subject: [EXTERNAL]
Date: Tuesday, July 6, 2021 5:28:21 PM

Please we are getting so feed up of all the hosing going up in Alameda, we are even
considering moving as many of our friends have.  We are becoming too over
crowded!
Please file an appeal!
Anita Stevens

mailto:anitastevens2@gmail.com
mailto:LWEISIGER@alamedaca.gov


From: Future Presence
To: Lara Weisiger
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Important note about Iten 6D - Tonight"s meeting
Date: Tuesday, July 6, 2021 1:59:32 PM

Dear Ms Weisger,
I am sending you this important note before tonight's city council meeting pertaining to
agenda item 6D. I am a thirty plus year resident and homeowner in Alameda

1) Please vote to approve the Alameda Landing project on the North waterfront
2) Please also vote to remove from a proposed resolution the wording that " Article 26
is outside of State law" besince applying bonus density overlay the City is most
certainly within State law.
3.. Please vote to repeal the RHNA current housing figures of over 5,000 new homes
for Alameda. Given our many flood zones and earthquake propensities, soil
liquefaction, global warming  is dangerous to build that many new homes. As you are
well aware    that the deadline is July 9th for appealing to the State.
4. The council should not approve zoning for mixed use zoned neighborhoods. These
neighborhoods are already very dense, and upzoning would damage them,and create
havoc in these neighborhoods.

Sincerely,

John Rommel - Channing Way

mailto:futurep1@gmail.com
mailto:LWEISIGER@alamedaca.gov


From: Reyla Graber
To: John Knox White; Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft; Malia Vella; Tony Daysog; Trish Spencer
Cc: Lara Weisiger
Subject: [EXTERNAL] July 6th City Council Meeting.
Date: Tuesday, July 6, 2021 1:55:26 PM

Dear Mayor and City Council Members:

Regarding:Your City Council meeting this evening:

I urge you to vote yes for appealing to the State for reduction of our RHNA numbers. 
This is most important and it is what your residents want you to do. 
As you know the deadline for appeal is July 9th. 

Additionally,I and many other residents want you to know that we support the Alameda Landing and
Encinal Terminal projects,  because this would take upzoning stress off of other established
neighborhoods, including the Harbor Bay Club and the Harbor Bay Landing in Harbor Bay Isle.

I urge you to remove the language in this proposed resolution which says Article 26 is outside of State
law.
That is not really true nor correct and this portion of the resolution should be reworded.
Another question: Is this resolution really needed and why is it needed?
 I think the "why" should be spelled out for the public.

I urge the Council to vote NO on upzoning the current Mixed Use  zoning districts. If upzoned, this would
damage many old and established neighborhoods that are already being seriously stressed.

Thank you,
Reyla Graber

mailto:reylagraber@aol.com
mailto:JknoxWhite@alamedaca.gov
mailto:MEzzyAshcraft@alamedaca.gov
mailto:MVella@alamedaca.gov
mailto:TDaysog@alamedaca.gov
mailto:tspencer@alamedaca.gov
mailto:LWEISIGER@alamedaca.gov


From: Edward Sing
To: Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft; John Knox White; Tony Daysog; Trish Spencer; Malia Vella; Lara Weisiger
Cc: Reyla Graber; Patricia Lamborn; Donna Fletcher; T. Krysiak; Andrew Thomas; Dawn Jaeger
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Comments on Item 6D, Intent to Prepare Housing Element Update 2023-2031, Alameda City Council

Meeting July 7, 2021
Date: Tuesday, July 6, 2021 1:35:09 PM
Attachments: We sent you safe versions of your files.msg

Fw_ Comments Alameda Draft EIR Alameda General Plan 2040.pdf

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

SUBJECT:  Comments on Item 6D, Intent to Prepare Housing Element Update 2023-
2031, Alameda City Council Meeting July 7, 2021

Dear Mayor Ashcraft and City Council Members:

 

<!--[if !supportLists]-->1.       <!--[endif]--> I support City staff working with ABAG on an
appeal of Alameda’s assigned RHNA numbers.  Contrary to City staff’s background
info on this topic, Alameda is unique in its seismic and sea level rise characteristics
because it is an island (with limited egress and ingress points) unlike any other Bay
area cities.

 

<!--[if !supportLists]-->2.       <!--[endif]-->I support maximum use of Alameda Point and
Encinal Terminals towards meeting our RHNA requirements.

 

<!--[if !supportLists]-->3.       <!--[endif]-->Both Harbor Bay Landing Shopping Center
and Harbor Health Club should be removed from the “Opportunity List” of sites for
RHNA purposes. 

 The Landing is within the 100-year floodplain which will be exacerbated by continuing
sea level rise.  Mitigation measures to protect this site from flooding will inducing
flooding (depth and areal extent) on adjacent properties.

The Harbor Bay Club is surrounded by the 100-year floodplain which will be
exacerbated by continuing sea level rise.  Evacuation of this site would be difficult as
the only street access is Packet Landing Road (which in and of itself will be flooded),
shared by residents of Centre Court, Brittany Landing Harbor and Amelia Earhart
School.

See the attached email for more details.

 

<!--[if !supportLists]-->4.       <!--[endif]-->Regarding Resolution PB 21-03, thank you to
the Planning Board for incorporating public input gleaned from the earlier Planning

mailto:singtam168@att.net
mailto:MEzzyAshcraft@alamedaca.gov
mailto:JknoxWhite@alamedaca.gov
mailto:TDaysog@alamedaca.gov
mailto:tspencer@alamedaca.gov
mailto:MVella@alamedaca.gov
mailto:LWEISIGER@alamedaca.gov
mailto:reylagraber@aol.com
mailto:patricia.lamborn@aol.com
mailto:ohprimadonna@gmail.com
mailto:tsitjk@gmail.com
mailto:ATHOMAS@alamedaca.gov
mailto:djaeger@harborbay.org
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Board meeting.  The second bullet of this resolution states:

“Declares its intent to prepare zoning designations to permit multifamily
housing at residential densities of at least 30 units per acre contrary to City
Charter Article 26 as necessary to comply with State Law,”

I suggest the following rewording for clarity:

“Declares its intent to prepare zoning designations to permit multifamily
housing at residential densities of at least 30 units per acre at designated
sites to meet RHNA requirements using multi-family overlays to alleviate
inconsistencies with City Charter Article 26”.

Thank you for your consideration of the above.

 

Ed Sing

Alameda Resident















From: Diane Molter
To: Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft; John Knox White; Tony Daysog; Trish Spencer; Malia Vella
Cc: City Clerk
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Issues before City Council on July 6 regarding housing.
Date: Tuesday, July 6, 2021 12:09:40 PM
Importance: High

Dear Alameda Mayor and City Council Members:
 
I understand that there are issues before the City Council tonight, July 6, regarding housing.
 
1.       I urge the Council to approve the Alameda Landing project on the North waterfront.  This would

be a better alternative than upzoning Harbor Bay which is a small area and already has limited
access in and out of the area.

 
2.       Please remove from a proposed resolution the wording that “Article 26” is outside of State law.
 
3.       Please appeal the RHNA current housing figures of over 5,000 new homes for Alameda by the

July 9 deadline.   Because Alameda has many flood zones and is in an earthquake area, building
so many homes in our small area would be unsafe.

 
4.       Please do not upzone for Mixed Use zoned neighborhoods.  These neighborhoods are already

very dense and upzoning would create problems.
 
Thank you for your consideration.
 
Sincerely,
 
 
Diane M. Molter
Bay Farm Homeowner and Resident since 1982
diane.molter2@gmail.com
 
 
 

mailto:diane.molter2@gmail.com
mailto:MEzzyAshcraft@alamedaca.gov
mailto:JknoxWhite@alamedaca.gov
mailto:TDaysog@alamedaca.gov
mailto:tspencer@alamedaca.gov
mailto:MVella@alamedaca.gov
mailto:CLERK@alamedaca.gov
mailto:Diane.molter2@gmail.com


From: Lynna Wong
To: Lara Weisiger
Subject: [EXTERNAL] July 6, 2021 City Council Meeting request
Date: Tuesday, July 6, 2021 10:44:37 AM

Hello,
I understand that there will be many issues related to planning and zoning issues in
Alameda at tonight’s City Council meeting.  I hope you will consider and:

<!--[if !supportLists]-->·         <!--[endif]-->Approve the Alameda Landing planning
building project on the North waterfront.

<!--[if !supportLists]-->·         <!--[endif]-->Remove from a proposed resolution the
wording that " Article 26 is outside of State law"

<!--[if !supportLists]-->·         <!--[endif]-->Appeal the RHNA current housing figures
of over 5,000 new homes for Alameda.

<!--[if !supportLists]-->·         <!--[endif]-->Do not to approve upzoning for Mixed Use
zoned neighborhoods.   

 
Alameda is too finite to squeeze in more housing and must be protected from over
development.  

Thank you for your time and support. 

 Lynna Wong
245 Inverness Ct. 
Alameda, CA 94502

 

mailto:lynna_wong_2000@yahoo.com
mailto:LWEISIGER@alamedaca.gov


From: Blair
To: John Knox White; Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft; Malia Vella; Tony Daysog; Trish Spencer; Lara Weisiger
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Info for City Council Meeting July 6, 2021
Date: Tuesday, July 6, 2021 10:37:45 AM

I would like to submit these for the meeting tonight:

1) Please Approve the Alameda Landing planning approval  building project on
the North waterfront.
2) Please remove from a proposed resolution the wording that " Article 26 is
outside of State law".   
3.. Please appeal the RHNA current housing figures of over 5,000 new homes
for Alameda.    
4. Please do not to approve upzoning for Mixed Use zoned neighborhoods.  

Blair Skellie
432 McDonnel Rd
Alameda

mailto:skellieb@aol.com
mailto:JknoxWhite@alamedaca.gov
mailto:MEzzyAshcraft@alamedaca.gov
mailto:MVella@alamedaca.gov
mailto:TDaysog@alamedaca.gov
mailto:tspencer@alamedaca.gov
mailto:LWEISIGER@alamedaca.gov


From: Karen Park
To: John Knox White; Jim Oddie; Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft; Malia Vella; Tony Daysog; Lara Weisiger
Subject: [EXTERNAL] City Council meeting-Agenda Item 6D
Date: Tuesday, July 6, 2021 9:44:20 AM

City of Alameda Council Members,

Regarding tonight's meeting:

1. The proposed resolution contains the wording that " Article 26 is outside of State
law".  This is patently untrue and overrides what the majority of Alameda Voters
want and have voted for.  By applying bonus density overlay the City is most
certainly within State law.  As an Alameda voter I am asking the council to
remove this language.  

2. Given our many flood zones, earthquake propensities and lack of sufficient
egress from the Island it is dangerous to build more homes in our City let alone
the 5000 + as shown in the RHNA current housing figures. As an Alameda
VOTER I strongly urge the Council to appeal the RHNA current housing
figures.  As you all are aware, the deadline for such an appeal is July 9, 2021.

3. As an Alameda VOTER, I also urge the Council not to approve upzoning for
Mixed Use zoned neighborhoods.These neighborhoods are already very dense,
and upzoning would damage these neighborhoods causing many issues and in
the long run would degrade Alameda as a city.

4. I do support and approve the Alameda Landing project  on the North waterfront
in order to prevent Upzoning in other neighborhoods.

Karen Park
9 Coleport Landing
Alameda 94502
510-865-2213

Karen Park
JAZZERCISE
BAY FARM ISLAND
        -and-
VETERANS MEMORIAL BLDG.
510-865-2213

mailto:karenpark2@cs.com
mailto:JknoxWhite@alamedaca.gov
mailto:JOddie@alamedaca.gov
mailto:MEzzyAshcraft@alamedaca.gov
mailto:MVella@alamedaca.gov
mailto:TDaysog@alamedaca.gov
mailto:LWEISIGER@alamedaca.gov


From: Robert Park
To: John Knox White; Jim Oddie; Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft; Malia Vella; Tony Daysog; Lara Weisiger
Subject: [EXTERNAL] City Council meeting-Agenda Item 6D
Date: Tuesday, July 6, 2021 8:58:23 AM

City of Alameda Council Members,

Regarding tonight's meeting:

1. The proposed resolution contains the wording that " Article 26 is outside of State law". 
This is patently untrue and overrides what the majority of Alameda Voters want and
have voted for.  By applying bonus density overlay the City is most certainly within
State law.  As an Alameda voter I am asking the council to remove this language.  

2. Given our many flood zones, earthquake propensities and lack of sufficient egress from
the Island it is dangerous to build more homes in our City let alone the 5000 + as shown
in the RHNA current housing figures. As an Alameda VOTER I strongly urge the
Council to appeal the RHNA current housing figures.  As you all are aware, the deadline
for such an appeal is July 9, 2021.

3. As an Alameda VOTER, I also urge the Council not to approve upzoning for Mixed
Use zoned neighborhoods.These neighborhoods are already very dense, and upzoning
would damage these neighborhoods causing many issues and in the long run would
degrade Alameda as a city.

4. I do support and approve the Alameda Landing project  on the North waterfront in order
to prevent Upzoning in other neighborhoods.

Robert C. Park
9 Coleport Landing
Alameda, CA 94502
510-813-4711

mailto:ddrobertp@gmail.com
mailto:JknoxWhite@alamedaca.gov
mailto:JOddie@alamedaca.gov
mailto:MEzzyAshcraft@alamedaca.gov
mailto:MVella@alamedaca.gov
mailto:TDaysog@alamedaca.gov
mailto:LWEISIGER@alamedaca.gov


From: E Lehrer
To: John Knox White; Jim Oddie; Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft; Tony Daysog; Malia Vella; Lara Weisiger
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Items on Tonight"s City Council Meeting Agenda
Date: Tuesday, July 6, 2021 7:46:54 AM

Council Members, 

I am very concerned about plans to significantly increase the housing density in
Alameda regardless of the impact to quality of life for all and whether there is
infrastructure to support the increase.  

1.  Please approve the Alameda Landing Project on the North waterfront.  
2.  I urge the council to remove the wording that "Article 26 is outside of State
law".  Alameda has been able to comply with state law by applying bonus density
overlay.    
3.  The Council should appeal the RHNA current housing figures of over 5,000 new
homes for Alameda.  I understand that the deadline is July 9th for appealing.
4.  Please do not approve upzoning for Mixed Use zoned neighborhoods.  These
neighborhood are already very dense.

Sincerely,
Eddy Lehrer
Alameda, CA

mailto:erlconsult@gmail.com
mailto:JknoxWhite@alamedaca.gov
mailto:JOddie@alamedaca.gov
mailto:MEzzyAshcraft@alamedaca.gov
mailto:TDaysog@alamedaca.gov
mailto:MVella@alamedaca.gov
mailto:LWEISIGER@alamedaca.gov


From: Doug Biggs
To: City Clerk
Subject: [EXTERNAL] report for inclusion in public record for Item 6G tonight
Date: Tuesday, July 6, 2021 7:46:22 AM
Attachments: We sent you safe versions of your files.msg

2021-07-01_Alameda Federal Center_Criterion-C-Memo_Rev.pdf

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

Dear Mayor Ashcraft and Councilmembers,

Recently there have been statements made that the federal buildings were designed by
"world renowned architects" and therefore preservation should be considered. To provide a
factual basis for that discussion, APC engaged the qualified firm of Page and Turnbull, who
were responsible for preparing the historical documentation on the site, to review the
documentation and determine the extent of the involvement of the two architects mentioned,
Harry Bruno and Joseph Esherick, and whether the buildings are, per local, state and federal
guidelines considered significant based on association with a master architect.  That report is
attached for the public record.

In neither case were the two architects involved in the design of the buildings themselves. Mr.
Bruno served as a consulting architect on behalf of Early Construction, but did not do any of
the design of the buildings themselves. Mr. Esherick designed a boiler room modification,
which was demolished and removed in subsequent alterations of the site.  The attached
report also discusses what is required for determining significance through association with a
master building or architects, and in this case, the requirements are not met.

Sincerely,

Doug Biggs
Executive Director
Alameda Point Collaborative
www.apcollaborative.org
(510)898-7849

mailto:dbiggs@apcollaborative.org
mailto:CLERK@alamedaca.gov
https://protect-us.mimecast.com/s/idmZC9rPOmt18zACEHT0s?domain=apcollaborative.org
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From: T Krysiak
To: Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft; John Knox White; Trish Spencer; Tony Daysog; Malia Vella
Cc: Lara Weisiger
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Important July 6 City Council Issues…
Date: Tuesday, July 6, 2021 7:19:45 AM

Dear Alameda City Council Members;

I am one of many Alameda citizens who urge you to:

1) Contest the 5400 unit RHNA allocation for our city because of Alameda’s numerous unsafe environmental
frailties.  Please push back and demand a lower number.

2) Remove the proposed wording that Article 26 is outside of State Law since applying a density overlay is
definitely within CA State Law.

3) Lastly, please do not approve up-zoning for mixed use zoned neighborhoods. This is especially important since a
Council yes vote to upzone would destroy the cherished quiet character of our Alameda neighborhoods.  Please vote
NO.

Admittedly, these are complex and contentious issues but they are closely followed by hundreds of actively engaged
Alameda citizens who vote in every election.  Please review again and remember to reflect the will of your attentive
constituents. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Tom Krysiak
Sweet Road
Alameda, CA 94502

Sent Via My iPhone

mailto:tsitjk@gmail.com
mailto:MEzzyAshcraft@alamedaca.gov
mailto:JknoxWhite@alamedaca.gov
mailto:tspencer@alamedaca.gov
mailto:TDaysog@alamedaca.gov
mailto:MVella@alamedaca.gov
mailto:LWEISIGER@alamedaca.gov
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From: Donna Fletcher
To: Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft; Tony Daysog; Malia Vella; Trish Spencer; John Knox White
Cc: Lara Weisiger; Andrew Thomas
Subject: [EXTERNAL] July 6 City Council Meeting, Re: Intent to Prepare a Housing Element Update
Date: Tuesday, July 6, 2021 12:23:57 AM

Honorable Mayor Ashcraft and Members of the City Council, 

I am writing to urge you to direct staff to develop a comprehensive game plan to successfully
re-negotiate Alameda Point’s residential caps with the US Navy.
 
In staff reports, in the draft resolution for the Housing Element, and in comments submitted
by our community-based organizations and activists, all agree  that we need to “…adopt a
Resolution of Intent to Prepare a Housing Element…that maximizes the use of city-owned
land at Alameda Point.”
 
This is a major tool in our tool box for meeting our Regional Housing Needs Allocation, and yet
the Preliminary Site Inventory doesn’t reference the Point’s potential beyond the current cap.
It's clear that we can't "maximize the use of city-owned land at Alameda Point" without lifting
unreasonable and out-dated caps on housing units. This effort needs to begin now and be on a
parallel track with preparing our Housing Element.
 
Is it possible to add language to the Resolution or the Housing Element that acknowledges
that the City is taking action to renegotiate obsolete caps that don’t serve present-day needs,
that the renegotiation climate is in our favor, and that we project a reliable potential for X-
number of additional housing units that could be provided, including 25% affordable? (These
units could easily relieve the pressure of shoe-horning 500 housing units into medium density
neighborhoods, as shown on the Preliminary Site Inventory.)
 
Please consider this: There are 482 cities in California! And each one is required to make
available it’s “fair share” of sites to address the housing crisis, regardless of the burden, or the
impacts.
 
But there is only one city in the entire state that has the opportunity to absorb its fair share on
a 1,500-acre piece of city-owned property that has been waiting for almost 25 years to fulfill
its destiny as a collection of vibrant, diverse neighborhoods, and communities.
 
Please know that I do not see Alameda Point as just a place to off-load RHNA numbers. It is a
truly amazing city asset, perfectly located in the heart of the Bay Area, surrounded by water
and world-class views, and its own hip vibe. If you’ve been there recently you can’t help but
feel that potential, and you’ve experienced what a special place it is.
 
So, for Tuesday night, please approve the “land use and property disposition agreements”
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necessary to construct 1282 units at Alameda Point (within the cap), and 589 units at the
Encinal Terminals. That’s the first step.
 
And on Wednesday, please direct City staff to begin mapping out a comprehensive
negotiations strategy that identifies key players, decision-makers, and influencers that can
give us back Alameda Point.
 
And on the strength of those negotiations, please show ABAG how we plan  to “maximize the
use of City-owned land at Alameda Point…”, and inquire if they would allow us to make
adjustments in our Housing Element subject to these negotiations. This may be a naïve
suggestion, but I believe that if we can get the right people talking to each other, we can make
this happen.
 
Please don’t wait another day to make these negotiations a priority. Now is the time for us to
take back Alameda Point! I believe we can do that, and that it will be one of the best things
we've ever done for Alameda!

Thank you for your consideration!
 
 Sincerely,

Donna Fletcher
112 Centre Court
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



From: Susan Natt
To: John Knox White; Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft; Malia Vella; Trish Spencer; Lara Weisiger; Tony Daysog
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Please consider for tomorrow’s City Council meeting .
Date: Monday, July 5, 2021 10:06:02 PM

1)  Please consider approving the Alameda Landing  building project on the
North waterfront. 
2) Please remove from a proposed resolution the wording that " Article 26 is
outside of State law"
 
3.. Please appeal the RHNA current housing figures of over 5,000 new homes
for Alameda.
    
4. Please do not approve upzoning for Mixed Use zoned neighborhoods. 

Thank you for your consideration. 
Susan Natt
Bay Colony Homeowner 
Bay Colony BOD
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From: Alan Teague
To: Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft; Malia Vella; John Knox White; Tony Daysog; Trish Spencer
Cc: City Clerk
Subject: [SUSPICIOUS MESSAGE] Agenda Item 6-D
Date: Monday, July 5, 2021 8:37:55 PM

ALERT: This message originated from outside of the City of Alameda email system and was sent to "City Clerk"
and the sender name was "Alan Teague" but the sender’s email address was alan@alameda.morphdog.com. This
could be an impersonation attack. Please contact the Help Desk with any questions.

Mayor Ashcraft, Vice Mayor Vella, and City Council Members,

On June 14, 2021, the Planning Board passed a recommendation that the City Council of Alameda adopt a
resolution which:

        • Declares its intent to prepare a draft Housing Element, all necessary programs and zoning amendments
necessary to comply with State Law,
        • Declares its intent to prepare zoning designations to permit multifamily housing at residential densities of at
least 30 units per acre contrary to City Charter Article 26 as necessary to comply with State Law,
        • Directs staff to prepare the documents necessary for the City Council to hold public hearings and consider
inclusion of City-owned lands at Alameda Point in the draft Housing Element for the development of at least 1,282
housing units during the 2023- 2031 period, and
        • Directs staff to prepare the documents necessary for the City Council to hold public hearings and consider
inclusion of Encinal Terminals in the draft Housing Element for the development of at least 589 housing units
during the 2023-2031 period.

The draft resolution for 6-D does not follow this recommendation. Therefore, I recommend that you split the
question for this agenda item into two parts and handle them separately and ideally in this order:

1) The resolution recommended by the Planning Board which does not include the preemption statement regarding
City Charter Article 26. This resolution would be based on ‘Exhibit 3’ of the agenda item.

The goal should be to declare our intention to meet our RHNA needs to comply with the State Law and adopt a
compliant Housing Element. While this resolution only requires 3 yes votes, having 4 or 5 of you vote for the
resolution recommended by our Planning Board would strongly move this forward. Decoupling this from the
discussion of preemption gives us a resolution which says we intend to do what we’ve done in the past to meet our
RHNA allocation and to adopt a compliant housing element. This should not be a controversial resolution. This does
not commit any City Council member to vote for inclusion of City-owner lands or inclusion of Encinal Terminals in
the Housing Element - it simply states that we should hold public hearings to consider doing so.

2) A separate debate and resolution on whether City Charter Article 26 is in direct conflict with state housing law
and is therefore preempted and unenforceable

The legal debate as to whether City Charter Article 26 is preempted should be driven by our legal advisors in the
City Attorney’s Office and is independent of the items in the Planning Board recommended resolution and should be
debated and acted upon separately.

Alan Teague
Alameda Resident
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1

Lara Weisiger

From: margie <barongcat@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, July 5, 2021 8:26 PM
To: Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft; John Knox White; Malia Vella; Tony Daysog; Trish Spencer; Lara 

Weisiger
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Three urgent items!!

I join with others in asking you to  ‐‐‐ 
1) Approve the Alameda Landing housing project on the North. Waterfront which will help deter upzoning of our Harbor 
Bay/Bay Farm area and the main island. This is very important if we live here! 
 2)NOT to upzone the current Mixed Use Zoning areas in Alameda.  To upzone( increase) these already dense areas woul
d be very detrimental to  these established but stressed neighborhoods. And parking is already a problem in these areas‐
‐ see Nexdoor, people are fighting over parking!. 
 3) APPEAL the given State housing figures(RHNA) which total over 5,000 new housing units in Alameda. They must vote 
YES to appeal this Tuesday  night as the deadline for filing is July 9th. There are only four ways on and off this island, rem
ember? We will not be able to evacuate and  people will die. 
 



From: Susan Dunn
To: Lara Weisiger
Subject: [EXTERNAL] City Council Meeting - Some issues from a resident
Date: Monday, July 5, 2021 4:43:40 PM

Hi City Clerk,
Please note the following which we (Jeff and Susan Dunn) subscribe to:

1) approve the Alameda Landing planning approval  building project on the
North waterfront 
2) remove from a proposed resolution the wording that " Article 26 is outside of
State law"
   That is not true nor correct because  by applying bonus density overlay the City is
most certainly within State law.
3..Please appeal the RHNA current housing figures of over 5,000 new homes for
Alameda.
    The deadline is July 9th for appealing to the State.
4. Do Not approve upzoning for Mixed Use zoned neighborhoods. These
neighborhoods are already very dense, and upzoning would damage. destroy. create
havoc in these neighborhoods.

Thank you for listening to Alameda residents.

Best,
Susan and Jeff Dunn

Susan Dunn
36 Sunny Cove Circle
Alameda, CA 94502
510-337-1354 (home)
510-759-9771 (cell)
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From: Diane Daley-Smith
To: Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft; John Knox White; Malia Vella; Tony Daysog; Trish Spencer
Cc: Lara Weisiger
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Alameda Landing Housing
Date: Monday, July 5, 2021 4:11:00 PM

Dear City Council Members and City Clerk Weisiger:
 
Please approve the Alameda Landing housing project on the North Waterfront and file an appeal to
stop further development from clogging traffic and neighborhoods in Harbor Bay and Bay Farm
Island.
 
With lane closures and traffic already strained to the max, it is unconscionable to think of forcing
more traffic onto Bay Farm Island Harbor Bay. And I hope there is massive parking for the North
Waterfront development so residents will have better freeway access, although better is a relative
term as used herein.
 
Too. Much. Traffic. Getting on and off the island as it is.
 
Please don’t make it worse.
 
Respectfully submitted,
Diane Daley-Smith
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From: em kelle
To: Jim Oddie; Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft; Malia Vella; Tony Daysog; John Knox White; Lara Weisiger
Subject: [EXTERNAL] City Council meeting this Tuesday July 6 th at 7:00
Date: Monday, July 5, 2021 3:01:16 PM

Dear City Council Members:

1) I strongly urge Council  to approve the Alameda Landing project  on the North waterfront.

2) I strongly urge Council to remove from a proposed resolution the wording that " Article 26
is outside of State law"

3. I strongly urge Council to appeal the RHNA current housing figures of over 5,000 new
homes for Alameda.

4.  I strongly urge Council not to approve upzoning for Mixed Use zoned neighborhoods. 

Respectfully,

Eileen Kelleher

24 year resident
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From: Ben Deligato
To: Jim Oddie; Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft; Malia Vella; Tony Daysog; Lara Weisiger
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Approve the Alameda Landing project on the North Waterfront
Date: Monday, July 5, 2021 1:11:45 PM

Dear Council Members and City Clerk:

In the best interest of Alameda, I respectfully request you to consider the following:

1. Approve the Alameda Landing project on the North waterfront.
2. Remove from a proposed resolution the wording that "Article 26 is outside of State law"
since it appears to that the City is within State Law mandates due to applying bonus
density overlay.
3. Appeal the RHNA current housing figures of over 5,000 new homes for Alameda. Given
our many flood zones and earthquake propensities, it is dangerous to build that many homes in
our City.  The City of Alameda is already an extremely densely populated city.  Adding more
homes to existing lots would turn Alameda into an undesirable place to live. The deadline is
July 9th for appealing to the State.  
4. Do not approve up-zoning for Mixed Use zoned neighborhoods. These neighborhoods are
already very dense, and upzoning would create havoc in these neighborhoods, and would be
contrary to the use of the land and surrounding areas for which tens of thousands of residents
had known when they purchased their properties.

Best Regards,
Benny Deligato
135 Justin Circle
Alameda, CA 94502
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From: Marie Kane
To: Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft; Trish Spencer; Tony Daysog; John Knox White; Malia Vella; Lara Weisiger
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Fwd: 7/4 Nancy Gordon"s urgent comments for Council Mtg, Tues. 7/6/21
Date: Monday, July 5, 2021 12:56:53 PM

Please take note of this important email sent by Nancy Gordon to Mayor Ashcraft. 
 Many, many of our Alameda Residents concur with this opinion.  Thank you.
Marie Kane
510-410-6058

7/4/21

To:     All Alameda City Council members and City Clerk

From: Nancy J. Gordon, Alameda resident since 1973; Realtor since 1978.

 

 

Based on all the information I’ve gotten in order to better understand what changes
are being considered, I urge you to do the following:

1. Be sure to approve the Alameda Landing project  on the North waterfront. This
is important for several reasons, one of which is to help deter upzoning on
Harbor Bay Isle/Bay Farm Island for the next 10 years.

2. In addition, I am strongly urging you to remove from the proposed resolution
wording, “Article 26 is outside of State law" because I firmly believe it is WITHIN
State law!

Why? Because the application of the bonus density overlay the City most
certainly IS within California State law.

3. Further, I beseech you to appeal the RHNA current housing figures of over
5,000 new homes for Alameda. (Everyone I know and hear from is opposed to
this, and highly aware of the increase in traffic, difficulty getting off and on the
island --especially OFF in the case of emergencies, etc..

This is of urgent important, since the deadline is July 9th for appealing to the State.

4. Lastly, do NOT vote to approve upzoning for Mixed Use zoned neighborhoods.
These neighborhoods are already very dense, and upzoning would damage.
destroy. create havoc in these neighborhoods. Parking is already a huge issue
in many neighborhoods – and people are not likely to do away with their cars at
any time soon, especially with the aging of our population, along with children
growing up and becoming new drivers!
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Sincerely and in all seriousness,

 

Nancy Joy Gordon, Resident & Concerned Citizen

1021 Union St.

Alameda, CA 94501

 



From: Lesa Ross
To: John Knox White; Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft; Trish Spencer; Tony Daysog; Malia Vella; Lara Weisiger
Cc: Reyla Graber
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Adoption of Resolution of Intent to Prepare a Housing Element Update for the Period 2023-2031
Date: Monday, July 5, 2021 12:23:07 PM

Dear City Council and Clerk,

I've been reading a lot of articles and agendas and this is very hard to follow unless you're a
lawyer or a politician. I just want to speak as a citizen and big fan of Alameda, a mom, and a
homeowner.  Please hear the voice of the people who live here, not just the developers,
planners, and politicians who don't know my family and community.

1. Please approve the Alameda Landing project on the North waterfront
responsibly (transportation needs specifically).  Hopefully, this will deter the
rezoning plan in Harbor Bay which increases traffic and decreases
recreational/commercial spaces, quality of life, and businesses for BFI families.

2. Please remove from a proposed resolution the wording that "Article 26 is outside of
State law." That is not true nor correct because by applying bonus density overlay the
City is most certainly within State law.  This is the one I can't wrap my head around
because in my mind the old "measure A" kept developers from buying the beautiful
historic Victorian houses, tearing them down, and putting up ugly apartment buildings.
It was never about keeping people out.

3. Please don't approve upzoning for Mixed-Use zoned neighborhoods. These
neighborhoods are already very dense, and upzoning would damage, destroy, and
wreak havoc (ie huge traffic problems) in these neighborhoods. Removing the
recreational area from CHBIOA when HOA's like mine don't have a backyard is like the
tearing down of beautiful Victorians. That recreational area is used by more than BFI
people.  Removing it would be a painful loss for so many families, workers at the
business park, and people who are just trying to stay healthy. It's a gem - nothing like
anywhere else in the bay area (CA?). Neighboring schools and families would lose a
unique setting for after-school care, before-school care, and school breaks in childcare.
Not to mention, we're an island - people here should know how to swim (lessons
offered here).

I feel like the highlighted stuff is what people who live here care about.  I know it gets twisted
as an equity issue - we all know what that implies. It is a painful and unfair accusation. My
neighbors are very diverse - some renters some homeowners - some single moms like me. I
doubt the new developments will be affordable to any of us. Can we just try to keep Alameda
liveable, breathable, transportable, and viable for the people who live here now and those
who will live here in the future? Once you take these beautiful places away they'll be gone -
forever.  Don't let the developers decide what our city will look like and be like.  
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Lesa Ross



From: Patricia Gannon
To: John Knox White; Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft; City Clerk; Malia Vella; Tony Daysog
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Item 6D - July 6th City Council agenda
Date: Monday, July 5, 2021 11:19:40 AM

Dear Mayor Ashcraft and City Council Members:

I am writing to express my full support for the concepts put forth in ACT's letter of June 30th. 
The Council should not adopt a resolution declaring Article 26
 (Measure A) in conflict with State Law.  Article 6 already is partially exempted by the multi-
family overlay adopted by the City in 2012.

The City should appeal our 2023-2031 RYNA  requirements for 5353 new units.  Alameda,
being an island city, and much of it built on fill makes it especially vulnerable to earthquakes
and floods due to sea level rise and the City lacks the infrastructure to support this.

It makes sense for the City to prioritize upzoning in Alameda Point rather than increase
density in already over-crowded districts like R-2 to R-6.

I fully acknowledge the need for the City to adopt a Housing Element that achieves
certification from the Department of Housing and 
Community Development.  The concepts that ACT presents in its letter of June 30th
accomplishes this.  Please adopt these recommendations.

Thank you.

Patricia M. Gannon
1019 Tobago Lane
94502
pg3187@gmail.com 
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From: Donna Cala
To: Lara Weisiger
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Rezoning concerns
Date: Monday, July 5, 2021 7:32:54 AM

For tomorrow’s meeting I ask that city council do the following:

Approve the Alameda Landing project  on the North waterfront. It’s good use of that
space. 

Remove the wording that " Article 26 is outside of State law". I don’tfeel that’s true
because by applying bonus density overlay the City is most certainly within State law.

Appeal the RHNA current housing figures of over 5,000 new homes for Alameda. Our
city can not handle that much sudden growth. 

Don’t approve upzoning for Mixed Use zoned neighborhoods. There’s no room in
these neighborhoods, traffic’s already terrible and our infrastructure can’t handle it. 

Sincerely,
Donna Cala
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From: FEDERICO ROCHA
To: Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft; Trish Spencer; Tony Daysog; Malia Vella; John Knox White; Lara Weisiger
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Housing Comments - Agenda Item 6-D (July 6, 2021)
Date: Monday, July 5, 2021 5:20:29 AM

Dear City Council,

For the Tuesday, July 6, 2021, Agenda Item 6-D resolution covering RHNA planning. I have the following
comments for Alameda's city leaders.

1. Authorize the immediate preparation and submission of an appeal to Alameda's RHNA housing
allocation in consideration of Alameda's newly expanded flood zones and earthquake possibilities
including the potential impacts given our landmass and bay water location. I understand the deadline to
file an appeal is July 9th.

Other reasons to request lower housing numbers. Transportation: Alameda geography is not like Walnut
Creek or Fruitvale's live/work housing which has multi-unit housing located across the street from the
BART stations. The appeal should highlight Alameda's existing traffic congestion within the city as well as
our unique egress challenges traveling through the Posey Tube or one of the bridge crossings via the
Park Street, Fruitvale, High Street, or Bay Farm Island. While Alameda residents have access to two
ferries and bus service to BART, Oakland City Center and San Francisco, there are many residents who
cannot use mass transit to get to work. 

2. As many of our citizens have jobs that are not on the ferry, BART or AC Transit bus lines, please be
sure to require new housing sites to include sufficient off-street parking for a realistic number of adult
residents and guests, especially if the multi-unit housing is built near Park Street, Webster Street or other
builds near businesses.

3. Remove from the proposed resolution the wording that Article 26 is outside the State law. This is not
true or correct because by applying bonus density overlay the City is operating within State law.

4. I support the Alameda Landing project on the North waterfront.  

5. I urge the Council NOT TO APPROVE up-zoning for Mixed Use zoned neighborhoods such as Bay
Farm Island. These neighborhoods are already very dense and up-zoning would adversely impact these
neighborhoods.

Thank you, 
Vicki Lane
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From: Rod Harris
To: Lara Weisiger
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Zoning
Date: Sunday, July 4, 2021 10:18:50 PM

I wish to:
1) Urge Council  to approve the Alameda Landing project  on the North waterfront( which will
help to deter upzoning in Harbor Bay for the next 10 years.)
2) Urge the Council to remove from a proposed resolution the wording that " Article 26 is
outside of State law"
   That is not true nor correct because  by applying bonus density overlay the City is most
certainly within State law.
3.. Urge the Council to appeal the RHNA current housing figures of over 5,000 new homes for
Alameda. Given our many flood zones and earthquake propensities ( etc. etc)it is dangerous to
build that many homes in our City.
    The deadline is July 9th for appealing to the State.
4. Urge the Council not to approve upzoning for Mixed Use zoned neighborhoods. These
neighborhoods are already very dense, and upzoning would damage. destroy. create havoc in
these neighborhoods.
Thank you, 
Rod Harris
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From: Nancy Gordon
To: John Knox White; Jim Oddie; messyashcraft@alamedaca.gov; Malia Vella; Tony Daysog; Lara Weisiger
Subject: [EXTERNAL] 7/4 Nancy Gordon"s urgent comments for Council Mtg, Tues. 7/6/21
Date: Sunday, July 4, 2021 6:34:39 PM

7/4/21
To:     All Alameda City Council members and City Clerk
From: Nancy J. Gordon, Alameda resident since 1973; Realtor since 1978.
 
 
Based on all the information I’ve gotten in order to better understand what changes
are being considered, I urge you to do the following:

1. Be sure to approve the Alameda Landing project  on the North waterfront. This
is important for several reasons, one of which is to help deter upzoning on
Harbor Bay Isle/Bay Farm Island for the next 10 years.

2. In addition, I am strongly urging you to remove from the proposed resolution
wording, “Article 26 is outside of State law" because I firmly believe it is WITHIN
State law!
Why? Because the application of the bonus density overlay the City most
certainly IS within California State law.

3. Further, I beseech you to appeal the RHNA current housing figures of over
5,000 new homes for Alameda. (Everyone I know and hear from is opposed to
this, and highly aware of the increase in traffic, difficulty getting off and on the
island --especially OFF in the case of emergencies, etc..
This is of urgent important, since the deadline is July 9th for appealing to the
State.

4. Lastly, do NOT vote to approve upzoning for Mixed Use zoned neighborhoods.
These neighborhoods are already very dense, and upzoning would damage.
destroy. create havoc in these neighborhoods. Parking is already a huge issue
in many neighborhoods – and people are not likely to do away with their cars at
any time soon, especially with the aging of our population, along with children
growing up and becoming new drivers!

 
Sincerely and in all seriousness,
 
Nancy Joy Gordon, Resident & Concerned Citizen
1021 Union St.
Alameda, CA 94501
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From: Christopher Buckley
To: Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft; Tony Daysog; Trish Spencer; Malia Vella; John Knox White
Cc: Andrew Thomas; Allen Tai; Lara Weisiger; Eric Levitt; Gerry Beaudin
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Housing Element Update (Item 6-D on City Council"s 7-6-21 agenda) - -AAPS comments submitted

to Planning Board
Date: Thursday, July 1, 2021 3:28:39 PM
Attachments: We sent you safe versions of your files.msg

2021-6-4 AlamedaGeneralPlan AAPS CommentsFnl.pdf
2021-6-1ExhibitA.MarkedUpPagesFrom3-21DraftAlamedaGeneralPlan2040.Pt1of2_compressed.pdf
2021-6-1ExhibitA.MarkedUpPagesFrom3-21DraftAlamedaGeneralPlan2040.Pt2of2_compressed.pdf
2021-6-13 AAPS RspnseTo6-14-21GnrlPlnAndHsgElmntStffRprtsFnl.pdf

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

Dear Mayor Ashcraft and Councilmembers,

The attached Alameda Architectural Preservation Society  (AAPS) comments were copied to
you when they were sent to the Planning Board prior to the Planning Board's 6-14-21 meeting.
However, since they are relevant to to the City Council's July 6 consideration of the Housing
Element Update, I am resending them.

We may submit follow-up comments prior to the Council's July 6 meeting.

Christopher Buckley, Chair
Preservation Action Committee
Alameda Architectural Preservation Society
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June 4, 2021 


 
City of Alameda Planning Board and Historical Advisory Board 
2263 Santa Clara Avenue, Room 190 
Alameda, CA 94501 
 
Subject: Second Draft Alameda General Plan-- supplemental AAPS comments  
 
Dear Planning Board and Historical Advisory Board members, 
 
The following comments and those in the attached Exhibit A supplement those in the Alameda 
Architectural Preservation Society’s (AAPS) May 17, 2021 letter and should be read together with our 
May 17, 2021 letter. The exhibit consists of marked up pages from the Second Draft General Plan, which 
expresses the May 17 comments and the comments below more specifically as well as provides other, 
mostly minor, comments. 
 
Note: The page numbers on the website version of the Second Draft as of May 30, 2021 are not the same 
as the page numbers in the version attached to the April 27, 2021 Planning Board staff report. These 
page numbers should be kept consistent in different versions of the Second Draft to avoid confusion. For 
example, the page references in our May 17 letter are based on the Second Draft attached to the April 27 
Planning Board staff report, while the page numbers in this letter are based on the version currently 
posted as of June 3, 2021 on the City‘s website. 
 


1. Provide better integration with the upcoming Housing Element revisions. Much of what is 
driving the Second Draft’s Land-Use Element and to some degree the Conservation and Climate 
Action Element provisions for increased development intensities relate to the upcoming Regional 
Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) now being developed for Alameda, and currently estimated 
at ca. 5400 additional residential units by 2031. Providing the strategy to create these additional 
units will be a primary focus of the upcoming Housing Element. The Housing Element therefore 
feeds into some of the most important parts of the Land-Use Element. It is unfortunate that the 
Housing Element update could not be done first or concurrent with the Second Draft Land-Use 
Element. Some of the following comments reflect this linkage between the Housing Element, the 
RHNA and the Land-Use Element. 


 
2. Provide in the Land-Use Element more background information and analysis of the RHNA,  


and the relation to the Housing Element and state density bonus law. Although discussion of 
the RHNA is most appropriately a Housing Element topic, an explanation of the RHNA and its 
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linkage to the proposals for increased intensities as well as the current RHNA estimate of 5406 
new housing units needs to be included in the Land-Use Element to provide users a better 
understanding of the challenges involved with the Land-Use Element proposals. Since the 5406 
unit number has not yet been finalized, the Land-Use Element will, at least for now, need to 
acknowledge that the RHNA is a moving target and probably include a disclaimer to that effect 
until the final RHNA numbers are determined. 


 
See our May 17, 2021 letter and Exhibit A for specific recommendations regarding the Land-Use 
Element’s discussion and analysis of the state density bonus law. 


 
3. Provide a more cohesive and in-depth discussion of strategies for prioritizing locations of 


RHNA-mandated units. References for providing the additional units are scattered throughout 
the Second Draft, but should be consolidated into a more focused discussion that clearly presents 
the overall strategy, such as what is provided in the February 2, 2021 Housing Element staff report 
to the City Council.  
 
As part of these strategies, include:  


 
a. Since significant portions of the Medium Density Residential Area already have high 


densities, and much of this Area consists of historic buildings, any density increases in the 
Medium Density Residential Area should be limited to carefully targeted subareas and 
only: (i) where necessary to meet the RHNA and other General Plan objectives; (ii) if 
insufficient development capacity is available in the non-historic portions of the 
Neighborhood Mixed Use, Community Mixed Use and Mixed Use Areas to meet the 
RHNA and General Plan objectives; and (iii) in subareas where adverse impacts on historic 
buildings and on-street parking will be minimized. 


 
b. Do not increase the current two story height limit to three stories in the Neighborhood 


Mixed Use Land-Use Classification (the “Stations“). For density bonus projects developers 
will be able to build higher in any case.  


 
c. Retain the existing 5000 square-foot minimum lot size in the Low Density Residential 


Land-Use Classification (i.e. the R-1 zoning district). The draft Land-Use  Element 
proposes a residential density of 13 units per acre which is ca. 150% of the existing density 
and equals a minimum lot size per unit of ca. 3351 ft.².  The existing 5000 square-foot 
minimum lot size is ca. 8.712 units per acre. Reducing the minimum lot size will 
encourage lot splits and architecturally disrupt some of Alameda’s most significant historic 
neighborhoods. 


 
Note: Expressing residential density in terms of units/acre is difficult for many laypeople to 
fully understand. Expressing density as square feet of lot area/unit is easier to understand 
and more consistent with standard zoning ordinance practice. For example, the City 
Charter Article 26’s 2000 ft.² of lot area/unit limit equals ca. 21.78 unit/acre (often 
incorrectly rounded in the draft Plan and in various staff explanations of Article 26 to 21 
units/acre rather than the more accurate 22 units/acre). Residential density discussions 
should therefore be expressed whenever possible as square feet of lot area/unit rather than 
units/acre, perhaps with the units/acre equivalent also provided. Discussions of residential 
density should be consolidated as much as possible into a single section with a “spotlight” 
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that explains the difference between units/acre and square feet of lot area/unit along with a 
conversion table that could look something like this: 
 
20 units/acre = ca. 21.78 ft.² of lot area/unit 
ca.21.78 units/acre = 2000 ft.² of lot area/unit 
30 units/acre = ca. 1452 ft.² of lot area/unit 
40 units/acre = ca. 1039 ft.² of lot area/unit 
50 units/acre = ca. 871 ft.² of lot area/unit 


 
4. Prioritize Alameda Point and the northern waterfront (especially the estuary shopping 


centers) as sites for additional housing. In addition to minimizing adverse impacts on historic 
buildings and neighborhoods, focusing on these sites will minimize transportation impacts given 
the estuary sites’ (and, to a lesser degree, Alameda Point’s) proximity to Oakland and public 
transit and thereby promoting the General Plan’s transportation and climate change mitigation 
goals. Statements in the Second Draft, in Housing Element discussions and in various staff 
presentations have already emphasized these areas for housing development, but this focus has 
been diluted by identification of other areas, notably the Mixed Use Residential Area, as possible 
sites for new housing. To facilitate the focus on Alameda Point and the estuary shopping centers, 
the City should initiate the following actions as soon as possible: 


 
a. Obtain approval from the federal government to remove the Alameda Point 1425 


housing unit cap (increased to 1900 units based on an additional 475 affordable 
units). Staff has previously advised that the Biden Administration will probably look 
favorably on this request. Has the City made this request and, if not, when will the City 
proceed? 


 
b. Strongly encourage the owners of the estuary shopping centers (Marina Village, 


Bridgeside and Alameda Landing) to develop housing on their properties. The 
February 2, 2021 City Council Housing Element staff report advised that although the 
owners of the South Shore Shopping Center have expressed interest in housing 
development, the owners of the estuary shopping centers have not yet been contacted. Has 
such contact been made since February 2 and, if not, when will the contacts be 
initiated? The Land-Use Element and/or Housing Element should identify possible 
incentives for housing development at the estuary shopping centers. In addition to those 
listed in Policy LU-16c and e and Policy LU-29, possibilities might include tax reductions 
and relaxation of development standards for both market-rate as well as affordable housing 
in addition to those provided by the state density bonus law for affordable housing. 


 
Note: Although the South Shore Shopping Center has been identified as a possible site for 
RHNA-required housing, the addition of housing units at South Shore offers none of the 
transit or traffic advantages of the estuary centers. Heavy traffic and large crowds already 
occur at South Shore on weekends and often during the week due to beach and shopping 
use. Recent lane constrictions on Park Street and around South Shore Center have 
exacerbated these issues. With its more than 45 acres, the potential amount of allowed 
population density increase if housing is added at this land-locked location will create an 
infrastructure choke point that would immediately overwhelm the entire area. South Shore 
Center housing development should therefore be avoided. 
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5. Revise the Mixed Use Land Use Classification text to delete reference to the North Park 
Street zoning district. This appears to be a mistake. The North Park Street zoning district is 
shown on the land-use diagram on page 24 as in the Community Mixed Use and Medium Density 
Residential Land-Use Classifications, not the Mixed Use Classification, and is in any case 
inappropriate for the Mixed Use Classification. 


 
6. Delete Policy LU-17a’s (page 39) promotion of additional story heights for existing buildings. 


Height increases are already allowed if consistent with zoning height limits and additional 
increases can be imposed by density bonus projects. Increases involving historic buildings can 
easily compromise their architectural integrity. Too many increases in historic areas will erode the 
areas’ sense of time and place and their human scale. 


 
7. Add a new action statement “c” to Policy LU-17 to minimize removal of existing exterior and 


interior building materials as part of adaptive reuse and rehabilitation projects. Retention of 
existing materials is “climate-friendly” and should be an alternative to gut rehab. The action 
statement could read: 


 
Minimize removal of existing materials. To promote resource conservation, support adaptive 
reuse and rehabilitation that minimizes removal of existing interior and exterior materials. 
Provide guidelines for these approaches. Promote the use of the California Historical Building 
Code (CHBC) to encourage retention of existing historic materials. The CHBC applies to all 
pre-1942 buildings in Alameda. 


 
Also provide a “spotlight” for the CHBC. 


 
8. Add a new action statement “i” to Policy LN-25 (historic preservation) that calls for 


continuing the City’s existing application of the CHBC to pre-1942 buildings. Use of the 
CHBC will reduce the cost of ADUs and other new housing units in pre-1942 buildings and will 
promote preservation of both exterior and interior character-defining features. 


 
9. Add provisions to Policy CC-18 (building renovation and reuse) to encourage building 


relocation when complete demolition cannot be avoided. This will promote both resource 
conservation and historic preservation.  Add action statements to implement this policy. (AAPS 
can make specific recommendations if requested). 


 
10. Consolidate the General Plan’s provisions and minimize repetition as much as possible. The 


plan text contains significant repetition (sometimes internally inconsistent) which adds 
unnecessary length to the document. For example, Policies LU-21a and LU-19d both call for 
preservation of various parts of the NAS Alameda historic district. These two policies should be 
combined (possibly with similar Policies LU-23f and LU-23g for the northern waterfront), as part 
of a single Policy, perhaps incorporated into Policy LU-25 (historic preservation). 


 
11. Provide additional transit enhancements as justifications for increased residential densities. 


Expand Policy ME-16f and/or g and Policy CC-8 to call for a BART, Caltrain and other regional 
transit shuttles with frequent headways to Alameda. Also explain, (perhaps in the transit-rich 
spotlight on page 39) how mothers with small children will be able to utilize transit to meet basic 
needs such as grocery shopping and going to school or doctor’s visits. 
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12. Provide alpha-numeric designations for all figures and spotlights and provide lists of the 
figures and spotlights with page numbers as part of the table of contents. 


 
Thank you Boardmembers, staff and consultants for all of your work on the updated General Plan and for 
the ongoing opportunities to comment. Please contact me at (510) 523-0411 or cbuckleyAICP@att.net if 
you would like to discuss these comments. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Christopher Buckley, Chair 
Preservation Action Committee 
Alameda Architectural Preservation Society 
 
Attachments: 
 


Exhibit A: Marked-up pages from the Second Draft General Plan. 
 
cc: Mayor and City Councilmembers (by electronic transmission) 


Andrew Thomas and Allen Tai, Planning, Building and Transportation Department (by electronic 
transmission) 


    AAPS Board and Preservation Action Committee (by electronic transmission) 
 


 
 


 






















































































































 


 
  


June 13, 2021 
 
City of Alameda Planning Board and Historical Advisory Board 
2263 Santa Clara Avenue, Room 190 
Alameda, CA 94501 
 
Subject: AAPS response to General Plan and Housing Element staff reports on Planning 
Board/HAB June 14, 2021 agenda - -Items 7-A and 7-B.  
 
Dear Planning Board and Historical Advisory Board members: 
 
The Alameda Architectural Preservation Society (AAPS) would like to respond to the June 14, 2021 staff 
reports on the General Plan and Housing Element. 
 


1. General Plan 
 


a. General Plan versus zoning. We agree that the General Plan is just a framework for 
zoning changes. But state law requires that the zoning conform with the General Plan, so if 
the General Plan establishes ranges for development intensities (residential density, height 
limits etc.) or sets specific numbers for these intensities, the zoning must fit within these 
ranges or conform to any specific numbers. And if there is a range, the zoning, arguably, 
needs to show the maximum number within the range somewhere on the zoning map. So 
any specific development intensities provided in the General Plan will translate into zoning 
provisions, unless the General Plan is amended. 
 


b. Extending multi-family and shared housing to all residential zones (LU-2f). The draft 
Plan currently provides that these facilities be permitted just in Medium Density Land Use 
Classification and higher. In its 5-17-21 letter, AAPS questioned the architectural impacts 
of these facilities if they involve new construction in residential neighborhoods. AAPS 
requests that Plan identify what, if any, architectural impacts could occur and how 
they might be mitigated.  


 
Also, does this mean that multi-family housing would be allowed by right in the R-1 
single-family residential zone? And, if so, how many units per lot? At face value, it 
appears that the effect of the revised LU-2f would be to eliminate one-family zoning in 
Alameda. Is this the intent? 


 
c. Architecture, design and historic preservation (LU-17b and LU-26b). The staff 


report’s implication is false that AAPS argued in its May 17 comments that “new and 
creative contemporary architectural design is inappropriate anywhere (emphasis added) in 
Alameda”. Although as one option we recommended LU-17b and LU-26b  be deleted 
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entirely, we also recommended as an alternative that they be limited to areas not containing 
historical monuments, historic building study list properties or predominately pre-1942 
buildings.  
 
In any case, the phrase “creative and contemporary design” is highly subjective and open 
to interpretation. The Plan needs to at least include photographs illustrating what is 
considered appropriate “creative and contemporary architectural design”.  
 
In addition, LU-26b and LU-17b imply changes need to be made to the Citywide Design 
Review Manual. Examples of possible changes should be included in the Plan. 


 
The staff suggestion to delete the “does not mimic” language is good. But limiting LU-26b 
to newer and undeveloped areas should still be considered. 


 
2. Housing Element 


 
The staff report gives a very good overview of the issues Alameda needs to address as part of the 
Housing Element. The strategy to maximize development at Alameda Point and Encinal Terminals 
is also good. However, the “now therefore be at resolved” clause concerning Article 26 in the draft 
resolution is unnecessarily broad. And why is the clause even necessary? If the clause is retained, 
we recommend that it be amended to read as follows: 


 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the City Planning Board recommends that 
the City of Alameda City Council finds that City Charter Article 26 is in direct conflict 
with state housing law and is preempted and unenforceable in these circumstances. More 
specifically, Article 26 of the City Charter is preempted in part by Government Code 
Sections 65583.2(c), (h), and (i) and Section 65583(c)(1) which require the City to allow 
multi-family housing, and Government Code Section 65583.2(c)(3) which requires the City 
to allow at least 30 du/acre to meet its RHNA and that the City has used and intends to 
continue to use the Multi-Family Overlay Zone where needed to provide adequate housing 
development sites to meet its RHNA. 


 
We have reviewed this modification with staff and believe staff is agreeable to it. 


 
Thank you for the ongoing opportunities to comment. Please contact me at (510) 523-0411 or 
cbuckleyAICP@att.net if you would like to discuss these comments. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Christopher Buckley, Chair 
Preservation Action Committee 
Alameda Architectural Preservation Society 
 
cc: Mayor and City Councilmembers (by electronic transmission) 


Andrew Thomas and Allen Tai, Planning, Building and Transportation Department (by electronic 
transmission) 


    AAPS Board and Preservation Action Committee (by electronic transmission) 
 







 

 
 

  
 

 
June 4, 2021 

 
City of Alameda Planning Board and Historical Advisory Board 
2263 Santa Clara Avenue, Room 190 
Alameda, CA 94501 
 
Subject: Second Draft Alameda General Plan-- supplemental AAPS comments  
 
Dear Planning Board and Historical Advisory Board members, 
 
The following comments and those in the attached Exhibit A supplement those in the Alameda 
Architectural Preservation Society’s (AAPS) May 17, 2021 letter and should be read together with our 
May 17, 2021 letter. The exhibit consists of marked up pages from the Second Draft General Plan, which 
expresses the May 17 comments and the comments below more specifically as well as provides other, 
mostly minor, comments. 
 
Note: The page numbers on the website version of the Second Draft as of May 30, 2021 are not the same 
as the page numbers in the version attached to the April 27, 2021 Planning Board staff report. These 
page numbers should be kept consistent in different versions of the Second Draft to avoid confusion. For 
example, the page references in our May 17 letter are based on the Second Draft attached to the April 27 
Planning Board staff report, while the page numbers in this letter are based on the version currently 
posted as of June 3, 2021 on the City‘s website. 
 

1. Provide better integration with the upcoming Housing Element revisions. Much of what is 
driving the Second Draft’s Land-Use Element and to some degree the Conservation and Climate 
Action Element provisions for increased development intensities relate to the upcoming Regional 
Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) now being developed for Alameda, and currently estimated 
at ca. 5400 additional residential units by 2031. Providing the strategy to create these additional 
units will be a primary focus of the upcoming Housing Element. The Housing Element therefore 
feeds into some of the most important parts of the Land-Use Element. It is unfortunate that the 
Housing Element update could not be done first or concurrent with the Second Draft Land-Use 
Element. Some of the following comments reflect this linkage between the Housing Element, the 
RHNA and the Land-Use Element. 

 
2. Provide in the Land-Use Element more background information and analysis of the RHNA,  

and the relation to the Housing Element and state density bonus law. Although discussion of 
the RHNA is most appropriately a Housing Element topic, an explanation of the RHNA and its 
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linkage to the proposals for increased intensities as well as the current RHNA estimate of 5406 
new housing units needs to be included in the Land-Use Element to provide users a better 
understanding of the challenges involved with the Land-Use Element proposals. Since the 5406 
unit number has not yet been finalized, the Land-Use Element will, at least for now, need to 
acknowledge that the RHNA is a moving target and probably include a disclaimer to that effect 
until the final RHNA numbers are determined. 

 
See our May 17, 2021 letter and Exhibit A for specific recommendations regarding the Land-Use 
Element’s discussion and analysis of the state density bonus law. 

 
3. Provide a more cohesive and in-depth discussion of strategies for prioritizing locations of 

RHNA-mandated units. References for providing the additional units are scattered throughout 
the Second Draft, but should be consolidated into a more focused discussion that clearly presents 
the overall strategy, such as what is provided in the February 2, 2021 Housing Element staff report 
to the City Council.  
 
As part of these strategies, include:  

 
a. Since significant portions of the Medium Density Residential Area already have high 

densities, and much of this Area consists of historic buildings, any density increases in the 
Medium Density Residential Area should be limited to carefully targeted subareas and 
only: (i) where necessary to meet the RHNA and other General Plan objectives; (ii) if 
insufficient development capacity is available in the non-historic portions of the 
Neighborhood Mixed Use, Community Mixed Use and Mixed Use Areas to meet the 
RHNA and General Plan objectives; and (iii) in subareas where adverse impacts on historic 
buildings and on-street parking will be minimized. 

 
b. Do not increase the current two story height limit to three stories in the Neighborhood 

Mixed Use Land-Use Classification (the “Stations“). For density bonus projects developers 
will be able to build higher in any case.  

 
c. Retain the existing 5000 square-foot minimum lot size in the Low Density Residential 

Land-Use Classification (i.e. the R-1 zoning district). The draft Land-Use  Element 
proposes a residential density of 13 units per acre which is ca. 150% of the existing density 
and equals a minimum lot size per unit of ca. 3351 ft.².  The existing 5000 square-foot 
minimum lot size is ca. 8.712 units per acre. Reducing the minimum lot size will 
encourage lot splits and architecturally disrupt some of Alameda’s most significant historic 
neighborhoods. 

 
Note: Expressing residential density in terms of units/acre is difficult for many laypeople to 
fully understand. Expressing density as square feet of lot area/unit is easier to understand 
and more consistent with standard zoning ordinance practice. For example, the City 
Charter Article 26’s 2000 ft.² of lot area/unit limit equals ca. 21.78 unit/acre (often 
incorrectly rounded in the draft Plan and in various staff explanations of Article 26 to 21 
units/acre rather than the more accurate 22 units/acre). Residential density discussions 
should therefore be expressed whenever possible as square feet of lot area/unit rather than 
units/acre, perhaps with the units/acre equivalent also provided. Discussions of residential 
density should be consolidated as much as possible into a single section with a “spotlight” 
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that explains the difference between units/acre and square feet of lot area/unit along with a 
conversion table that could look something like this: 
 
20 units/acre = ca. 21.78 ft.² of lot area/unit 
ca.21.78 units/acre = 2000 ft.² of lot area/unit 
30 units/acre = ca. 1452 ft.² of lot area/unit 
40 units/acre = ca. 1039 ft.² of lot area/unit 
50 units/acre = ca. 871 ft.² of lot area/unit 

 
4. Prioritize Alameda Point and the northern waterfront (especially the estuary shopping 

centers) as sites for additional housing. In addition to minimizing adverse impacts on historic 
buildings and neighborhoods, focusing on these sites will minimize transportation impacts given 
the estuary sites’ (and, to a lesser degree, Alameda Point’s) proximity to Oakland and public 
transit and thereby promoting the General Plan’s transportation and climate change mitigation 
goals. Statements in the Second Draft, in Housing Element discussions and in various staff 
presentations have already emphasized these areas for housing development, but this focus has 
been diluted by identification of other areas, notably the Mixed Use Residential Area, as possible 
sites for new housing. To facilitate the focus on Alameda Point and the estuary shopping centers, 
the City should initiate the following actions as soon as possible: 

 
a. Obtain approval from the federal government to remove the Alameda Point 1425 

housing unit cap (increased to 1900 units based on an additional 475 affordable 
units). Staff has previously advised that the Biden Administration will probably look 
favorably on this request. Has the City made this request and, if not, when will the City 
proceed? 

 
b. Strongly encourage the owners of the estuary shopping centers (Marina Village, 

Bridgeside and Alameda Landing) to develop housing on their properties. The 
February 2, 2021 City Council Housing Element staff report advised that although the 
owners of the South Shore Shopping Center have expressed interest in housing 
development, the owners of the estuary shopping centers have not yet been contacted. Has 
such contact been made since February 2 and, if not, when will the contacts be 
initiated? The Land-Use Element and/or Housing Element should identify possible 
incentives for housing development at the estuary shopping centers. In addition to those 
listed in Policy LU-16c and e and Policy LU-29, possibilities might include tax reductions 
and relaxation of development standards for both market-rate as well as affordable housing 
in addition to those provided by the state density bonus law for affordable housing. 

 
Note: Although the South Shore Shopping Center has been identified as a possible site for 
RHNA-required housing, the addition of housing units at South Shore offers none of the 
transit or traffic advantages of the estuary centers. Heavy traffic and large crowds already 
occur at South Shore on weekends and often during the week due to beach and shopping 
use. Recent lane constrictions on Park Street and around South Shore Center have 
exacerbated these issues. With its more than 45 acres, the potential amount of allowed 
population density increase if housing is added at this land-locked location will create an 
infrastructure choke point that would immediately overwhelm the entire area. South Shore 
Center housing development should therefore be avoided. 
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5. Revise the Mixed Use Land Use Classification text to delete reference to the North Park 
Street zoning district. This appears to be a mistake. The North Park Street zoning district is 
shown on the land-use diagram on page 24 as in the Community Mixed Use and Medium Density 
Residential Land-Use Classifications, not the Mixed Use Classification, and is in any case 
inappropriate for the Mixed Use Classification. 

 
6. Delete Policy LU-17a’s (page 39) promotion of additional story heights for existing buildings. 

Height increases are already allowed if consistent with zoning height limits and additional 
increases can be imposed by density bonus projects. Increases involving historic buildings can 
easily compromise their architectural integrity. Too many increases in historic areas will erode the 
areas’ sense of time and place and their human scale. 

 
7. Add a new action statement “c” to Policy LU-17 to minimize removal of existing exterior and 

interior building materials as part of adaptive reuse and rehabilitation projects. Retention of 
existing materials is “climate-friendly” and should be an alternative to gut rehab. The action 
statement could read: 

 
Minimize removal of existing materials. To promote resource conservation, support adaptive 
reuse and rehabilitation that minimizes removal of existing interior and exterior materials. 
Provide guidelines for these approaches. Promote the use of the California Historical Building 
Code (CHBC) to encourage retention of existing historic materials. The CHBC applies to all 
pre-1942 buildings in Alameda. 

 
Also provide a “spotlight” for the CHBC. 

 
8. Add a new action statement “i” to Policy LN-25 (historic preservation) that calls for 

continuing the City’s existing application of the CHBC to pre-1942 buildings. Use of the 
CHBC will reduce the cost of ADUs and other new housing units in pre-1942 buildings and will 
promote preservation of both exterior and interior character-defining features. 

 
9. Add provisions to Policy CC-18 (building renovation and reuse) to encourage building 

relocation when complete demolition cannot be avoided. This will promote both resource 
conservation and historic preservation.  Add action statements to implement this policy. (AAPS 
can make specific recommendations if requested). 

 
10. Consolidate the General Plan’s provisions and minimize repetition as much as possible. The 

plan text contains significant repetition (sometimes internally inconsistent) which adds 
unnecessary length to the document. For example, Policies LU-21a and LU-19d both call for 
preservation of various parts of the NAS Alameda historic district. These two policies should be 
combined (possibly with similar Policies LU-23f and LU-23g for the northern waterfront), as part 
of a single Policy, perhaps incorporated into Policy LU-25 (historic preservation). 

 
11. Provide additional transit enhancements as justifications for increased residential densities. 

Expand Policy ME-16f and/or g and Policy CC-8 to call for a BART, Caltrain and other regional 
transit shuttles with frequent headways to Alameda. Also explain, (perhaps in the transit-rich 
spotlight on page 39) how mothers with small children will be able to utilize transit to meet basic 
needs such as grocery shopping and going to school or doctor’s visits. 
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12. Provide alpha-numeric designations for all figures and spotlights and provide lists of the 
figures and spotlights with page numbers as part of the table of contents. 

 
Thank you Boardmembers, staff and consultants for all of your work on the updated General Plan and for 
the ongoing opportunities to comment. Please contact me at (510) 523-0411 or cbuckleyAICP@att.net if 
you would like to discuss these comments. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Christopher Buckley, Chair 
Preservation Action Committee 
Alameda Architectural Preservation Society 
 
Attachments: 
 

Exhibit A: Marked-up pages from the Second Draft General Plan. 
 
cc: Mayor and City Councilmembers (by electronic transmission) 

Andrew Thomas and Allen Tai, Planning, Building and Transportation Department (by electronic 
transmission) 

    AAPS Board and Preservation Action Committee (by electronic transmission) 
 

 
 

 

























































 

 
  

June 13, 2021 
 
City of Alameda Planning Board and Historical Advisory Board 
2263 Santa Clara Avenue, Room 190 
Alameda, CA 94501 
 
Subject: AAPS response to General Plan and Housing Element staff reports on Planning 
Board/HAB June 14, 2021 agenda - -Items 7-A and 7-B.  
 
Dear Planning Board and Historical Advisory Board members: 
 
The Alameda Architectural Preservation Society (AAPS) would like to respond to the June 14, 2021 staff 
reports on the General Plan and Housing Element. 
 

1. General Plan 
 

a. General Plan versus zoning. We agree that the General Plan is just a framework for 
zoning changes. But state law requires that the zoning conform with the General Plan, so if 
the General Plan establishes ranges for development intensities (residential density, height 
limits etc.) or sets specific numbers for these intensities, the zoning must fit within these 
ranges or conform to any specific numbers. And if there is a range, the zoning, arguably, 
needs to show the maximum number within the range somewhere on the zoning map. So 
any specific development intensities provided in the General Plan will translate into zoning 
provisions, unless the General Plan is amended. 
 

b. Extending multi-family and shared housing to all residential zones (LU-2f). The draft 
Plan currently provides that these facilities be permitted just in Medium Density Land Use 
Classification and higher. In its 5-17-21 letter, AAPS questioned the architectural impacts 
of these facilities if they involve new construction in residential neighborhoods. AAPS 
requests that Plan identify what, if any, architectural impacts could occur and how 
they might be mitigated.  

 
Also, does this mean that multi-family housing would be allowed by right in the R-1 
single-family residential zone? And, if so, how many units per lot? At face value, it 
appears that the effect of the revised LU-2f would be to eliminate one-family zoning in 
Alameda. Is this the intent? 

 
c. Architecture, design and historic preservation (LU-17b and LU-26b). The staff 

report’s implication is false that AAPS argued in its May 17 comments that “new and 
creative contemporary architectural design is inappropriate anywhere (emphasis added) in 
Alameda”. Although as one option we recommended LU-17b and LU-26b  be deleted 
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entirely, we also recommended as an alternative that they be limited to areas not containing 
historical monuments, historic building study list properties or predominately pre-1942 
buildings.  
 
In any case, the phrase “creative and contemporary design” is highly subjective and open 
to interpretation. The Plan needs to at least include photographs illustrating what is 
considered appropriate “creative and contemporary architectural design”.  
 
In addition, LU-26b and LU-17b imply changes need to be made to the Citywide Design 
Review Manual. Examples of possible changes should be included in the Plan. 

 
The staff suggestion to delete the “does not mimic” language is good. But limiting LU-26b 
to newer and undeveloped areas should still be considered. 

 
2. Housing Element 

 
The staff report gives a very good overview of the issues Alameda needs to address as part of the 
Housing Element. The strategy to maximize development at Alameda Point and Encinal Terminals 
is also good. However, the “now therefore be at resolved” clause concerning Article 26 in the draft 
resolution is unnecessarily broad. And why is the clause even necessary? If the clause is retained, 
we recommend that it be amended to read as follows: 

 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the City Planning Board recommends that 
the City of Alameda City Council finds that City Charter Article 26 is in direct conflict 
with state housing law and is preempted and unenforceable in these circumstances. More 
specifically, Article 26 of the City Charter is preempted in part by Government Code 
Sections 65583.2(c), (h), and (i) and Section 65583(c)(1) which require the City to allow 
multi-family housing, and Government Code Section 65583.2(c)(3) which requires the City 
to allow at least 30 du/acre to meet its RHNA and that the City has used and intends to 
continue to use the Multi-Family Overlay Zone where needed to provide adequate housing 
development sites to meet its RHNA. 

 
We have reviewed this modification with staff and believe staff is agreeable to it. 

 
Thank you for the ongoing opportunities to comment. Please contact me at (510) 523-0411 or 
cbuckleyAICP@att.net if you would like to discuss these comments. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Christopher Buckley, Chair 
Preservation Action Committee 
Alameda Architectural Preservation Society 
 
cc: Mayor and City Councilmembers (by electronic transmission) 

Andrew Thomas and Allen Tai, Planning, Building and Transportation Department (by electronic 
transmission) 

    AAPS Board and Preservation Action Committee (by electronic transmission) 
 



From: margie
To: Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft; Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft; Malia Vella; Malia Vella; John Knox White; John Knox White; Trish

Spencer; Trish Spencer; tdaysog@alamedaca.com; tdaysog@alamedaca.com
Cc: Eric Levitt; Andrew Thomas; Yibin Shen; Yibin Shen; Lara Weisiger
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Item 6-D July 6 Regular City Council Agenda Agenda-Intent to Prepare Housing Element Update
Date: Wednesday, June 30, 2021 8:28:58 PM

I agree with the letter sent to you by ACT. I have the following additional comments:

People are moving out of the Bay Area. As shown by US Census and California Dept of Finance data, the high point
of Bay Area population was in 2018. Population has been trending lower since that time. This trend has accelerated
since the popularization of Zoom technology. Many companies are encouraging their employees to work from
home, giving them a significant savings in renting office space. Alameda has lost .03% of population in the last year
(about 500 people)

San Francisco now has an over 8% rental vacancy rate. The proliferation of FOR RENT signs in Alameda and the
six page list of rentals on the Gallagher and Lindsay website indicates that Alameda also has a significant rental
vacancy rate.

Given the above, it is unlikely that there is a shortage of market rate housing.
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From: Alameda Citizens Task Force
To: Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft; Malia Vella; John Knox White; Trish Spencer; tdaysog@alamedaca.com
Cc: Eric Levitt; Andrew Thomas; Yibin Shen; Lara Weisiger
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Item 6-D July 6 Regular City Council Agenda Agenda-Intent to Prepare Housing Element Update
Date: Wednesday, June 30, 2021 10:02:46 AM
Attachments: We sent you safe versions of your files.msg

Alameda General Plan 2040 DEIR Comment Letter.pdf

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

ACT 
Alameda Citizens Task Force    

Vigilance, Truth, Civility 

Dear Mayor Ashcraft, Vice-Mayor Vella and Councilmembers Knox-White, Herrera Spencer and Daysog: 
 
The ACT Board has closely reviewed the details report of Planning, Building and Transportation Director Thomas. We submit the following
comments. 
 
The Need for a Certified Housing Element: We fully support the absolute necessity of adopting a Housing Element that achieves certification
from the Department of Housing and Community Development and that certification requires the extension of the Multi-Family (MF) overlay
zone over sufficient parcels to meet the density requirement for reaching the lower income segment of our RHNA. 
 
However, we strongly object to the “Now Therefore” clause in the proposed Resolution. Article 26 is not “in direct conflict with state housing
law” Instead, it is partially preempted to the extent necessary to meet our RHNA. Indeed, this was the city rationale for the multi-family
overlay adopted in 2012, while still retaining the Article 26 restrictions in the zoning districts not necessary for our RHNA.  We agree with
President Teague of the Planning Board that invalidating all of Article 26 would violate his oath of office to enforce the Charter, an oath also
taken by you. We also agree with the comments attributed to Mayor Ashcraft in a recent Alameda Sun news article that expresses opposition
to such a draconian move as long as the MF overlay can achieve a certified housing element. Mayor Discusses Assembly Bill | Alameda Sun 

We urge City Council to adopt the resolution in the language approved by the Planning Board which deletes the entire “now therefore”
paragraph in the staff proposal. (Exhibit 3 Planning Board Resolution No. PB 21-03) It more than adequately establishes the legal rationale for
the MF Overlay. However, if Council has the need to specifically refer to the pr-emption issue, we suggest this following replacement
language: 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the City Planning Board recommends that the City of Alameda City Council finds City Charter Article
26 is partially preempted by State law to the extent necessary to comply with Government Code Sections 65583.2(c), (h), and (i) and Section
65583(c)(1) which require the City to allow multi-family housing, and Government Code Section 65583.2(c)(3) which requires the City to allow
at least 30 du/acre to meet its RHNA;   
 
Appeal of Draft RHNA: The draft 2023-2031 RHNA of 5353 units is more than triple our current RHNA. While fully recognizing the difficulty of
a successful appeal outlined in the report, we strongly urge the Board to recommend an appeal. 
 
The draft RHNA does not represent a “fair share” of the Bay Area obligation. Comparing our percentage of the total (1%) or projected increase
in population (17%) to other Bay Area cities fails to take into account our unique circumstances. 
 
1. Transportation & Infrastructure: Director Thomas states that, “Alameda’s transportation and infrastructure constraints are no worse than
the transportation and infrastructure constraints in Oakland, San Francisco, Berkeley, San Leandro, and other neighboring cities.” None of
these cities are located on an island with limited ingress and egress and water supply transported from pipelines on the mainland. All of these
cities have direct access to BART within their borders. 
 
2. Earthquake: Director Thomas believes that “Alameda’s seismic hazards are no worse than those in the neighboring cities.”  This is not borne
out by the facts. The ABAG Natural Hazard map at https://abag.ca.gov/sites/default/files/factor_o1_natural_hazards_v2.pdf indicates that
Alameda is among those cities with the lowest percentage of urbanized area outside of a hazard zone, be it earthquake or sea level rise (less
than 50%). He also neglects the fact of the impact of earthquake on a small island with limited access to the mainland. 

Mayor Discusses Assembly Bill | Alameda Sun
Ekene Ikeme Alameda Mayor Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft does not expect City Council will use the proposed assembly bill that
allows city officials to circumvent local measures to reach state housing mandates.

alamedasun.com
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June 25, 2021


Andrew Thomas, Planning, Building, and Transportation Director Alameda
Draft EIR Lead Agency Contact
City of Alameda, 2263 Santa Clara Avenue, Room 190 Alameda, CA 94501 


RE: Draft EIR Alameda General Plan 2040 


Dear Mr. Thomas 


I am writing to comment on  the Alameda General Plan 2040 Draft EIR (DEIR). I am concerned about the 
inconsistency between the DEIR's statements on sea level rise and their Land Use Policy related to Mixed use 
Shopping Centers. I'm also concerned by the fact that neither the DEIR nor our Draft Alameda General Plan 2040 
specifically identify buffer zones in line with the DEIR's proposal for Nature Based Flood Control Systems. The 
lack of funding for master planning of DePave Park during this 2022-2023 budget cycle was a big disappointment 
and showed that our City is not taking the CARP recommendations for wetland restoration seriously.  The lack of 
firm and clear direction from both the DEIR and our General Plan  paves the way for dense housing development on 
Alameda  shorelines to satisfy  developers incentive to build and sell luxury-waterfront condos, including towers. 
Three examples of dangerous developments which would be allowed are:


  Building towers right on the Shoreline at Southshore Shopping Center. This  plan was  proposed in 
community meetings in 2019  by Jamestown, the owner and developer of the shopping center.


  Developing housing at Harbor Bay Club - another disaster waiting to happen-- the bay is already within a 
few feet of the swimming pool there. 


  Infill housing at the Harbor Bay Shopping Center. If it were limited, senior affordable housing could be 
ok-- but lets face it,  the developer will say it doesn't "pencil out" for them unless it's dense and multistory.  


The tragedy of the waterfront condo tower collapse in Florida on June 24th, 2021  is our wake up call.  We will 
know more about why this tragedy happened, but it was documented to be slowly sinking for many years.


The DEIR must be amended to definitively change our General Plan and  stop dense, multistory housing 
development on Alameda Landfill on the shoreline. 


The DEIR was correct when it stated the following policies : 


Policy CC-19 Sea Level Rise Protection. Reduce the potential for injury, property damage, and loss of natural 
habitat resulting from sea level rise. Actions:
• Land Planning. Prioritize areas of little or no flood risk for new development (i.e. housing and commercial 
development) in new plans or zoning decisions.
 • Shoreline Habitat and Buffer Lands. Identify, preserve and restore existing undeveloped areas susceptible to sea 
level rise to increase flood water storage which can reduce flood risk, enhance biodiversity, and improve water 
quality. Maintain and restore existing natural features 


 Policy CC-20 Land Development. Require new development to reduce the potential for injury, property damage, 
and loss of natural habitat resulting from groundwater and sea level rise.


 Policy CC-21 Sea Level Rise Plans. Develop neighborhood shoreline sea level rise protection and funding plans to 
address increasing sea and groundwater level rise and storm events.


Unfortunately it is completely contradictory when the DEIR states: 


Policy LU-16 Climate-Friendly, Transit-Oriented Mixed-Use Development.







 • Mixed-Use Shopping Centers. Amend the zoning code to facilitate the redevelopment and reinvestment 
in Alameda’s single-use retail shopping centers and large open parking lots with higher density mixed use 
development with ground floor commercial, service, and office uses, and upper floor multi-family housing.


This could be fine in cities with inland shopping centers-- in Alameda we all know that this will be 
applied  to Southshore Shopping Center, on Shoreline Drive which is predicted to overtop and flood by 
2030.  The parking lots on Shoreline Drive are our opportunity to develop sea level rise protection, not 
construct high rise condo towers. 


The DEIR section on  Open Space, Recreation, and Parks Element could give us hope-- IF there 
were specific examples of implementation in our General Plan.  


The DEIR States: GOAL 2 Expand and improve the parks and open space system to address the 
evolving needs of a growing community, serve all residents and neighborhoods equitably throughout the 
city, and adapt to the climate crisis.


 Policy OS-11 Climate Adaptation. Adapt the existing park and open space network to rising sea levels, 
more severe storm events and wave energy and rising groundwater. Actions:
 • Green Infrastructure. Utilize natural, green or ‘soft infrastructure’ such as sand dunes and wetlands over 
‘hard infrastructure’ (concrete seawalls and/or levees) wherever possible. • Hidden Benefits. Recognize 
and promote the open space network as an expanding asset 


Harbor Bay Club provides exactly that opportunity.  Rather than building housing, the club and 
grounds could be utilized for recreation, with a shoreline buffer zone.  Now is not the time to bail out the 
club by enriching a housing developer.  When we face flooding - the developer will be long gone.  Again 
we need to take the lessons in front of us seriously.  The residents of Foster City are paying $ 90million in 
parcel taxes  to reinforce their existing  levee with an iron wall to protect the homes built on landfill.  Our 
City could purchase Harbor Bay Club- operate it as a municipal recreation facility  and continue to 
charge  fees for use of tennis courts, club, etc. and eventually adapt the  shoreline as defensible 
space.  That is cheaper than building a sea wall.  It's time to get creative--- and serious about the "Climate 
Emergency".  Is it an emergency or not? 


 The DEIR described a frightening reality : 


Adapting to Rising Tides Bay Area (ART Bay Area) is a partnership between Caltrans District 4, the 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission/Association of Bay Area Governments (MTC/ABAG), Bay Area 
Regional Collaborative (BARC), the San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission 
(BCDC) and many public, private, and nonprofit partners. ART Bay Area is the first ever region-wide, 
cross-sector, asset-based vulnerability analysis of the Bay shoreline to sea level rise. The product of a 
multi-agency collaboration, the project illuminates shared vulnerability to sea level rise across the Bay 
Area. ART Bay Area projects a likely sea level rise of 48 inches above the Mean Higher High Water 
(MHHW) tide by 2030, in combination with a 100-year storm. It projects an increase of 52 inches by 2040 
and 2050, with the same assumptions.20 These likely levels of increase have a 66 percent probability, 
based on modeling by the California Ocean Protection Council. Under an extreme risk scenario, the 
projected sea level rise during MHHW in combination with the 100- year storm increase to 52 inches by 
2030, 66 inches by 2040, and 77 inches by 2050. The maximum modeled increase would be 108 
inches by 2070. Although sea level rise will affect all shoreline areas in San Francisco Bay, the 
western end of Alameda Point is identified by ART Bay Area as one of several regional hotspots in 
the Bay.


The DEIR went on to state: "With almost half of the land area in Alameda being within 6 feet of current 
sea level, and with groundwater being just a few feet below the ground surface, rising sea levels and 
rising groundwater levels threaten to overwhelm the City’s waterfront open spaces and habitat areas, 
roadways, stormwater and sewer systems, and the seawalls, embankments, and shoreline barriers that 
made it possible to develop the City "







The DEIR and our Alameda General Plan 2040 include these dire realities -- and then ignore them.  I 
urge our Planning Department to revise the Alameda General Plan in line with reality-- create defensible 
open space and wetland restoration.  Fund DePave Park. Create buffer zones on Shoreline Drive- don't 
allow housing construction in them.  Re--imagine the Harbor Bay Club. Restrict housing at Harbor Bay 
Shopping Center to a limited number of senior affordable units, far from the waterfront.  


If we were to see these types of changes we could take the E (Environmental ) in DEIR  seriously! Lets 
amend the Alameda General Plan 2040 that is in touch with our reality.  We're a city built on landfill, on 
former marshes that were  IN the Bay.  We can't change the past but we have to prepare for the future-- 
and it includes inevitable sea level rise and flooding. 


Sincerely, 
 Pat Lamborn
Alameda 30 years resident 







 
3. Sea Level Rise: It is obvious that our primary hazard is sea level rise. See: https://www.nbcbayarea.com/investigations/unlike-any-disaster-
we-have-ever-seen-says-state-agency-about-rising-seas-in-bay-area/2236314/  It indicates the current projections for year 2100 are 66 inches
with a storm surge level of 84 inches.  
 
ABAG discounts natural hazards by stating that cities may choose to locate their RHNA outside of hazard zones. However, a review of flood
visualization maps (especially at 5-to-6-foot levels) shows that the portion of Alameda that is outside of a flood zone is the center of the island
which is already a very densely built-up
area. https://coast.noaa.gov/slr/#/layer/slr/6/-13608405.810251893/4548019.435472305/14/satellite/none/0.8/2050/interHigh/midAccretion 
Therefore, Alameda has no choice but to build new housing directly in the flood hazard zone.  In fact, many of the 4000 plus new units that
have been approved in the present cycle are in the flood hazard zone. 
 
Director Thomas points out that new developments will be required to design to mitigate sea level rise. However, projections of future sea
level rise are increasing rapidly so that the initial projections will be outdated by the time construction starts. A recent Washington Post article
reveals that the city of Miami is projecting the expenditure of four billion dollars over the next 40 years to mitigate the impact of their existing
high-density structures. To think that all of this can be avoided here by holding developers to mitigations based on constantly changing
projections is unrealistic. 
 
We have attached Patricia Lamborn’s June 25 comment letter to the Draft EIR Alameda General Plan 2040 which treats this sea level rise issue
in detail that is well worth your reading. 
 
4. Emergent Groundwater: The Sept. 2020 Silvestrum Climate Associates report to the city entitled THE RESPONSE OF THE SHALLOW
GROUNDWATER LAYER AND CONTAMINANTS TO SEA LEVEL RISE 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. This is clearly a unique risk faced by our
island and should be included in an appeal. 
 
Director Thomas’s does conclude that, "​Alameda is uniquely vulnerable to rising sea levels and ground water as well as emergent ground
water impacts. While all new developments in Alameda, both residential and non-residential, are required to mitigate these risks through site
and building design, this is one of the few areas that Alameda could argue more substantively in an appeal if the City Council determines to
move forward."  

We submit that the environmental risks of earthquake, seal level rise and emergent groundwater places this City at grave risk both as to
livability and financially and that an appeal raising these issues is clearly warranted.  ABAG's current RHNA allocation to Alameda is, in
effect,  mandating future huge mitigation expenditures by the City far in excess of that which will be required of other cities in the region.
 
Preliminary Site Inventory:  Our primary issue with the preliminary inventory is the inclusion of 500 units in the R-2 thru R-6 zoning districts.
These districts comprise the core of our city’s old established neighborhoods designated for one unit for every 2000 sq. ft. There is little
vacant space available. Director Thomas originally spoke to us about limiting development in these districts to allowing the establishment of
new units in existing residential buildings. Now, he adds the allowance of new high-density construction which would require the demolition
of existing homes. 
 
We believe this to be very unwise. The negative impact on parking, utilities, loss of yards and carbon absorbing trees will be significant.  It will
be open season for developers to entice homeowners to sell their property to allow replacement of low density with high density dwellings.
These offers to buy will be more lucrative than a homeowner ever anticipated because the vastly increased density allowance makes the
property much more valuable. It will be a windfall for some, but those of us who are left will be living in a much different town. Also, please
refer to the discussion above of the emergent groundwater report. The 66-inch sea level rise map in the report shows that much of our R-2 to
R-6 districts will experience surface groundwater during the rainy season. 
 
We are cognizant of the fact that deleting one piece of the inventory requires a replacement piece and suggest that seeking an increase in the
cap at Alameda Point or expanding the use of our mixed-use areas is far superior to allowing development of our old established
neighborhoods. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Alameda Citizens Task Force 
Gretchen Lipow, President 
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June 25, 2021

Andrew Thomas, Planning, Building, and Transportation Director Alameda
Draft EIR Lead Agency Contact
City of Alameda, 2263 Santa Clara Avenue, Room 190 Alameda, CA 94501 

RE: Draft EIR Alameda General Plan 2040 

Dear Mr. Thomas 

I am writing to comment on  the Alameda General Plan 2040 Draft EIR (DEIR). I am concerned about the 
inconsistency between the DEIR's statements on sea level rise and their Land Use Policy related to Mixed use 
Shopping Centers. I'm also concerned by the fact that neither the DEIR nor our Draft Alameda General Plan 2040 
specifically identify buffer zones in line with the DEIR's proposal for Nature Based Flood Control Systems. The 
lack of funding for master planning of DePave Park during this 2022-2023 budget cycle was a big disappointment 
and showed that our City is not taking the CARP recommendations for wetland restoration seriously.  The lack of 
firm and clear direction from both the DEIR and our General Plan  paves the way for dense housing development on 
Alameda  shorelines to satisfy  developers incentive to build and sell luxury-waterfront condos, including towers. 
Three examples of dangerous developments which would be allowed are:

  Building towers right on the Shoreline at Southshore Shopping Center. This  plan was  proposed in 
community meetings in 2019  by Jamestown, the owner and developer of the shopping center.

  Developing housing at Harbor Bay Club - another disaster waiting to happen-- the bay is already within a 
few feet of the swimming pool there. 

  Infill housing at the Harbor Bay Shopping Center. If it were limited, senior affordable housing could be 
ok-- but lets face it,  the developer will say it doesn't "pencil out" for them unless it's dense and multistory.  

The tragedy of the waterfront condo tower collapse in Florida on June 24th, 2021  is our wake up call.  We will 
know more about why this tragedy happened, but it was documented to be slowly sinking for many years.

The DEIR must be amended to definitively change our General Plan and  stop dense, multistory housing 
development on Alameda Landfill on the shoreline. 

The DEIR was correct when it stated the following policies : 

Policy CC-19 Sea Level Rise Protection. Reduce the potential for injury, property damage, and loss of natural 
habitat resulting from sea level rise. Actions:
• Land Planning. Prioritize areas of little or no flood risk for new development (i.e. housing and commercial 
development) in new plans or zoning decisions.
 • Shoreline Habitat and Buffer Lands. Identify, preserve and restore existing undeveloped areas susceptible to sea 
level rise to increase flood water storage which can reduce flood risk, enhance biodiversity, and improve water 
quality. Maintain and restore existing natural features 

 Policy CC-20 Land Development. Require new development to reduce the potential for injury, property damage, 
and loss of natural habitat resulting from groundwater and sea level rise.

 Policy CC-21 Sea Level Rise Plans. Develop neighborhood shoreline sea level rise protection and funding plans to 
address increasing sea and groundwater level rise and storm events.

Unfortunately it is completely contradictory when the DEIR states: 

Policy LU-16 Climate-Friendly, Transit-Oriented Mixed-Use Development.



 • Mixed-Use Shopping Centers. Amend the zoning code to facilitate the redevelopment and reinvestment 
in Alameda’s single-use retail shopping centers and large open parking lots with higher density mixed use 
development with ground floor commercial, service, and office uses, and upper floor multi-family housing.

This could be fine in cities with inland shopping centers-- in Alameda we all know that this will be 
applied  to Southshore Shopping Center, on Shoreline Drive which is predicted to overtop and flood by 
2030.  The parking lots on Shoreline Drive are our opportunity to develop sea level rise protection, not 
construct high rise condo towers. 

The DEIR section on  Open Space, Recreation, and Parks Element could give us hope-- IF there 
were specific examples of implementation in our General Plan.  

The DEIR States: GOAL 2 Expand and improve the parks and open space system to address the 
evolving needs of a growing community, serve all residents and neighborhoods equitably throughout the 
city, and adapt to the climate crisis.

 Policy OS-11 Climate Adaptation. Adapt the existing park and open space network to rising sea levels, 
more severe storm events and wave energy and rising groundwater. Actions:
 • Green Infrastructure. Utilize natural, green or ‘soft infrastructure’ such as sand dunes and wetlands over 
‘hard infrastructure’ (concrete seawalls and/or levees) wherever possible. • Hidden Benefits. Recognize 
and promote the open space network as an expanding asset 

Harbor Bay Club provides exactly that opportunity.  Rather than building housing, the club and 
grounds could be utilized for recreation, with a shoreline buffer zone.  Now is not the time to bail out the 
club by enriching a housing developer.  When we face flooding - the developer will be long gone.  Again 
we need to take the lessons in front of us seriously.  The residents of Foster City are paying $ 90million in 
parcel taxes  to reinforce their existing  levee with an iron wall to protect the homes built on landfill.  Our 
City could purchase Harbor Bay Club- operate it as a municipal recreation facility  and continue to 
charge  fees for use of tennis courts, club, etc. and eventually adapt the  shoreline as defensible 
space.  That is cheaper than building a sea wall.  It's time to get creative--- and serious about the "Climate 
Emergency".  Is it an emergency or not? 

 The DEIR described a frightening reality : 

Adapting to Rising Tides Bay Area (ART Bay Area) is a partnership between Caltrans District 4, the 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission/Association of Bay Area Governments (MTC/ABAG), Bay Area 
Regional Collaborative (BARC), the San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission 
(BCDC) and many public, private, and nonprofit partners. ART Bay Area is the first ever region-wide, 
cross-sector, asset-based vulnerability analysis of the Bay shoreline to sea level rise. The product of a 
multi-agency collaboration, the project illuminates shared vulnerability to sea level rise across the Bay 
Area. ART Bay Area projects a likely sea level rise of 48 inches above the Mean Higher High Water 
(MHHW) tide by 2030, in combination with a 100-year storm. It projects an increase of 52 inches by 2040 
and 2050, with the same assumptions.20 These likely levels of increase have a 66 percent probability, 
based on modeling by the California Ocean Protection Council. Under an extreme risk scenario, the 
projected sea level rise during MHHW in combination with the 100- year storm increase to 52 inches by 
2030, 66 inches by 2040, and 77 inches by 2050. The maximum modeled increase would be 108 
inches by 2070. Although sea level rise will affect all shoreline areas in San Francisco Bay, the 
western end of Alameda Point is identified by ART Bay Area as one of several regional hotspots in 
the Bay.

The DEIR went on to state: "With almost half of the land area in Alameda being within 6 feet of current 
sea level, and with groundwater being just a few feet below the ground surface, rising sea levels and 
rising groundwater levels threaten to overwhelm the City’s waterfront open spaces and habitat areas, 
roadways, stormwater and sewer systems, and the seawalls, embankments, and shoreline barriers that 
made it possible to develop the City "



The DEIR and our Alameda General Plan 2040 include these dire realities -- and then ignore them.  I 
urge our Planning Department to revise the Alameda General Plan in line with reality-- create defensible 
open space and wetland restoration.  Fund DePave Park. Create buffer zones on Shoreline Drive- don't 
allow housing construction in them.  Re--imagine the Harbor Bay Club. Restrict housing at Harbor Bay 
Shopping Center to a limited number of senior affordable units, far from the waterfront.  

If we were to see these types of changes we could take the E (Environmental ) in DEIR  seriously! Lets 
amend the Alameda General Plan 2040 that is in touch with our reality.  We're a city built on landfill, on 
former marshes that were  IN the Bay.  We can't change the past but we have to prepare for the future-- 
and it includes inevitable sea level rise and flooding. 

Sincerely, 
 Pat Lamborn
Alameda 30 years resident 




