
 

 
 

July 11, 2021 
City of Alameda Planning Board  
2263 Santa Clara Avenue, Room 190 
Alameda, CA 94501 
 
Subject: Proposed revisions to Second Draft Alameda General Plan (Item 7-C on Planning Board’s 
7-12-21 agenda) - -AAPS comments  
 
Dear Planning Board members, 
 
The Alameda Architectural Preservation Society (AAPS) is very pleased that the proposed revisions to the 
March 2021 draft General Plan reflect many of our previous comments. We would like to thank staff, the 
consultants and the Planning Board for your responsiveness. The deletion of the height limits and some of 
the previously proposed residential densities (apparently as part of the strategy to address those 
parameters as part of the Housing Element and related zoning amendments) is very helpful. This strategy 
is apparently intended, among other things, to avoid causing the general Plan’s remaining intensity 
provisions to be used as a basis for density bonus projects, which is good. 
 
The following comments mostly address remaining loose ends, clarifications and some of the new 
proposals in the proposed revisions. 
 

1. Retain the following text proposed for deletion in Section 1.3 (Looking Ahead: Alameda In 
2040): 

 
Alameda will continue to provide for its share of the growing regional housing need as 
required by State Housing Law and Alameda’s regional housing needs allocation, which is 
projected to include the need for approximately 10,000 to 12,000 new housing units in 
Alameda over the next 20 years. The majority of the growth in Alameda will occur on the 
former Naval Air Station lands and along the Northern Waterfront of Alameda. Both areas 
are designated as priority development areas in the regional Plan, Plan Bay Area. 
Additional housing opportunities exist for accessory units and additional units on existing 
residential properties, and along the Park Street and Webster Street commercial corridors 
and the community’s several shopping center sitess. It is expected that Alameda’s existing 
historic neighborhoods and commercial main streets will look very similar in 2040 as they 
do today and as they did in 2000 since much of the new housing in these areas will be 
limited to backyard accessory buildings and addition of units within existing buildings. 

 
The deleted text should be retained. It is an important part of the Plan’s vision, especially the 
reference to historic neighborhoods. 
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2. Avoid further density increases in existing residential areas. The proposed revisions still 
provide significant density increases in the Medium Density Residential Areas (MDRAs), i.e. the 
R-2 through R-6 zoning districts. Since significant portions of these areas already have high 
densities, and much of the MDRAs consist of historic buildings, any density increases in the 
MDRAs 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 (including Alameda Point, the estuary shopping centers and Encinal Terminals) to meet the 
RHNA and General Plan objectives; and (iii) in MDRA subareas where adverse impacts on 
historic buildings and on-street parking will be minimized. 

 
Unless mitigated, these density increases will encourage demolition and replacement of 
historic buildings with new and larger buildings that architecturally disrupt historic 
neighborhoods. The increases could also encourage architecturally incompatible alterations and 
additions to historic buildings. The General Plan density provisions should be deleted and 
determined as part of the Housing Element and zoning ordinance changes. 
 
In addition, the proposed residential densities for the Low Density Residential Area and MDRAs 
of “up to 21 units per acre” and “30-74 units per acre”, respectively, are a big increase from the 
March 2021 draft that provided up to 13 units per acre and 21-50 units per acre, respectively. 
What is the rationale for this change? It is also inconsistent with the July 6 City Council 
Housing Element staff report Exhibit 2. 
 
Here are some related concerns: 

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

Land-Use Area (i.e. the R-1 zoning district). The March 2021 draft Land-Use Element 
proposed a residential density of 13 units per acre, but the proposed revisions increase this 
to “up to 21 units per acre” which is ca. 240% of the existing maximum allowed density of 
ca. 8.712 units per acre (based on the existing 5000 square-foot minimum lot size) and 
equals a minimum lot size per unit of ca. 2074 ft.²  Reducing the minimum lot size will 
encourage lot splits and architecturally disrupt some of Alameda’s most significant historic 
neighborhoods. 

 
LU-2f’s extension of multi-family and shared housing to R1 will further intensify R-1 and  
essentially eliminate what’s left of single-family zoning in Alameda, which has already 
been largely eliminated by state-mandated ADUs. The March 2021 draft Plan limited these 
facilities to just the MDRA and higher. What is the strategy for accommodating multi-
family and similar uses within R-1 including in combination with ADUs? Will it just 
be based on the proposed residential density up to 21 units per acre and will this density be 
lower in some areas based on the zoning map?  

 
b. What will be the architectural impacts of the multifamily and the other listed 

facilities if they involve new construction in residential neighborhoods? AAPS 
requests that the Plan identify what, if any, architectural impacts could occur and how they 
might be mitigated.  
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c. Evaluate the impacts of the state affordable housing density bonus law on height 
limits, other development regulations and overall future density in the MDRAs and 
elsewhere. For example, a density bonus project in an area zoned for a 40 foot height limit 
could end up with a 50 foot or greater height (one or more additional stories).  
 
The proposed residential density increases will significantly increase the number of sites 
eligible for density bonus projects. Under Article 26’s 2000 ft.² of lot area per unit rule, 
only lots of 10,000 ft.² or more are eligible for density bonus projects, since the state 
density bonus law limits these  projects to those with five or more units. But the proposed 
density increases to a range of 30-74  units/acre would decrease the density bonus project 
threshold lot size to between 7260 ft.² (30 units/acre) and 2943 ft.² (74 units/acre). This 
will significantly increase the number of sites eligible for density bonus projects in the 
MDRAs. The General Plan’s Land Use and/or Housing Elements should include an 
estimate of how many additional density bonus project sites could result from the 
proposed intensity increases. 
 

d. Given the above, the General Plan, including the Housing Element and related zoning 
changes, needs to be very selective in proposing development intensity increases, since 
it is much more difficult to downzone than to upzone, due in part to recent changes in state 
legislation and also resistance from investment-minded property owners. 

 
3. 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. Here is suggested wording: 
 

CC-18. Building Renovation, and Reuse and Relocation. To reduce construction waste 
and GHG emissions associated with construction material manufacture and 
transportation, encourage and facilitate renovation and rehabilitation of existing buildings 
instead of demolition and new construction and maximize retention of existing building 
materials rather than gut rehab. Where complete demolition of an existing building cannot 
be avoided, encourage relocation of the building to another site. (See also Policy LU-17)   

 
Add action statements to implement this policy. (AAPS can make specific recommendations if 
requested). 

 
4. Add provisions to LU-32 (Civic Center Design) concerning the historic gas station at the 

northeast corner of Oak Street and Santa Clara Avenue and the Veterans’ Memorial 
Building. Here is suggested wording: 
 

LU-32. Civic Center Design. Create an identifiable Civic Center District that supports a 
wide variety of civic, institutional, cultural, office, commercial, retail, and residential uses 
and provides a transition between the Park Street commercial district to the east and the 
neighborhoods to the west on Santa Clara and Central Avenues. 
Actions: 
 
a. Centerpieces. Preserve the City Hall, Carnegie Library, Veterans Memorial Building 

and Elks Club buildings as centerpieces of the Civic Center district. 
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b. Opportunity Sites. Support and encourage the redevelopment and reuse of the corners 
opposite City Hall and the Carnegie Building with mixed-use development. Either 
restore and incorporate the historic gas station at the northeast corner of Oak Street 
and Santa Clara Avenue or relocate it to a suitable site. 

 
5. 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. 
 

6.  Delete new Action a under LU-15 which read as follows: 
 

LU-15 Housing Needs. Provide land appropriately zoned to accommodate local and 
regional affordable housing needs and support the region’s Sustainable Communities 
Strategy to address climate change as well as housing needs. (See also Policies CC-3, HE-
1 and HE-2).  
 
Action:  

a. Efficient Land Use. Optimize the use of limited land in Alameda for residential 
purposes by maximizing the number of housing units constructed on each acre of 
residentially zoned land.  

 
Action LU-15a basically says that all residentially zoned land should be indiscriminately upzoned 
as high as possible. The statement appears off-the-wall, is inconsistent with other Plan provisions 
and hard to take seriously. This new action statement should be deleted. LU-15 in combination 
with other General Plan provisions is sufficient on its own to provide a robust housing strategy. 

 
7. Clarify new Action a under Policy CC-10, which read as follows: 

 
CC-10 Climate-Friendly, Walkable and Transit-Oriented Development. Reduce reliance 
on automobile use and reduce vehicle miles traveled by prioritizing walkable, transit-
oriented, medium and high density mixed-use development in transit-oriented areas and 
commercial corridors. (See also Policies LU-33, LU-34 and ME-21).  
Actions:  

a. Density, FAR and Transit. When zoning property or considering commercial, 
residential or residential mixed-use projects near transit stops, encourage higher 
densities and floor-area-ratios to make the most efficient use of land, support 
public transportation, and minimize vehicle miles traveled.  

 
a. When zoning property for commercial, residential or residential mixed-use near 

transit stops, generally zone for more ensure higher densitiesy and/or floor-area-
ratios (FAR) on the parcels closest to the highest-quality existing or Planned 
transit stops to encourage the most efficient use of land and public resources while 
minimizing vehicle miles traveled.  

 
As drafted, Action CC-10a is too open ended and subject to interpretation. What is meant by 
“near” (transit stops) and how high are “higher density and FAR”, especially if existing densities 
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are already relatively high. We continue to question the wisdom of promoting permanent land-use 
changes based on ephemeral and easily changed transit facilities such as bus lines. 

 
8. Address the role of the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards referred to in LU-25g  

(Alterations) as part of the revisions to the historic preservation ordinance included in 
Action LU-25i, rather than within the General Plan itself. It is not clear why LU- 25g needs to 
be changed to refer to the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards. The criteria provided in the 
existing Citywide Design Review Manual when correctly applied has generally resulted in good 
design outcomes for alterations to both historic and nonhistoric buildings. In addition, Alameda’s 
historic preservation ordinance already requires changes to Historical Monuments to conform with 
the Secretary’s Standards, which was added to the ordinance as a federal government requirement 
as part of the NAS conveyance to the City. Staff also requires conformity with the Standards for 
partial demolitions and related alterations to Historic Building Study List properties that require a 
certificate of approval from the Historical Advisory Board (although the historic preservation 
ordinance does not apply the Standards to Study List buildings). 

 
9. Retain important existing General Plan provisions.  The following existing General Plan 

provisions are not included or only partially included in the new Plan and should be retained with 
minimal modifications. 

 
Themes of the General Plan. 

 
Respect for history: The City's rich and diverse residential, commercial, industrial, and 
institutional architecture is continually gaining recognition as an irreplaceable asset. The 
Bay Area has no similar communities and none will be built. The General Plan emphasizes 
restoration and preservation as essential to Alameda's economic and cultural environment. 

 
Similar language, especially the last sentence, should be incorporated into the “character” theme 
on page 3 of the proposed revisions. (We would like to thank staff and the consultant for adding 
“diverse historic architectural styles” to this theme.) 

 
Implementing Policies: Architectural Resources  

 
3.3.i Preserve all City-owned buildings and other facilities of architectural, historical or 
aesthetic merit. Prepare a list of these facilities and develop an Historic Facilities 
Management Plan that provides procedures for preserving their character-defining 
elements, including significant interior features and furnishings. Include in the 
Management Plan design guidelines or standards and a long-term program to restore 
significant character-defining elements which have been altered.  

 
The first sentence is retained in the draft Plan as Action LU-25a, but the remaining language 
should also be retained, since it provides strategies to implement the first sentence and is much 
more of a true action statement than the first sentence. 

 
3.3.j Encourage owners of poorly remodeled but potentially attractive older buildings to 
restore the exterior of these buildings to their original appearance. Provide lists of altered 
buildings which present special design opportunities and make the lists widely available. 
Develop financial and design assistance programs to promote such restoration. 
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Although the last sentence is reflected in Action LU-25e’s financial assistance and design 
assistance proposals, the rest of 3.3.j is more proactive and at least equally important. 

 
10. Verify that all changes from the March 2021 draft are included. It is very helpful that the 

revision text shows changes from the March 2021 draft through redlines. However, some of the 
changes have been missed, e.g. on Page 3 of the revisions some of the changes to the “character” 
theme are not shown (although AAPS-recommended changes are!) and on pages 22 and 23 some 
of the changes to Policy CC-14a (although, again, an AAPS-recommended change is shown). We 
did not try to thoroughly compare the revisions to the March 2021 draft so there may be other 
changes that are not reflected in the redlines. Can staff and/or the consultants double check the 
changes and try to make sure that they are all reflected in the revision? 

 
See the attached marked up pages from the proposed revisions for additional comments. 
 
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 
 
Attachment: Marked up pages from the proposed revisions to the March 2021 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) 
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Nancy McPeak

From: Reyla Graber <reylagraber@aol.com>
Sent: Monday, July 12, 2021 11:29 AM
To: Nancy McPeak; Andrew Thomas; Asheshh Saheba; Alan Teague; Hanson Hom; 

jcavenaugh@alamedaca.gov; Ronald Curtis; Rona Rothenberg; Teresa Ruiz
Subject: [EXTERNAL] July 7th Revised General Plan

Dear Planning Board :  
I would like to call your attention to wording in the draft General Plan that should be reconsidered for 
change or removal: 
 
Pg. 2.  It currently reads"... In 1973,  soon after the Fair Housing Act in 1968, the voters of Alameda 
approved a citizens initiative to amend the City Charter ...( re Article 26/measure A). 
The phrase "soon after the Fair Housing act in 1968" should be removed.  It is obviously but indirectly 
implying prejudices of Alameda voters 40 years ago which are certainly not proven by the fact that 
A26 was passed 5 years after the Voting Act. 
 This phrase should definitely be removed and there are thousands  and thousands of current 
Alameda residents and voters who would agree with my conclusion that the phrasing is not true, not 
proven, is rude and not necessary and should be removed. 
 
Pg. 3.  The GP currently says that among the distinctive characteristics of Alameda is its "island 
setting" 
That is true enough but it is not descriptive and is too vague. 
 I would suggest that additional wording be included such as: 
" Alameda is the only island city in SF Bay." or "Alameda is an island city in San Francisco Bay.  
This wording is more descriptive  and makes it clear where Alameda is located. 
 
Pg 9 Efficient Land Use: Currently says "maximize the number of housing units on each acre of 
residentially zoned lane" . What does that mean? Does that mean that in Fernside for instance  if the 
City maps out an acre of single family homes, the City can tell Fernside that they can now build 
however many units they want to on that " acre"?I don't understand the current wording and what it 
means and how it is applied. 
 
Pg 22: Converting gas to electricity throughout the City: 
To encourage the use  of gas may be appropriate but to require it should be carefully considered and 
given a great deal of thought.  
Firstly, we are having electrical power shortages throughout California --correct? Given that, 
if Alameda should convert to all electrical does that not present potential problems for residents 
and  businesses alike. 
And why should the City be so eager to jump on the current bandwagon of "Lets convert to electrical".
I know for a fact that in Los Angeles, electrical usage is so expensive  that working class people 
cannot afford it. Therefore,  stoves and washing machines etc are always gas powered because the 
cost of electrical is astronomical. 
Given the above t would seem better that the GP to encourages conversion to electrical, but not 
require it. 
And then the City can really study this issue in greater depth. 
Thank you, 
 
Reyla Graber 
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45 years Alameda resident. 
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Nancy McPeak

From: Lesa Ross <lesarross@hotmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 12, 2021 2:00 PM
To: Nancy McPeak; Andrew Thomas; Trish Spencer; Tony Daysog; Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft; 

Malia Vella; John Knox White
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Revised Plan left out Pools and Recreational land

Dear Planning Board, 
 
Please Keep HBC as a recreational space. Don't rezone HBS as residential, in particular the pool. Consider 
keeping the HBC pool as one of the few pools still available to lap swimmers, USMS masters swimmers, water 
aerobics for many seniors, swim lessons for kids, and activity time for summer camps and family swim.  Pools 
are so important to an island community, Alamedans, and people who work here are struggling to find places 
to swim. 
 
We currently have two pools at the Alameda Pool Association and two public pools at the high schools. Both 
pairs have limited lap swim, no aqua aerobics, and no or limited lessons.  There's a private pool at the Encinal 
Yaught Club, but it's very difficult to become a member ‐ I've tried! Also Mariner Square has an indoor pool, 
but it's all the way across the island and they're struggling as well to survive. 
 
Please consider saving most of HBC as recreational for the community at large and people like me in HOA's 
with no recreational space but still paying for CHBIOA and all of the services it provides to HBC.  I believe that's 
part of why that space is recreational/commercial. 
 
Limit how much of the space can be redeveloped. Don't make it so easy for HBC owners and developers to 
take away a valuable asset to our community.  I urge you to save the club, buildings, greenbelt, and pool for 
exercisers, swimmers, childcare, lessons, senior memberships, and family memberships.  Don't rezone all of 
it!  Maybe a few of the underutilized tennis courts can provide enough housing and help fund the recreational 
facilities that are so desperately needed by families and the community at large.  This is not just Harbor Bay 
people.  We are people from all over the island, the business park, and nearby Oakland and San Leandro. 
 
Lesa Ross 
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Nancy McPeak

From: Patricia Gannon <pg3187@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 12, 2021 2:18 PM
To: Hanson Hom; Rona Rothenberg; Nancy McPeak; Andrew Thomas; 

asaheba@alameda.gov; Alan Teague; jcavenaugh@alamedaca.gov; Ronald Curtis; 
rtuiz@alamedaca.gov

Subject: [EXTERNAL] latest revisions to General Plan

Dear Planning Board" 
 
I respectfully request the following changes to the latest revisions to the General Plan: 
 
The words "soon after the Fair Housing Act" should be removed.  Article 26 was added 5 years after the Fair 
Housing Act. 
 
Alameda is the ONLY city in San Francisco Bay.  That fact needs to be emphasized. 
 
Clarify the phrase "maximize the number of housing units on each acre of residentially zoned land  What does 
that actually mean or how it will be applied. 
 
The city needs to be cautious all gas appliances to electricity considering the number of blackouts currently 
being experienced.  Conversion should b implemented very cautiously. 
 
Thank you. 
 
Patricia M. Gannon 
1019 Tobago Lane 
Alameda, 94502 
pg3187@gmail.com 
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Nancy McPeak

From: Lesa Ross <lesarross@hotmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 12, 2021 3:19 PM
To: City Clerk; Andrew Thomas; Nancy McPeak
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Attention Planning Board: No to the RE-ZONe At Harbor Bay Isle 

Resolution 2021

https://www.harborbay.org/wp‐content/uploads/2021/05/NO‐to‐the‐RE‐ZONE‐at‐Harbor‐Bay‐Isle‐Resolution‐
2021.pdf 

SKM C65821051317570 
Title: SKM_C65821051317570 Created Date: 5/13/2021 5:57:43 PM 

www.harborbay.org 

Above is the resolution from CHBIOA.   
 
Below is a document with the history of the agreement with the city, landowner, and developer. 
https://harborbayneighbors.wordpress.com/timeline‐of‐harbor‐bay‐club/ 

 

Timeline of Harbor Bay Club | Harbor Bay 
Neighbors 
On September 25, 2013, over 80 Harbor Bay homeowners listened to 
Harbor Bay Neighbors spokesman Tim Coffey present this timeline to 
the CHBIOA Master Board of Directors, accompanied by a press 
release. The historical documents reveal Cowan was allowed to build 
additional homes on Harbor Bay acreage originally designated as 
recreation space. The City of Alameda… 

harborbayneighbors.wordpress.com 
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Nancy McPeak

From: ps4man@comcast.net
Sent: Monday, July 12, 2021 4:03 PM
To: Xiomara Cisneros; Rona Rothenberg; Teresa Ruiz; Ronald Curtis; Asheshh Saheba; Alan 

Teague; Hanson Hom; Nancy McPeak
Cc: Andrew Thomas; Eric Levitt; Yibin Shen; Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft; Malia Vella; John Knox 

White; Trish Spencer; Tony Daysog; Lara Weisiger
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Item 7-C July 12 Planning Board Agenda-Public Hearing on the Alameda 

General Plan Update

Dear President Teague and Board Members Cisneros, Curtis, Hom, Rothenberg, Ruiz and Saheba: 
 
I am very concerned about those parts of the Land Use chapter of the proposed General Plan Update that provide for 
increased residential density to a minimum of 30 units per acre in all residential and mixed use parcels other than in the 
R‐1 zoning district.  If implemented, this would violate Article 26 of the Charter and also be inconsistent with our current 
zoning ordinances.  
 
The reason for my concern is that under the California Housing Accountability Act (Govt. Code. Sec. 65589.5) a city 
cannot require lower density than provided in objective standards contained in the general plan and zoning ordinances, 
except where there are specific health and safety issues that cannot be mitigated. The law goes on provide at subsection 
(j)(4) that if there is an inconsistency  between the general plan and the zoning ordinance the density provided in the 
general plan prevails.  
 
“For purposes of this section, a proposed housing development project is not inconsistent with the applicable zoning 
standards and criteria, and shall not require a rezoning, if the housing development project is consistent with the 
objective general plan standards and criteria but the zoning for the project site is inconsistent with the general plan.”
 
Language in the introductory paragraph of Section 4 of the proposed Land Use Chapter (p. 14) may indicate the intent of 
the drafter to avoid these conflicts by stating that the zoning ordinances and zoning map determine the density of any 
particular development, but that statement is contrary to the Housing Accountability Act quoted above. Therefore 
adopting the proposed density increases in the general plan allows a minimum density of 30 units per acre for every 
residential/mixed use parcel in the city other than those situate in a R‐1 district. This increased density would violate 
Article 26 of the Charter and is beyond the authority of the Planning Board or the Council to accomplish in either the 
General Plan or zoning ordinances.  
 
The only provision for densities above 21 units per acre should be in confined to the Housing Element chapter of the 
general plan where Article 26 is pre‐empted by state law to the extent necessary to meet our RHNA obligation. 
 
The specific parts of the Land Use chapter that would violate the Charter, if adopted are, Section 3 at subsections LU‐2 
(f), LU‐15 (a), LU‐16, and all of Section 4 (Land Use Classifications). I urge you to delete all of the offending language from 
the General Plan Update. 
 
Paul S Foreman 
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Nancy McPeak

From: Carole Robie <crobie32@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 12, 2021 9:14 PM
To: Nancy McPeak; Andrew Thomas; Asheshh Saheba; Alan Teague; Hanson Hom; 

jcavenaugh@alamedaca.gov; Ronald Curtis; Rona Rothenberg; Teresa Ruiz
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Revised General Plan

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

To:  Members of the Planning Board: 
I have concerns about some of the wording in the draft General Plan that should be changed: 
 
Pg. 2.  Reads"... In 1973,  soon after the Fair Housing Act in 1968, the voters of Alameda approved a citizens 
initiative to amend the City Charter ...( re Article 26/measure A). 
The phrase "soon after the Fair Housing act in 1968" should be removed. because it implies bias and prejudice 
of Alameda voters, neither of which are  proven and it is an unnecessary prejudicial statement. 
 
Pg. 3.  The General Plan currently says that among the distinctive characteristics of Alameda is its "island 
setting". 
.I  suggest a clearer statement such as  "Alameda is an island city in San Francisco Bay.  
 
Pg 9 Efficient Land Use: Currently says "maximize the number of housing units on each acre of residentially 
zoned lane" . What does that mean and how would it be applied?  
 
Pg 22: Converting gas to electricity throughout the City: 
To encourage the use  of electricity may be appropriate, but to require it should be carefully studied, and a 
specific plan should be outlined..  
Keep in mind that  we are having electrical power shortages throughout California.  Does California have the 
capacity for the State to be 100% electric?  What would be the backup plan when the State power grids go 
down?  Are you advocating that all housing goes solar? 
  
I appreciate the work you do in keeping our community a wonderful place to live for the last 82 years. 
 
Carole Robie 




