
 

 
 

July 25, 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-B on Planning Board’s 
7-26-21 agenda) - -AAPS comments  
 
Dear Planning Board members, 
 
The Alameda Architectural Preservation Society (AAPS) would like to thank the Planning Board, staff 
and the consultants for the July 13 revisions, which respond to many of our previous comments, notably 
deleting the residential density provisions from the land-use classifications. The intent is to address 
residential density as part of the Housing Element and related zoning amendments, since residential 
densities are closely related to Alameda’s Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) and, as part of 
the Housing Element, can be more logically finalized when Alameda‘s RHNA (now under appeal) is 
definitively determined. 
 
However, there are still some loose ends: 
 

1. Reduce the maximum Medium Density Residential floor area ratio (FAR) from the proposed 
2.4 to 1.5. A 2.4 FAR is roughly equivalent to a five story building with 50% lot coverage, which 
is too tall for the Medium Density Residential Area and could be even taller with a density bonus 
project. Alternatively, omit FAR from the land use element and consider it instead in the Housing 
Element and/or zoning amendments along with residential density and other intensity parameters. 

 
2. Revise LU – 2f, LU – 16, LU – 16a, CC – 10 and CC – 10a so that their provisions for multi-

family housing and higher densities are addressed as part of the Housing Element and 
Multifamily Overlay Zone. As drafted, these provisions are inconsistent with the Land-Use 
Element’s revised land-use classifications that delete residential density and shift the residential 
density analysis to the Housing Element. The provisions also conflict with Article 26 and could 
invite developer litigation arguing for higher density than permitted by the zoning ordinance and 
Article 26, since state law provides that if there is a conflict between the General Plan and zoning, 
the General Plan controls. Making it clear that these provisions are dependent on the Housing 
Element and Multifamily Overlay Zone (which are designed to implement state-mandated 
exceptions to Article 26) will eliminate this inconsistency and minimize the possibility of 
litigation.  
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For example, LU-16 and LU-16a could be revised to read as follows (the revisions are based on 
the previously revised text in the July 13 proposed revisions): 

 
LU-16 Climate-Friendly, Transit-Oriented Mixed-Use Development. As part of the 
Housing Element and application of the Multi-Family Overlay Zone, Ppermit higher-
density, multi-family and mixed-use development on sites within walking distance of 
commercial and transit-rich areas to reduce automobile dependence, automobile 
congestion, greenhouse gas emissions, and energy use; provide for affordable housing; 
make efficient use of land; and support climate friendly modes of transportation, such as 
walking, bicycling, and transit use. (See also Policies LU-16, LU-33, LU-34, CC-3, CC-10, 
ME-6, ME-17, ME-18, ME-21, HE-5, HE-10 and HE-11).  
 
Actions:  

a. Transit-Oriented Zoning. To Support additional ferry service, bus services, and 
future rail service in Alameda by amending the zoning code through the Housing 
Element and application of the Multi-Family Overlay Zone, to allow for higher-
density, mixed-use, multi-family housing in transit-rich locations. (See Where are 
the Transit Rich Locations in Alameda Spotlight)  

 
Similar adjustments may be needed to other General Plan text. 

 
In addition, as drafted, 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 
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. 

 
3. Delete Section 1.2’s reference to the 1968 Fair Housing Act relative to Article 26. This 

reference (added in the June 29 proposed revisions) implies that Article 26 was a response to the 
Fair Housing Act, when in fact Article 26 was a response to out of control growth and was similar 
to citizen-generated growth management efforts in other communities, such as Berkeley‘s 1973 
neighborhood preservation ordinance and a series of measures in San Francisco during the 1970s 
and 1980s. The leadership of these efforts included civil rights advocates and other progressive 
activists from that time, which makes the suggestion that these efforts were responses to the Fair 
Housing Act far-fetched. We were surprised that this reference was retained in the General Plan 
after Board Member Curtis’s very compelling rebuke of the reference at the Planning Board‘s July 
12 meeting. 

 
4. 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. 

 
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 
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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. 

 
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 is at least equally important. 

 
We have been repeatedly recommending retention of these provisions because they provide good 
roadmaps for ensuring preservation of city-owned properties and promoting restoration of poorly 
remodeled but potentially attractive privately owned buildings and should be noncontroversial. 
We are therefore surprised that they have still not been retained and assume that this is just an 
oversight. 

 
5. Verify that all changes from the June 29 Proposed Revisions are included. For example the 

residential density deletions from the Land Use Classifications are not indicated. We did not try to 
thoroughly compare the revisions to the March 2021 draft and 6-29-21 revisions 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? 

 
The attached marked up pages from the proposed revisions reflect some of the above comments as well as 
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 July 13 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: Alameda Citizens Task Force <announcements@alamedacitizenstaskforce.org>
Sent: Saturday, July 24, 2021 3:49 PM
To: Xiomara Cisneros; Ronald Curtis; Hanson Hom; Rona Rothenberg; Teresa Ruiz; Asheshh 

Saheba; Alan Teague; Nancy McPeak
Cc: Eric Levitt; Andrew Thomas; Yibin Shen
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Item 7-B July 26 Planning Board Agenda-General Plan Update

ACT  
Alameda Citizens Task Force     

Vigilance, Truth, Civility  

 
 
Dear President Teague and Board Members Cisneros, Curtis, Hom, Rothenberg, Ruiz and Saheba: 
 
We have reviewed the Proposed Revisions to the March 2021 Draft General Plan and are appreciative of the efforts of Mr. 
Thomas and Planning Department staff. This draft does contain significant improvements. However, we must take issue 
with the extremely negative tone of Section 1.2, which presents a brief history of Alameda and also have issues with the 
Land Use Element  
  
Section 1.2-History:   
  
The corresponding section of our current General Plan (1.1) states that the passage of Measure A was motivated by, 
“concern about replacement of Victorian homes by boxy apartment buildings and the prospect of all-apartment 
development on Bay Farm Island”. This clearly squares with the understanding of most of us, including Board Member 
Curtis who spoke to the matter at a recent meeting.     
  
Sec. 1.2 of the proposed draft omits this history and instead states, “In 1973, soon after passage of the Fair Housing Act of
1968, the voters of Alameda approved a citizens initiative to amend the City Charter to prohibit construction of all 
multifamily housing in Alameda”. This language creates the impression that Measure A was adopted in order to avoid the 
prohibitions on racial discrimination contained in the Act. This is clearly unfounded speculation that is a slur on the voters 
who approved two versions of Measure A and have subsequently confirmed the same in two subsequent elections. It 
should be deleted and replaced with the above quoted language from Section 1.1 of the current General Plan. 
  
Any quotation of the text of Article 26 banning multiple family dwellings should also contain a parenthetical to explain 
that “(subsequently, the City, by ordinance defined “multiple family dwelling” as a dwelling with more than two units, so 
duplexes are permitted.)”  
  
Section 1.2 of the proposed draft stops any real discussion of history in 1973, by concluding with the statement that 
Measure A, “effectively stopped the development of any multifamily housing in Alameda from 1973 to 2013.” Why is 
nothing said about projects like Bayport and Alameda Landing, Phase 1, which, while Measure A compliant, did 
contribute affordable housing? Most striking is the absence of any reference to all of the multi-family and affordable 
housing project approvals achieved since 2013 to the tune of about 3600 units, most of them multi-family.  
  
Another point missed by the failure to extend the history to the present day is related to the underlined historical note at 
the bottom of paragraph two of section 1.2 reciting racial and economic segregation. That history should be tempered by 
information of how our inclusionary ordinance, density bonus development and multi-family overlay density up zoning 
has mitigated that pattern.  
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 Land Use Element:     
  
LU-1 (b) (Actions} recommends recission of “existing policies, programs, or development standards that are exclusionary 
or discriminatory.” This can only be interpreted as another attack on Article 26. Even if one believes that it is exclusionary 
and discriminatory, it has not had that impact since the adoption of the MF overlay. Also, how can this statement be made 
without reference to the specific items challenged and why would any city admit that it had such policies, standards, and 
programs? It should be deleted.  
  
LU-2 (f) and LU-16 both propose increased multi-family/higher density housing without limiting it to parcels included in 
the State mandated housing element, density bonus and ADU laws. This creates an inconsistency between the General 
Plan on one hand and Article 26 and our zoning ordinances on the other hand. This is particularly dangerous because of 
case law that has determined that a conflict between a general plan and city land use law is resolved by enforcing the 
general plan. Thus, a developer could use LU 2 (f) and LU 16 to argue for up zoned projects outside of these mandates.  
  
In order to eliminate this inconsistency and meet the requirement that the Land Use Element speak of planned up zoning, 
the following paragraph could be inserted at the beginning of the Land Use Element.  
  
“Due to the land use restrictions contained in Article 26 of the City Charter (See Item 1.2 above) up zoning to allow 
multiple dwellings of three or more units and more than one unit per 2000 square feet can only be provided to the extent 
mandated by State law, including the housing element, density bonus and ADU provisions. These greater densities will be 
addressed in the Housing Element chapter below.”  
  
Finally, we must disagree with LU-16 (e] which proposes replacing, “minimum car parking requirements with maximum 
parking requirements to disincentivize automobile ownership and reduce construction and land costs to help make housing 
more affordable”. It is a worthy goal to disincentivize automobile ownership, but to completely abandon any city 
requirements in all instances is a recipe for great community disruption with the cars of new residents parking throughout 
our existing residential neighborhoods, including within paved-over front yards, which can already be observed in existing 
higher density neighborhoods with minimal off-street parking. Covid 19 has increased car ownership and decreased mass 
transit ridership. Also, the density bonus waiver provisions already in state law give a developer the availability of parking 
concessions.  
  
We thank you all for your volunteer efforts in this most difficult subject and hope that the above suggestions will be of aid 
to you.  
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Alameda Citizens Task Force 
Gretchen Lipow, President 
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Nancy McPeak

From: Karen MIller <karenmillercrs@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 25, 2021 10:04 AM
To: Xiomara Cisneros; Ronald Curtis; Hanson Hom; Rona Rothenberg; Teresa Ruiz; Asheshh 

Saheba; Alan Teague; Nancy McPeak; Eric Levitt; Andrew Thomas; Yibin Shen
Subject: [EXTERNAL] General Plan update

Hello, 
My husband and I have been residents of Alameda since 1982 when we moved here from Oakland when our kids were 1 
and 4. I am in full agreement with ACT’s position and proposed changes to the General plan.  
 
Regards, 

Karen Miller  

720 Paru St 
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Nancy McPeak

From: margie <barongcat@yahoo.com>
Sent: Saturday, July 24, 2021 4:17 PM
To: Xiomara Cisneros; Ronald Curtis; Hanson Hom; Rona Rothenberg; Teresa Ruiz; Asheshh 

Saheba; Alan Teague; Nancy McPeak; Eric Levitt; Andrew Thomas; Yibin Shen; Yibin 
Shen

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Subject: Item 7-B July 26 Planning Board Agenda-General Plan Update

The Planning Board is supposed to be supporting and implementing the needs of the CITY OF ALAMEDA CITIZENRY‐ not 
out of county (white, wealthy) developers. 
 
The citizens of the City of Alameda have ‐ four times‐ voiced overwhelming support of Article 26. 
 
Instead of listening to your constituency, the proposed General Plan Update includes incorrect statements of history (Art
icle 26 was NOT intended to evade the Fair Housing Act) and misstatements of implementation. Stop trying to evade the
 will of the voters and put in force a General Plan that implements what the people (and not the developers) want 
 




