
From: jane peal
To: Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft
Cc: John Knox White; Tony Daysog; Trish Spencer; Malia Vella; Ronald Curtis; Alan Teague; Rona Rothenberg;

Asheshh Saheba; Teresa Ruiz; Hanson Hom; Xiomara Cisneros; Eric Levitt; Gerry Beaudin; Andrew Thomas; Lara
Weisiger; Allen Tai

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Upzoning Alameda
Date: Tuesday, November 16, 2021 4:36:53 PM

Hello, I’m writing because I am deeply concerned and strongly opposed to the proposed
massive and indiscriminate upzoning. I urge you to heed the urgent plea of the voters, citizens
and AAPS to:

       a.            Do not upzone Alameda’s residential neighborhoods, the “Stations” and historic parts
of the Park Street and Webster Street Business Districts.

      b.            To meet the RHNA, instead target underutilized areas like the estuary shopping
centers and nonhistoric portions of Park Street and Webster Street.

       c.            Immediately direct staff to ask the Federal government to remove the Alameda Point
development restrictions. This should have been done right after the November, 2020 election.

      d.            If some upzoning is still needed in residential areas to meet the RHNA, target specific
subareas that are as small as possible and at more carefully calibrated densities where impacts
on parking and historic buildings will be minimized.

Sincerely, Jane Peal

Jane Peal, MFT
Integral Counseling for Individuals, 
Couples, & Adult Adoptees
Alameda Office 
http://www.janepeal.com
jane@janepeal.com
415.902.5761

Notice of Confidentiality: This email, and any attachments, is intended only for use by the
addressee(s) and may contain privileged or confidential information. Any distribution,
reading, copying or use of this communication and any attachments by anyone other than the
addressee, is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful. If you have received this email in error,
please immediately notify me by email (by replying to this message), and permanently destroy
or delete the original and any copies or printouts of this email and any attachments.
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From: Lisa Baker
To: Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft; John Knox White; Tony Daysog; Malia Vella; Trish Spencer; Ronald Curtis; Alan Teague;

Rona Rothenberg; Asheshh Saheba; Teresa Ruiz; Hanson Hom; Gerry Beaudin; Andrew Thomas; Lara Weisiger;
Allen Tai; Eric Levitt

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Nov. 16 City Council Agenda Item 7-B-Housing Element
Date: Tuesday, November 16, 2021 4:30:03 PM

Dear Mayor Ashcraft and all: 
The massive increase in the residential development of Alameda under the new Housing
Element of the Alameda General Plan is deeply distressing to those of us who already live in
modest neighborhoods like mine where small Victorian houses have been split into 4 or more
units with no off-street parking, where in-law units are crammed into back gardens, and
EVERYBODY seems to have more than one car, despite optimistic predictions that people
aren't driving much.  Does housing require every single private open space to be covered with
concrete and buildings??

Please at the very least: 

Do not upzone Alameda's residential neighborhoods, the "Stations", and historic sections of
Park Street and Webster Street.
to meet the RHNA, use under-utilized areas like shopping centers, Alameda Point, and the
nonhistoric sections of Alameda.
Ask the Federal Government to remove Alameda Point development restrictions.
If upzoning is still going ahead in some areas, target the smallest possible sections of current
residential locations where parking and historic structures are the least impacted. 

Sincerely,
Lisa Haderlie Baker
Taylor Avenue, Alameda
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From: Zac Bowling
To: City Clerk; Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft; Malia Vella; Tony Daysog; John Knox White; Trish Spencer; Manager Manager;

Andrew Thomas
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Public comment regarding Item 7-B and 7-C
Date: Tuesday, November 16, 2021 4:27:25 PM

Dear mayor and city council members,

I’m going to deviate a bit from many of the letters you have received on these items 
by not first declaring how many years I’ve lived here, all the properties I own, or how many 
generations my family has been here. It’s odd when folks lead with those qualities when 
they aren’t really germane. As if by declaring that they have some greater claim to our 
community than any more recent arrivals or renters, or those who can’t afford to live here. 
But I guess that fits the theme with the issues we have to face with folks working to exclude 
new neighbors from our community. 

You have an important agenda tonight. Approval of the general plan and the first of 
many discussions and workshops around our Housing eEement over the next year.

RE: General plan update 

A lot of good work has been done on our general plan and I’m very happy where we 
landed on that. I urge you to move forward with approval of the general plan and EIR. I 
also want to thank staff for their hard work on this.

RE: Staff’s work on the housing element draft 

On the housing element, I believe staff has done a good job so far on the early draft 
work they have done for the housing element. They are taking their responsibility to form a 
complaint and fair housing seriously and I believe we are moving in the right direction. I 
support the draft plan they are presenting to you tonight. While there is a lot of work still to 
do I believe staff is coming at this from the right angle.

RE: RHNA Appeal 

I was less than enthused by the move to appeal to the assigned draft RHNA to 
ABAG. I understand the strategy behind the appeal but I still believe it was not a good use 
of staff resources and committee member time for both Alameda and ABAG when we know 
that the appeal would be immediately rejected, as nearly all appeals are, for not meeting 
the criteria valid for an appeal. Now that the appeal is denied it’s time to move forward 
and plan how we are going to meet our RHNA.

RE: Upzoning of R-1 to R-6 

mailto:zac@zacbowling.com
mailto:CLERK@alamedaca.gov
mailto:MEzzyAshcraft@alamedaca.gov
mailto:MVella@alamedaca.gov
mailto:TDaysog@alamedaca.gov
mailto:JknoxWhite@alamedaca.gov
mailto:tspencer@alamedaca.gov
mailto:MANAGER@alamedaca.gov
mailto:ATHOMAS@alamedaca.gov


Staff is correct in bringing a proposal to upzone and increase the densities of our existing 
R-1 to R-6. We know this because:

1. From the early work by staff in finding available sites and determining the LoD 
(likelihood of development) on those sites by reaching out to property owners, by taking in 
all currently entitled and pipelined projects, and by making all the safe harbor calculations 
for ADUs, we know there is absolutely no way to meet our RHNA without considering 
upzoning of some our R-1 to R-6 residential neighborhoods. 

2. We will have to consider upzoning particular residential areas in Alameda to meet 
the requirements under Housing Element AFFH (Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing) 
rules. Years of exclusionary zoning, red lining, and racially restrictive deed covenants in 
certain parts of Alameda still have a lasting impact on certain neighborhoods to this day. 
The segregationist patterns created by past policy still exist today and have not been 
corrected for. The only way to correct that is allowing higher density and affordable housing 
near these areas of exclusion. This is especially important in areas with better parks and 
schools. It’s the only way to equitably correct for past wrongs. 

RE: Article 26

There has been some discussion within online forums and in other public comments 
on this item trying to force you as a board to focus on Article 26 and the election last year 
that failed to remove our exclusionary zoning language. We know however that state law 
trumps local law so until we meet our obligations under state law first. This means that 
Article 26 limitations are going to be effectively moot going forward given the size of our 
RHNA and other state housing law requirements. I don’t foresee a time when Article 26 will 
ever become relevant again. 

Effectively that means given our RHNA and other aspects of state law around 
density requirements, Article 26 is no longer going to be even enforceable and will likely 
become a sad relic of our history. Maybe a future generation will be able to finally vote to 
remove it. 

For you tonight, there is no reason to even dive into discussion of Article 26 
or to get distracted trying to derive any meaning of voter intent with measure Z vote 
last year. It’s entirely inconsequential. This city has to meet its obligation under state 
law and then, and only then, can it consider how it can enforce Article 26. 

RE: Tidelands exchange, city owned land, and Navy cap

A super majority of council must vote to approve the estuary tidelands exchange and sale 
of any other city owned sites identified by staff if we are going to have any chance of 
meeting our RHNA. We must also work to get the Navy cap raised at Alameda Point. If we 



fail to do any of that, staff and council’s only other option to have a compliant housing 
element will be to dial up the densities allowed in other parts of Alameda, including in our 
existing residential areas.

RE: Affordable housing overlay

The hardest part to hit in any RHNA is the very low income and low income housing 
brackets. To that end, I believe we should move to follow Berkeley’s lead and adopt an 
affordable housing overlay to allow for densities of greater than 60 units or higher per acre 
if the project can provide a higher amount of affordable housing to incentivize projects of 
that nature.

RE: Higher densities on Webster and Park

I think we need to increase the allowable densities along these two transit corridors. We 
can do more to build more walkable communities in these spots. This is important to save 
dying retail in these areas by allowing for much larger densities in these locations. 
Determining the LoD on all of these parcels is harder but I think it makes the most sense. 
Lets go to 200 or 300 DAU in these areas and make it vital that developments in these 
areas allow folks to live car free in these neighborhoods. 

RE: ADU projections are likely too high

One nit I have so far with the draft housing element’s site inventory is that I don’t 
believe the 60 ADUs per year estimate is sustainable in our current housing inventory. SB-9 
or other zoning changes could cannibalize that. HCD hasn’t updated further safe-harbor 
guidance. I believe we should increase the amount of density in other areas to make up for 
the likelihood of missing this estimate of 400+ ADUs in 8 year. I look forward to working 
with staff to dive into this. 

 RE: Consequences of failing to pass a complaint housing element

I hope I don’t have to tell you how bad it would be if we fail to certify a compliant housing 
element over the next year. HCD and the AG’s office has created a housing task force to 
come after cities. The city could face fines, loss of all planning control, development by 
ministerial right, and loss of funding. It’s imperative for ALL of the council to come together 
on this. More details: https://www.fairhousingelements.org/news/consequences 

Thank you!

Zac Bowling
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From: Nancy Gordon
To: Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft; John Knox White; Tony Daysog; Malia Vella; Trish Spencer
Cc: Eric Levitt; Gerry Beaudin; Andrew Thomas; Lara Weisiger; Allen Tai; Ronald Curtis; Alan Teague; Rona

Rothenberg; Asheshh Saheba; Teresa Ruiz; Hanson Hom; Xiomara Cisneros
Subject: [EXTERNAL] 11/16 Nancy Gordon"s comments for NOV. 16 CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM 7-B-Housing Element:

TONIGHT, 11/16/21:
Date: Tuesday, November 16, 2021 1:51:47 PM

11/16/21
To Alameda City Council members, Planning Board and Staff,
 
I am a longtime Alameda resident (since 1973), Realtor for over 40 years, and
active in the AVPS/AAPS, especially as an historic buildings owner with years
of restoration and care taken to keep them in excellent condition for my tenants
and myself/family. 
 
Therefore, I feel the absolute need to let you all know that I align with what
Christopher Buckley and Robert Farrar (and  others) have studied, kept up with
and communicated extensively about with you regarding what we consider
“massive and indiscriminate upzoning” here in Alameda. I urge you all NOT to
keep trying to push these changes forward, as they’ll be detrimental to our City
and people living/working here.  
 
Main points are as follows:

1. Do not upzone Alameda’s residential neighborhoods, nor the various
“Stations” and historic parts of Park St. and Webster St. business districts.

2. In order to meet/comply with RHNA, please focus only on areas like the
estuary shopping centers and areas of our business districts which are
NOT historically important.

3. Staff needs to have the Alameda Point development restrictions lifted – by
asking the Federal Government to do this!

4. To meet RHNA, should it be absolutely necessary to upzone in certain
residential areas, you must target only specific subareas which are a small
as possible and avoid densities where there would be a detrimental effects
on parking, plus historic buildings.

5. Alamedans fought hard to create Measure A, aka “ARTICLE 26” of our
Charter – please do NOT repeal this important Article which has
continued to protect Alameda’s history and architecture…that our City is
known and respected for.

 
Sincerely and with all seriousness,
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Nancy Joy Gordon
1021 Union St.
Alameda, CA 94501
510-917-2727 cell
 
 



From: Reyla Graber
To: John Knox White; Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft; Malia Vella; Tony Daysog; Trish Spencer
Cc: Lara Weisiger; Eric Levitt
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Please let us have a vote
Date: Tuesday, November 16, 2021 1:37:42 PM

Dear Mayor Ashcraft and City Council members,

Re: 11/16 Meeting

I'm very concerned about certain elements of the draft Housing Element where neighborhoods are now
subject to severe up zoning. I think the City can find other alternatives and many of those alternatives will
be presented at this evening's meeting.

Additionally, I find it  concerning that the City Council several months ago, voiced an informal YES  to
proceeding with negotiations with the Navy on lifting the housing cap. 
However, regardless, the City Council has failed to back this up with a actual vote affirming this goal.
I understand a referral regarding lifting the cap was placed before you  by a Council Member on 8/21.
However, nearly 3 months later, this referral has not been heard by this body. Why? Because the referral
has been continually placed low on every CC  agenda since 8/21.
Why the delay. Why not do it.
 Madam Mayor, as you have the mayoral authority to do so, would you please request that the referral be
placed sufficiently higher on the Agenda this evening, 11/16 so that the Council will  vote for lifting the
cap.
If you decline to take this action, I think aware Alameda residents  will  be shaking their heads in
consternation and wondering "Why Not".
Sincerely,
Reyla Graber
178 Basinside Way
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From: Rob Halford
To: Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft; John Knox White; Tony Daysog; Malia Vella; Trish Spencer
Cc: Eric Levitt; Gerry Beaudin; Andrew Thomas; Lara Weisiger; Allen Tai; Ronald Curtis; Alan Teague; Teresa Ruiz;

Hanson Hom; Xiomara Cisneros
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Nov. 16 City Council Agenda Item 7-B-Housing Element
Date: Tuesday, November 16, 2021 1:36:42 PM

Dear City Council Members-

Please consider this note in support of the request and petition by Alameda Citizens Task
Force and the Alameda Architectural Preservation Society with regard to future development
in response to RHNA requirements.  

The Measure Z vote provided a clear view of community sentiment, not as a vote for inaction,
but as a call to work collaboratively to identify creative solutions that don't unnecessarily
disrupt or diminish established neighborhoods. Alamedans understand the reality of the state
requirement regarding RHNA and the recent state bills passed.  As elected custodians of our
city, I hope that you will choose to consider the alternatives offered rather than the approach
of the current recommendation.

Regards, 

Rob Halford 
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From: ps4man@comcast.net
To: Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft; Malia Vella; John Knox White; Tony Daysog; Trish Spencer
Cc: Eric Levitt; Andrew Thomas; Lara Weisiger
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Item 7-B, Nov. 16, 2021, City Council Agenda-Draft Housing Element
Date: Tuesday, November 16, 2021 1:28:21 PM

Dear Mayor Ashcraft, Vice Mayor Vella, and Council Members Knox-White, Daysog, and Herrera
Spencer:
 
I have seen an email that Andrew Thomas sent to an Alameda Citizen part of which I contest. He
asserts that:
 
“HCD is going to require that we show how we are putting new housing in “high opportunity areas”
of Alameda, as well as “low opportunity areas”. In Alameda, the ‘high opportunity areas” are east
Alameda and Bay Farm Island. The “low opportunity areas” are in West Alameda.”
 
In the past we did have discrete pockets of segregation and poverty, but I don’t think it is present
now. HCD lists as one of the strategies for providing fair housing is for the city to assert that it, “does
not have moderate or low resource opportunity areas or areas of high segregation and poverty.”
https://www.hcd.ca.gov/grants-funding/active-funding/cdbg/gmm/docs/4.02-hcd-sample-affh-
activities.pdf   
 
ABAG has its own data which supports the above conclusion. See the High Resource Opportunity
Map at: https://abag.ca.gov/sites/default/files/factor_e1_access_to_high_resources_v2.pdf  
The map legend indicates the factors for determining high resource opportunity areas and shows the
entire city as being highly ranked in this regard.
 
I believe this high ranking is due to two factors:
 
1.            Alameda has a very tiny land area, so every resident has easy access to all the city’s
resources.
2.            The recent development of combined market rate/affordable housing in the west end at
Alameda Point and Alameda Landing has mitigated income differences between the east and west
ends.
 
Unless Mr. Thomas can produce clear data to support his statement, I do not think the high
opportunity resource issue should be a factor in your determination of the content of our housing
inventory. Instead, the primary factor should be good city planning such as traffic/parking
congestion, environmental issues, avoiding displacement of low-income tenants, etc.
 
Sincerely,
 
Paul S Foreman
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From: conchita
To: Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft; John Knox White; Tony Daysog; Malia Vella; Trish Spencer; Ronald Curtis; Alan Teague;

Rona Rothenberg; Asheshh Saheba; Teresa Ruiz; Hanson Hom; Xiomara Cisneros
Cc: Eric Levitt; Gerry Beaudin; Andrew Thomas; Lara Weisiger; Allen Tai
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Nov. 16 City Council Agenda Item 7-B- Housing Element
Date: Tuesday, November 16, 2021 12:52:34 PM

City Council Members, 

I am VERY concerned with the draft plan being proposed, as it fails to adequately justify the
need for the massive and indiscriminate upzoning of Alameda.

Of special concern is the upzoning of Alameda’s residential neighborhoods, the “Stations”, the
Heritage Areas and the historic parts of the Park Street and Webster Street Business Districts.
 The infilling proposed will destroy these historic neighborhoods, just as the indiscriminate
apartment building of the 1960s and early 1970s (before Article 26 was voted into law)
destroyed historic buildings and neighborhoods. 

To meet the RHNA the draft plan should target underutilized areas like the estuary shopping
centers and the non-historic portions of Park Street and Webster Street. As well as target
specific subareas at more carefully calibrated densities where impacts on parking and historic
buildings will be minimized. 

In addition, it is extremely irresponsible to add over 15,000 new residents without addressing
access and egress. The Webster tunnel is already at capacity with huge bottlenecks causing
backups during the commute hours. Today it takes up to 40 minutes to leave and enter the
island - when it used to take no more than 20 minutes. And when a car is stalled or there's an
accident the backups are horrendous. You MUST address the need for expanding the tunnel or
building a new bridge before building more condos and adding population. Yes, they all will
come with a car even if you don't want to believe it. 

Why can't you find a middle ground? Why can't you see that 60% of Alameda residents voted
to keep Article 26 in the City Charter for density reasons? Do the right thing, represent your
constituents by respecting our vote. 

Sincerely, 
Maria Perales
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From: Nancy McPeak
To: City Clerk
Subject: FW: [EXTERNAL] Proposed Housing Element
Date: Tuesday, November 16, 2021 1:11:15 PM

FYI - Thanks
 
From: Mary McFarland [mailto:mary.e.mcfarland@gmail.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, November 16, 2021 1:04 PM
To: Xiomara Cisneros <xcisneros@alamedaca.gov>; Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft
<MEzzyAshcraft@alamedaca.gov>; John Knox White <JknoxWhite@alamedaca.gov>; Tony Daysog
<TDaysog@alamedaca.gov>; Malia Vella <MVella@alamedaca.gov>; Trish Spencer
<tspencer@alamedaca.gov>; Andrew Thomas <athomas@alamedaca.gov>; Allen Tai
<ATai@alamedaca.gov>; Nancy McPeak <nmcpeak@alamedaca.gov>; Erin Garcia
<egarcia@alamedaca.gov>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Proposed Housing Element
 
Dear All Planning Board Members, City Council Members and City Employees, 
 
I am writing to strongly object to the current draft of the Housing Element with
its proposed up-zoning of ALL of the residential neighborhoods. Unless
amended, its adoption would accomplish on a massive scale what last years’
defeat of Measure Z prevented;
this would represent an end run around the will of 60% of Alameda voters. As
City Council members you should be representing the will of Alameda’s
residents.
 
I am not objecting to any new housing being built. There are positives and
negatives to adding more people to the island and as such a balance of needs
must be weighted. I object to the scale of the proposed increase. I agree with
the optimal goal of zoning such that cities should ideally provide a mix of
housing: rentals, condos, townhomes, multifamily and single-family homes.
This is what we have in Alameda today. With a mix of roughly half renters and
half owners, half White and half People of Color as our current residents.
 
I strongly object to the proposal to eliminate all single-family housing. While we
are very aware of the use of single-family zoning and lending practices being
historically utilized to exclude People of Color, this is no longer the case in
Alameda.  All People of Color are not low income and many aspire to and do
own homes in a single-family area.
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There are a number of areas where it makes sense to build new housing such
as the former naval base, the shopping centers, the non-historic parts of Park
and Webster streets, as well as the numerous vacant parcels speckled
throughout the city. I believe we should be preserving historic buildings and
houses and not allowing the needs of developers and corporations to dictate
the city's decisions.  
 

Upzoning R-2 to R-6 neighborhoods will actually conflict with the Fair Housing
goals listed in the housing element draft. These neighborhoods are already the
source of some of the lowest rent housing in the city, so that any new
development will necessarily result in major displacement of lower income
tenants. 
 
We need to expand housing for low-income, disabled, seniors, and the
homeless. We need to help those folks who are at risk of eviction or who
cannot afford the next rent increase. We do not need more $1,000,000+
townhomes! These units will be purchased by higher income professionals who
will be moving into Alameda, it will not help the low-income residents that
need it most. 
 
Many of us can see that the proposed numbers as way out of proportion to the
city’s current infrastructure. We are concerned about increased traffic, longer
commute times, lack of parking, increased noise, and the destruction of historic
buildings and homes that come with increasing density. How can we
accommodate thousands more residents with only 3 ways off and on the
island? Who will pay to upgrade the infrastructure needed to support more and
more new people moving in?
 
 I have lived in the East Bay for 45 years and have seen only increased
development and gentrification. Over that time the price for housing has only
increased. We cannot build our way out of increasing prices. Corporations need
to be incentivized to move to areas where the standard of living is more
reasonable. Demand will only drop as jobs go elsewhere. It is all about balance
and quality of life. 
 



Mary McFarland
Alameda Resident 
 

 
 
 

_________________________________

I cannot guarantee the confidentiality of any information sent via email. If you choose to email
with me, you are acknowledging the dangers and potential for breach of confidentiality
associated with email and are willing to accept this risk. Please contact me via telephone to
discuss information you consider too sensitive for email. 
The information transmitted in this email is intended only for the addressee(s) and may
contain privileged material. If you have received this email and are not the addressee(s), please
notify me and delete this email from your computer and other devices. 
Thank you.



From: Nancy McPeak
To: City Clerk
Subject: FW: [EXTERNAL] City Council Agenda Item 7-B, Draft Housing Element Update, November 16, 2021
Date: Tuesday, November 16, 2021 12:05:31 PM

FYI - Thanks
 
From: bmathieson@aol.com [mailto:bmathieson@aol.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, November 16, 2021 11:58 AM
To: Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft <MEzzyAshcraft@alamedaca.gov>; John Knox White
<JknoxWhite@alamedaca.gov>; Malia Vella <MVella@alamedaca.gov>; Tony Daysog
<TDaysog@alamedaca.gov>; Trish Spencer <tspencer@alamedaca.gov>
Cc: Andrew Thomas <athomas@alamedaca.gov>; Allen Tai <ATai@alamedaca.gov>; Nancy McPeak
<nmcpeak@alamedaca.gov>; Ronald Curtis <rcurtis@alamedaca.gov>; Alan Teague
<ateague@alamedaca.gov>; Rona Rothenberg <RRothenberg@alamedaca.gov>; Asheshh Saheba
<asaheba@alamedaca.gov>; Teresa Ruiz <truiz@alamedaca.gov>; Hanson Hom
<hhom@alamedaca.gov>; Xiomara Cisneros <xcisneros@alamedaca.gov>;
tsaxby@tsaxbyarchitect.com; norman@nsarchitecture.com; alvinklau@gmail.com;
jennheflinphoto@gmail.com; email.lynnjones@gmail.com
Subject: [EXTERNAL] City Council Agenda Item 7-B, Draft Housing Element Update, November 16,
2021
 
Honorable Mayor and Members of the City Council:
 
I am pleased to see the progress in the Draft Housing Element of Alameda’s General Plan.  My ideal
neighborhood—and I’m living in one now—has long been one with a diversity of housing types and the
racial, ethnic, and income diversity that characterize such neighborhoods.
 
At the October 25 Planning Board meeting, some members of the public mentioned needing to
accommodate more people in the Gold Coast, the Bronze Coast, the East End, and “even Bay Farm.”
 Yes, of course even the Bay Farm neighborhoods.  And the South Shore neighborhoods.  And every
neighborhood built in compliance with Article 26 (“Measure A”) where, by definition, there are no small
dwelling units and therefore less income diversity.  All of our neighborhoods need to accommodate more
neighbors.
  
Also on October 25, Planning Board Member Alan Teague stated, “Reuse of existing buildings is how
we’re going to move forward.” I agree (in addition to building housing over parking and retail at all of our
shopping centers).  Reusing existing buildings is how we’ll avoid displacing low-income residents, avoid
increasing our carbon footprint with demolition and new-construction debris, and avoid converting
Alameda to Anytown, USA.  We’ll avoid the sad scenes I witnessed last week in my son’s immigrant-rich
old neighborhood in Los Angeles, where existing houses are being demolished one after the other and
replaced by monotonous apartment buildings with gated garages. 
 
Alameda’s pre-Article 26 neighborhoods include many unique buildings that have legally non-conforming
high densities, as illustrated in the “Spotlights” on Pages 15 and 16 of the Housing Element.  Without
carefully crafted specifications such as height limits and floor area ratios in the Housing Element,
however, upzoning will provide an incentive for demolition.  It is frightening to read on Page 25 that a
priority of the annual review of the Design Review Ordinance is to confirm that the standards “do not
constrain the development of housing.”  Developers will use that to argue that the presence of Alameda’s
existing buildings constrains the development of housing.  This logic will displace existing low-income
residents from their established neighborhoods and may result in the loss of the very buildings shown in
the Housing Element “Spotlights.”

mailto:NMcPeak@alamedaca.gov
mailto:CLERK@alamedaca.gov


 
Many existing buildings have high basements and attics that can be finished to provide additional dwelling
units.  The Housing Element states, “Exempt rehabilitation and adaptation of existing buildings with no
increase in floor area from all multifamily residential density limitations.”  I suggest that “no increase in
floor area” be changed to say “no change to the building envelope (i.e., exterior walls and roof).”  That will
allow new finished floor area in basements and attics to accommodate more dwelling units in addition to
the existing residents.
 
I look forward to continuing to follow the balancing act that is needed to provide more housing and ensure
equity, inclusion, and anti-displacement in our unique city.
 
Sincerely,
 
Betsy Mathieson
1185 Park Avenue
Alameda, CA 94501
 
cc: Andrew Thomas, Alameda Planning Board, Alameda Historical Advisory Board



From: FEDERICO ROCHA
To: Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft; Tony Daysog; John Knox White; Trish Spencer; Malia Vella; Eric Levitt; City Clerk
Subject: [EXTERNAL] I Support the Petition to Preserve Quality of Life in Alameda
Date: Tuesday, November 16, 2021 10:53:18 AM

We ask the Mayor, City Council members and Planning Department to consider taking action on the
following concerns:

1. Remove the R2-R6 upzoning on the proposed plan and adopt a consideration to maintain ADUs to no
more than current state allowance of 16 feet in the R1 neighborhoods so as not to impose-height related
privacy encroachment on the neighbors. 
 

2. Pursue all avenues to lift the cap at the old Naval base and provide the majority of new housing over
there. Please provide a public report detailing the current status of the project for removing the housing
cap at alameda Point. With that, however, we need another tunnel or bridge on the West End.

3. Support and encourage homeowners and businesses to submit applications to the California Register
of Historic Resources to protect architectural design and height limits to our neighborhoods, including the
areas called "The Stations" where the old trolley cars once stopped.4. Consider adding housing units
along the estuary, particularly the underutilized shopping district.

4. Consider adding housing units along the estuary, particularly the underutilized shopping district.

5. Allocate more housing units to non-historic blocks on the Park St. and Webster St. corridors.

6. Realistically address the parking issue that will result from the construction of the proposed
5353 units (i.e: 10,000+ people). Provide a solution to the latest decision to remove all parking
requirements for new buildings as this will clearly result in a marked decrease in the quality of life
for the residents living in the affected neighborhoods.  Where will people park?

I support all the above petition paragraphs and especially agree with the need for the City County
to focus on creating another tunnel or bridge on the West End and ensuring adequate parking for
all new housing builds.  Parking projections should be no less than two and should take into
consideration that homes also need sufficient parking for teenagers, college kids, and/or for
senior parents (i.e., 2 or 3 generation family units residing in the same home) that need their own
car for school, extra-curricular activities, work, or other reasons.

Vicki Lane

mailto:lanerocha@yahoo.com
mailto:MEzzyAshcraft@alamedaca.gov
mailto:TDaysog@alamedaca.gov
mailto:JknoxWhite@alamedaca.gov
mailto:tspencer@alamedaca.gov
mailto:MVella@alamedaca.gov
mailto:elevitt@alamedaca.gov
mailto:CLERK@alamedaca.gov


From: Jason Biggs
To: City Clerk; Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft; John Knox White; Tony Daysog; Malia Vella; spencer@alamedaca.gov
Cc: Eric Levitt; Gerry Beaudin; Andrew Thomas; Lara Weisiger; Allen Tai; Ronald Curtis; Alan Teague; Rona

Rothenberg; Asheshh Saheba; Teresa Ruiz; Hanson Hom; Xiomara Cisneros
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Item 7-B, November 16, 2021 City Council Agenda - Draft Housing Element
Date: Tuesday, November 16, 2021 10:21:50 AM

Dear City Council,

I am writing to affirm my support for the city's effort to comply with the state mandate on
meeting our RHNA goals.  Our Housing Element must get certified.  Our Housing Element
must also be fair and equitable, as required by the state.  That means recognizing that all
neighborhoods must share the burden.  Some of your constituents, like members of the
Alameda Citizens Taskforce and Alameda Architectural Preservation Society, are interested in
re-litigating our failed RHNA appeal.  We must not waste time on that - the state has been
very clear, we need to affirmatively further fair housing.  AFFH specifically forbids us from
channeling new homes away from historically exclusionary neighborhoods.

When some constituents say, "build it all at Alameda Point," "build in the West End," "build
along business districts," or "don't build in R-2 to R-6 neighborhoods," what they are really
saying is: "help us maintain exclusionary zoning."

All neighborhoods of Alameda are unique in their own ways.  All neighborhoods should be
seen as equals.  If we believe that some neighborhoods should be off limits, then what
message does that send to the residents of the other neighborhoods?  That they are less
special?  That they are not as important as the neighbors of the Bronze Coast, the Gold Coast,
and Harbor Bay?  As elected officials sworn to represent all residents of Alameda, is this
something you can, in good conscience, support?

Thanks,
Jason Biggs
Alameda Resident

mailto:jasonrobertbiggs@gmail.com
mailto:CLERK@alamedaca.gov
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mailto:TDaysog@alamedaca.gov
mailto:MVella@alamedaca.gov
mailto:spencer@alamedaca.gov
mailto:elevitt@alamedaca.gov
mailto:gbeaudin@alamedaca.gov
mailto:ATHOMAS@alamedaca.gov
mailto:LWEISIGER@alamedaca.gov
mailto:ATai@alamedaca.gov
mailto:rcurtis@alamedaca.gov
mailto:ateague@alamedaca.gov
mailto:RRothenberg@alamedaca.gov
mailto:RRothenberg@alamedaca.gov
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From: Cathy Leong
To: Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft; Tony Daysog; John Knox White; Trish Spencer; Malia Vella; Eric Levitt; City Clerk
Subject: [EXTERNAL] City Council Agenda- See ITEM 7-B
Date: Tuesday, November 16, 2021 9:58:59 AM

We ask you, our Mayor, City Councilmembers and Planning Department to consider taking action on the
following concerns:
 
1. Remove the R2-R6 upzoning on the proposed plan and adopt a consideration to maintain ADUs to no
more than current state allowance of 16 feet in the R1 neighborhoods so as not to impose-height related
privacy encroachment on the neighbors.
 
2. Pursue all avenues to lift the cap at the old Naval base and provide the majority of new housing over
there. Please provide a public report detailing the current status of the project for removing the housing
cap at Alameda Point. With that, however, we need another tunnel or bridge on the West End.

3. Support and encourage homeowners and businesses to submit applications to the California Register
of Historic Resources to protect architectural design and height limits to our neighborhoods, including the
areas called "The Stations" where the old trolley cars once stopped.

4. Consider adding housing units along the estuary, particularly the underutilized shopping district.

5. Allocate more housing units to non-historic blocks on the Park St. and Webster St. corridors.

6. Realistically address the parking issue that will result from the construction of the proposed 5353 units
(i.e: 10,000+ people). Provide a solution to the latest decision to remove all parking requirements for new
buildings as this will clearly result in a marked decrease in the quality of life for the residents living in the
affected neighborhoods.  Where will people park?



From: Patricia Lamborn
To: Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft; Malia Vella; Trish Spencer; Tony Daysog; John Knox White
Cc: Lara Weisiger; Eric Levitt
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Alameda Housing Element City Council Nov. 15,2021
Date: Tuesday, November 16, 2021 9:53:37 AM

Dear Mayor Ashcraft, Vice Mayor Vella and Council members Daysog, Knox-
White and Spencer,

I am writing to particularly support the following points in the ACT
Communication:
 

1. Prior drafts of the housing element credited 500 units to the up-zoning of only R-
2 to R-6 zoning districts. SB-9 has quadrupled density limits in R-1. Thus, R-1
alone can be used to replace much if not all of this shortfall. 

2. The draft HE allocates only 480 units to ADU’s, based on the three-year 60-unit
average. However, the ADU production has steadily risen over that period from
26 to 39 to 64 in the current year. This would justify a higher allocation.  

3. The draft housing element includes seeking a waiver of the current unit
limitation of our agreement with the Navy at Alameda Point. This has not yet
been placed on a City Council agenda as a regular item. Instead, Council
Members Spencer and Daysog have been required to make a Council referral.
With no real priority, it languishes at the bottom of agendas and is continued to
subsequent meetings. The city should be moving with alacrity on achieving this
goal, thus making it available for the housing element land inventory. 

It would aslo show respect for Councilmembers Daysog and Spencer to have a public
hearing on their referral.  I understand the concern that some staff members have
voiced-- too much emphasis on Alameda Point over other housing locations. 
However, it is the site with land availability and transportation opportunities-- two
ferries.  

I support more housing on Park and Webster and limited housing in shopping malls, if
it is located  back from the waterfront ie: Southshore, on Otis vs Shoreline. Putting
senior, affordable housing at safe locations in shopping malls would be a good fit for
access to Seniors needs.  

Our greatest challenge is meeting our affordable housing allotments in the RHNA
allocations.  If we focus on that, we can achieve it.  If we just satisfy developers
demands for profitable waterfront condos- we'll fail on affordable housing goals  and
inherit massive expenses in shoreline defense at taxpayer expense. 

Sincerely,
Patricia Lamborn
patricia.lamborn@aol.com



From: Andrew Thomas
To: Chris Aria
Cc: Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft; Malia Vella; Tony Daysog; Trish Spencer; John Knox White; Eric Levitt; Yibin Shen; Lara

Weisiger
Subject: RE: [EXTERNAL] Correct the Zoning of the Harbor Bay Club
Date: Tuesday, November 16, 2021 8:05:21 AM

Hello Mr. Aria,    
 
You are correct, the November draft Housing Element does not list or rely on the Harbor Bay Club to
provide housing for the RHNA.   
 
However, based upon the recent public correspondence, it is pretty clear that we should all expect
an application to be submitted very soon by a prospective buyer of the HB Club.  I believe that
development application will include a proposal to maintain a private health club for members with
a swimming pool and construct housing on the balance of the site.   I have not seen any applications,
yet, but that is what the representatives of the HBC ownership are stating.   Once that application is
received by the City, we will process it for Planning Board review and action.   I am sure the final
decision regarding that site specific development application will ultimately end up at the City
Council for final action.  They may approve it or they may deny it..   I don’t know what will happen.  
But if they approve it, we will be able to count those units in the Housing Element.  If they deny it,
then we will not count those units in the Housing Element.  Tough decision for the City Council, but
pretty simple determination for the Housing Element.   We will just wait and see what happens.
 
Meanwhile and separately, the City staff is proposing zoning changes to the “Shopping Centers” in
Alameda to allow for housing to meet the RHNA for the Housing Element.    The Harbor Bay Club is
not a shopping center.   So we will be crafting a zoning amendment that can be applied to the
Shopping Centers, but not the Harbor Bay Club.    From a planning perspective, we want to craft
zoning that makes sense for our five shopping centers (given their size, our desire to maintain a
significant amount of retail, etc.).     
 
The Harbor Bay Club site is a very different animal.  What if any zoning amendments are needed for
the Harbor Bay Club should be tailored to the specific geography and specific City Council priorities
for that specific site.   Those conversations will occur at the public hearings for the Harbor Bay Club
application that we expect to receive in the near future. 
 
Lastly,  you are correct that the current “November Draft” of the Housing Element is not clear about
these distinctions that I am making in this email.   The “December Draft” of the Housing Element will
be much more clear and will be informed by tonight’s public hearing. 
 
I hope this email is helpful to you and others who are interested in the future of the Harbor Bay Club
site. 
 

- Andrew    
 
From: Chris Aria [mailto:chrisaria6060@gmail.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, November 16, 2021 7:19 AM



To: Andrew Thomas <athomas@alamedaca.gov>
Cc: Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft <MEzzyAshcraft@alamedaca.gov>; Malia Vella <MVella@alamedaca.gov>;
Tony Daysog <TDaysog@alamedaca.gov>; Trish Spencer <tspencer@alamedaca.gov>; John Knox
White <JknoxWhite@alamedaca.gov>; Eric Levitt <elevitt@alamedaca.gov>; Yibin Shen
<yshen@alamedacityattorney.org>; Lara Weisiger <lweisiger@alamedaca.gov>
Subject: Re: [EXTERNAL] Correct the Zoning of the Harbor Bay Club

Hi Mr. Thomas,

Thank you for your prompt response to my earlier email.

I understand that the draft list of housing opportunity sites does not include the Harbor Bay
Club at this time (and that the Harbor Bay Shopping Center is on that list). However, the
current owners of the Club have made it publicly known that they are attempting to sell the
property to a developer who does want the Harbor Bay Club to be on that list, as this
developer/buyer intends to pursue plans to build housing there. That is why members of my
community remain concerned.

Another reason for our concern is that the Harbor Bay Club site and the Harbor Bay Shopping
Center share the same zoning, C-2. It is my understanding that the City Planning Staff is
exploring the idea of amending the definition of C-2 zoning at the Shopping Center to allow
for housing. It is also my understanding that C-2 zoning as it currently stands only allows for
some limited residential use above a ground floor recreational or commercial use.

Our concern is that if the C-2 zoning at the Harbor Bay Shopping Center is amended to allow
for housing to be built, this sets a precedent for future housing to be built at the Harbor Bay
Club site as well (since they share the same zoning). So, even if the Harbor Bay Club is not in
the current draft list of housing opportunity sites, the implication is that it will be soon. Please
correct me and my fellow community members if we are wrong in this interpretation.

Of course, this concern can be put to rest if the City makes an explicit carve out when it writes
up the description/definition of C-2 zoning at the Shopping Center--something that makes it
clear that any and all amendments to the Shopping Center's C-2 zoning do not apply the the
C-2 zoning at the Harbor Bay Club. Alternatively, the City can create an altogether new
zoning for the Harbor Bay Club that clearly distinguishes it from the Shopping Center...This is
essentially what we are requesting.

It seems strange to me and many members of my community that the Harbor Bay Club should
share the same zoning as the Harbor Bay Shopping Center. Why was that ever allowed in the
first place? The Harbor Bay Club is a recreational health club, whereas the Shopping Center is
an area for stores, shops, and restaurants. These are two vastly different land uses and the
zoning should reflect these differences. Again, I respectfully request that the Harbor Bay Club
zoning be amended to reflect its current and intended use. In my opinion, this is a zoning
correction that should have been made 40 years ago.

In asking for this zoning correction, the intention is not to reduce the value of the property.
The newspaper article you are referring to by Mr. Peterson was simply a "Letter to the Editor"
in which he expressed his opinion. He did that in order to indicate that there are other viable
alternatives for the site (one idea being a community owned center) that do not include
housing. Many members of my community would be open to another private developer



purchasing the land, provided that she/he does so for a recreational only purpose. Our
intention is not to drive down the value and buy the property. Rather, our intention is to rectify
an inaccurate zoning that has been allowed for many years. After the zoning is corrected to
reflect the current and intended use, then the right owner will come into place (or not). I do not
speculate on what will happen to the ownership of the land. My concern is that it be properly
zoned.

I continue to stand by the other arguments I made in my previous email. Despite what the
current owners may say to the contrary, it is my understanding that the HBC never paid a
Reclamation District Assessment and that the assessments were instead shouldered by the
surrounding community members. This was done because the HBC owners promised to the
Reclamation District that the HBC site would remain a recreational facility in perpetuity. City
Planning Board Member, Ron Curtis testified to this during the Planning Board meeting on
September 13th, 2021. If you watch the tape of that meeting (Planning Board on 2021-09-13
7:00 PM (granicus.com), Mr. Curtis states at 1:31-1:35 and again at 2:37-2:40 that the HBC
did not pay a Reclamation District Assessment. Mr. Curtis was a former employee of the
original developer of Harbor Bay Isle, Doric Development. He certainly has a lot of
credibility.

The City has records of the Reclamation District Bond and Assessments on file that can either
substantiate or refute this claim. If this information is untrue, please correct my understanding
with the evidence you have on file.

Additionally, I stand by my other argument that the Harbor Bay Club is the result of a 44 acre
land swap, in which 44 acres of recreational space were swapped for a 9 acre Harbor Bay
Club. Again, the original developer was allowed to do this because he professed to keep those
9 acres as a recreational facility. Here is a resolution from a City Council meeting to
substantiate this claim: 20130824153730.pdf (wordpress.com).

If correcting the zoning of the Harbor Bay Club means that the City has to "upzone" some
other part of Alameda, then so be it. Let's work together to find another area to "upzone."

You warned the City Council that "any action by the Council at this time to “down zone” or
“right zone” the property in an attempt to reduce the value of the property will most likely be
met with significant opposition from the property owner." Reciprocally, I must opine that any
action by the Council to zone the Harbor Bay Club site for housing will most likely be met
with significant opposition from members of the Alameda community. This is evidenced by
the Petition with signatures of over 1,100 Alameda
residents: https://chng.it/MvYdMwBZwt. Again, I emphasize that this is not an attempt to
reduce the value of the property. It is an attempt to correct the zoning to reflect the property's
intended use.

I understand that we need more housing in Alameda and on Bay Farm Island. However, the
Harbor Bay Club should not be the place for such housing. I will gladly work with you, the
City Council, and City Planning Staff to find and advocate for another, more suitable site for
additional housing.

I respect all of the hard work you are doing. These are challenging times, and I appreciate all
you do for Alameda.



Thank you,
Chris Aria

On Thu, Nov 11, 2021 at 8:13 AM Andrew Thomas <athomas@alamedaca.gov> wrote:

Dear Mr. Aria, 
 
Thank you for your email to the Alameda City Council and planning staff.    Over the course of the
next 9 months, staff will be processing a wide variety of zoning amendments throughout the City
of Alameda to address the City’s obligation to accommodate the Regional Housing Needs
Allocation (RHNA).    Each rezoning will require a public hearing before the Planning Board and a
public hearing before the City Council and then a second reading before the City Council.    Your
request for a rezoning of the HB Club can be considered during this public process.
 
Through this public process, the City Council will be able to decide which sites in Alameda it
wishes to accommodate additional housing by specifically designating them as “Housing
Opportunity Sites” in the Housing Element of the General Plan, or by specifically omitting the site
from the list of “Housing Opportunity Sites”.   Some of those sites will require up-zoning to be able
to accommodate the necessary housing.  Obviously, the fewer the number of sites, the larger the
number of units that will need to be accommodated on the list of “opportunity sites”. 
 
The “November Draft Housing Element” that will be discussed by the City Council on November

16th  does include a draft list of housing opportunity sites  (see table on page 6),   and that list
does not include the Harbor Bay Club at this time.  (The Harbor Bay Shopping Center is on that
draft list.)  If the Council decides that they need more sites to accommodate the RHNA, the
Council may choose to add the HBC site to the list of Opportunity Sites any  time over the next 9
months.  If the Council doesn’t need more sites to accommodate the RHNA, the Council can keep
it off the list. Over the course of the next 9 month, the Council will make those final decisions
about all the sites on or off the list.   The Harbor Bay Club site should be part of that discussion.
 
Of course, your request is that the Council “down zone” the HBC site.   We can call it “down
zoning” or we can call it “right zoning”, but both are equally difficult and potentially costly to the
Alameda Tax Payers,  when it is done over the property owners objections.  As you stated,  the
property owner is in the process of attempting to sell their property, and as described by Mr.
Peterson in his newspaper article, the intent of the downzoning is to reduce the value of the
property.    Staff must therefore warn the City Council that any action by the Council at this time
to “down zone” or “right zone” the property in an attempt to reduce the value of the property will
most likely be met with significant opposition from the property owner.  
 
I look forward to working with you and the Harbor Bay community as we all work through these
difficult decisions together over the next year. 
 



- Andrew 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
From: Chris Aria [mailto:chrisaria6060@gmail.com] 
Sent: Thursday, November 11, 2021 7:14 AM
To: Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft <MEzzyAshcraft@alamedaca.gov>; Malia Vella
<MVella@alamedaca.gov>; Tony Daysog <TDaysog@alamedaca.gov>; Trish Spencer
<tspencer@alamedaca.gov>; John Knox White <JknoxWhite@alamedaca.gov>
Cc: Andrew Thomas <athomas@alamedaca.gov>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Correct the Zoning of the Harbor Bay Club

Dear Alameda City Council Members and City Planning staff:

I am a longtime Alameda resident. I am writing with regard to the Housing Element
of the General Plan and the zoning of the Harbor Bay Club (HBC) at 200 Packet
Landing Road.

I signed the following petition along with over 1,000 other Alameda residents:
https://chng.it/5sd4rwrHqh

I understand that the City has a duty to satisfy its housing obligations by meeting its
RHNA and I am supportive of that goal. However, the Harbor Bay Club site should
be left alone. There are other more suitable sites on Bay Farm Island and in the
greater Alameda for additional housing. Moreover, the zoning of the HBC should be
corrected.

For the subsequent reasons, the HBC should be excluded from the Housing
Element and its zoning corrected to reflect that it is a “recreation only” site:

Diminishing the Harbor Bay Club in favor of housing converts a community asset
into a developer entitlement. Historical documents confirmed by City staff state that
Harbor Bay Isle Associates (the original developer) was allowed to build additional
homes on acreage originally designated as recreational space. The City of
Alameda granted HBIA the right to swap 44 acres for a 10-acre Harbor Bay Club
under the provision that “the purpose of the Harbor Bay Club is and shall continue
to be to provide quality recreation facilities for the residents of Harbor Bay Isle
residential development.” The HBC would not exist today if residents were given
the open space that was planned for within each of their neighborhoods. As a
result, the HBC is not a disposable entity because it replaces open space within the
confines of a Planned Unit Development (PUD). Changing a completed PUD is
contrary to the very concept of a PUD, which is to provide a known balance of



residential, commercial and recreational land use. Removing or diminishing the
HBC violates homeowner’s property rights to a recreational facility within the
Community of Harbor Bay Isle.

The HBC never paid a Reclamation District Assessment. The Reclamation District
Bond financed the dredging and filling of all of Harbor Bay Isle and was paid off via
assessments to property owners within the development. Because the HBC did not
pay an assessment, other properties had to pay a higher assessment to
compensate. Other lands that were excluded from assessment were public,
community spaces such as parks. The Harbor Bay Club never paid a Reclamation
District Assessment for the very land upon which it was built—instead, the residents
paid for it. It would be inequitable to allow a private developer to build housing and
profit at the expense of assessments paid for by the members of the surrounding
community.

It is unlikely that any additional housing built on the HBC land would be “affordable”
housing. It is more likely that additional housing there would only be affordable to
the wealthier class. This would go against the City of Alameda General Plan’s goal
of promoting a “healthy, equitable, and inclusive city.” The Harbor Bay Club as a
recreational space is “healthy, equitable, and inclusive.” Persons of all ages and
backgrounds benefit from the many recreational activities that it offers.

It has been stated that if the HBC zoning is changed to something that only permits
recreation, then by state law, the City needs to “up zone” some other site in
Alameda to compensate for the proposed “down zoning” of HBC. However, I
believe that this rule is not applicable here—changing the HBC zoning to
recreation only is not “down zoning”. Rather, it is “right zoning” or
“corrective zoning” to reflect the original and promised intent for the use of
that land: a recreational space for the community. This is not a “taking,” as
nothing is being taken. The land still has plenty of promise and potential as a
recreational site. The original owners were never entitled to build housing
there.

The original developers claimed that the HBC would be a recreational, community
site in order to convince the City to allow the 44 acre land swap so that they could
build additional homes. They then convinced the Reclamation District not to assess
them for the same reason: that HBC would remain a recreational, community site.
Now, it is time that the zoning reflects the same: that the HBC is a recreational,
community site.

It is well known that the current owners of HBC are attempting to sell the property
and have written letters to the City stating that they would like housing to be built on
the site. The current owners have also purposely allowed the HBC to deteriorate so
that they can claim that a recreational facility is no longer financially viable, and that
the site should be rezoned for housing. They have done all of this so that they can
sell the land and gain a huge profit. Obviously, the land would be worth far more if a
buyer was allowed to build housing upon it. It is imperative that the City recognize
this ploy. Allowing housing at the HBC would be extremely inequitable, especially to



those residents who paid the HBC’s share of the Reclamation District Assessment.

If the City of Alameda is going to meet its RHNA and build 5,400 more additional
housing units, then we need to maintain our recreational facilities and spaces to
accommodate the additional residents more housing will bring.

For the sake of the City of Alameda maintaining its credibility, I believe it is
imperative that this land be properly zoned as a recreation only site.

Thank you for your time and for your service to the City of Alameda.

Yours,
Chris Aria



From: sjslauson
To: City Clerk
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Opposition to Agenda item 7-b, Housing Element
Date: Tuesday, November 16, 2021 6:40:37 AM

Dear Mayor Ashcraft, Vice Mayor Vella and Council Members Knox-White, Herrera Spencer and Tony
Daysog:

Alameda Citizens oppose Agenda Item 7-B, Housing Element.

60% of the people of Alameda clearly voted to keep Article 26 in our City Charter by voting NO of
Measure Z. Now our planning department and certain members of the City Council are trying to abolish
the will of the voters and push through a new Housing Element in Alameda's General Plan.

We demand you reject this new Housing Element and not change any of the present Alameda zoning to
allow for an increase in density in existing neighborhoods.

We demand you join other cities in suing the State of California to declare SB 9 void and unlawful,
because it intrudes in a cities right to zone its city according to the will of the people.

Alameda has already started a massive housing increase, as you can see from the developments now
under construction and the developments that have been approved for future construction. Alameda is
doing its part to solve the need for more housing.

We have worked hard to establish our neighborhoods and we intend to keep our neighborhoods.

Stephen Slauson
2426 Otis Drive
Alameda, CA



 

 
 

 
November 15, 2021 

Alameda City Council  
2263 Santa Clara Avenue, Room 190 
Alameda, CA 94501 
 
Subject: November Draft Alameda Housing Element - -Item 7-B on City Council’s 11-16-21 agenda 
 
Dear Mayor Ashcraft and Councilmembers: 
 
This letter is similar to our October 24, 2021 letter to the Planning Board (that was copied to you), but 
modified to reflect our further review of the draft Housing Element and the changes in the November 
draft from the October draft. 
 
The Alameda Architectural Preservation Society (AAPS) is still reviewing the draft Housing Element. 
The following comments are therefore preliminary and subject to modification and expansion. There are 
many complex issues associated with the document and lots of moving parts that involve changing 
proposals and conditions, which make review of the document a challenge.  
 
In its July 6, 2021 report to the City Council, staff presented a good strategy to maximize development at 
Alameda Point and Encinal Terminals that, among other things, would help minimize the amount of 
housing needed in other developed areas to meet the Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA). 
However, rather than take a carefully considered approach to new development in existing built-up areas, 
the draft Housing Element unexpectedly opens the floodgates--especially in residential areas. The draft 
should be modified to reflect the following: 
 

1. Use caution regarding further density increases in existing built-up areas. The draft Housing 
Element proposes significant density increases in ALL residential areas, as well as Park Street, 
Webster Street and the small neighborhood commercial districts along Lincoln and Encinal 
Avenues (or “Stations”), including the historic portions. Since significant parts of these areas 
already have high densities, and much of the R-2 through R-6 Residential Zones  and the business 
districts consists of historic buildings, any density increases in these areas should be limited to 
carefully targeted subareas and only: (i) where necessary to meet the RHNA and other General 
Plan objectives; and (ii) if insufficient development capacity is available in the non-historic 
portions of nonresidential areas to meet the RHNA and other objectives; and (iii) in residential 
areas where adverse impacts on historic buildings and on-street parking will be minimized. In 
addition, all or at least some of the additional units above the existing residential density of 
one unit for 2000 ft.² of lot area should be deed-restricted affordable. 
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Here are comments on the specific proposals: 
 

a. Adding additional units within existing building envelopes with no expansion of the 
envelopes. This proposal is worth exploring, but, to maintain the architectural integrity of 
existing buildings, the proposal should be accompanied by a requirement that there be no 
changes to the exterior except possibly new entry doors for necessary access to the 
additional units. There should also be a provision that minimizes interior demolition to 
promote resource conservation consistent with proposed General Plan provisions and 
discourage overimprovements and major changes in floor plans that can increase 
construction costs and rents. Staff has indicated support for these provisions.  

 
In addition, if no additional off-street parking will be required for the new units, the 
impacts of a lack of additional parking must be considered. The assumption appears to 
be that many of the residents of these units will not have cars, but this assumption needs to 
be verified. In some Alameda neighborhoods, where former one and two unit residences 
have been converted to additional units, cars are sometimes parked in paved or unpaved 
front yards. Allowing for the construction of additional infill housing, with the 
intention of creating units for low to moderate income renters without requiring 
additional parking to accommodate these renters could result in a two tier system.  
Homeowners could create off-street parking spaces for themselves and tenants would 
either have to compete with each other for limited parking spaces or take public 
transportation for all of their basic needs, e.g. grocery shopping and medical 
appointments. This is short-sighted. Many low income persons for reasons of age, 
disability or long commutes may require cars to meet their daily needs and the infill units 
proposed may not be adequate without additional parking.   
 
There should be an analysis that includes existing resident car ownership surveys of 
multifamily buildings in older neighborhoods as well as residents who have moved 
into new multifamily buildings at Alameda Landing and elsewhere. Locational criteria 
for such units should also be developed, perhaps based on surveys of areas where on-street 
parking is normally available and/or where existing residential densities are relatively low.  
 
Also, please consider if density increases within existing building envelopes would 
trigger density bonus projects. (See Comment 1.e below.) If so, would the State Density 
Bonus Law allow the developer to force a waiver of the requirement that new units be 
located within the existing building envelope? 
 
Finally, allowing an unlimited number of units within existing buildings seems 
problematic. There should probably be some cap based on a formula that could include 
such parameters as location (including proximity to major retail districts), and availability 
of on street parking (if no off-street parking is required). 
 
We are continuing to evaluate the proposal based on these and other considerations, so are 
not yet prepared to make a definitive recommendation. 
 

b. Proposed density increases for new construction in the R-2 through R-6 Zones. For 
new construction, the draft Housing Element proposes doubling the existing City Charter 
Article 26 density limit of 2000 ft.² of lot area per unit (ca. 21.78 units per acre) to 1000 sq. 
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ft. of lot area per unit for ALL lots in R-2 through R-4 and increasing the limit by 2 2/3 to 
one unit per 750 sq. ft. of lot area in R-5 and R-6. This proposal will essentially abolish 
Article 26 for most of Alameda. 
 
This upzoning on top of allowing unlimited residential densities within all existing 
buildings as discussed in Item 1a above in order to meet the Housing Element’s 2031 goal 
of 520 new units  in residential areas (increased from 500 units in the October draft) is 
grossly excessive and amounts to overkill.  It is especially reckless since it is much 
harder to downzone then to upzone, if it is later determined that the upzoning was a 
mistake. 
 
Unless mitigated, this blanket density increase will encourage demolition and 
replacement of historic buildings with new and larger buildings and architecturally 
disrupt historic neighborhoods as well as the historic portions of Park Street and 
Webster Street and the Stations. The increases could also encourage architecturally 
incompatible alterations and additions to historic buildings.  
 
Ironically, this proposal could also threaten the existing stock of relatively low-cost 
privately owned rental units by encouraging developers to buy up these buildings and 
replace, expand, and/or renovate them to create more units at higher rents, especially 
if using the State Density Bonus Law. There is an increasingly worrisome trend for large 
institutional developers to do this. Although density bonus projects are based on providing 
affordable units as part of the project, the number of affordable units in many cases will be 
insufficient to offset the loss of the pre-existing affordable units. 
 
The upzoning will also inflate land values, further inhibiting affordable housing and 
primarily benefitting existing property owners and speculators. 
 
Although the City requires Historical Advisory Board (HAB) approval of demolition of 
properties on the Historic Building Study List or that were constructed prior to 1942, 
pressure from developers due to the opportunities provided by the intensity increases, 
are likely to encourage demolition proposals. And even if the HAB denies a demolition, 
the demolition can be appealed to the City Council, which can approve the demolition if 
the Council finds that “Upon the evidence of qualified sources, that the historical resource 
is incapable of earning an economic return on its value”. This further increases the 
likelihood of more demolitions given the significant discretion offered by this demolition 
finding. 
 
In an early draft of the proposed General Plan and elsewhere, staff had implied that this 
kind of density increase in existing residential areas would be limited to vacant lots. 
Perhaps limiting the density increases to vacant lots should be the strategy in R-2 
through R-6 if increased density in these zones is really necessary to meet the RHNA. 
 

c. Proposed upzoning of the R-1 one family zone to allow one unit per 1250 sq. ft. of lot 
area by right.  We oppose this upzoning, which, like the proposed R-2 through R-6 
upzonings, is overkill. For a standard 5000 square-foot lot, the upzoning would allow four 
regular dwelling units plus up to three ADUs (one attached and two detached) resulting in 
a total of up to seven units on what used to be a one-family lot. This even goes beyond 
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the recently enacted Senate Bill 9 (SB 9) which mandates allowing up to four regular units 
on a lot but no ADUs if the four units are developed. The SB 9 approach is therefore a less 
extreme upzoning regarding density. But if SB 9 is used, Alameda’s design review manual 
would not be applicable to the new units, which would be subject only to Alameda’s 
recently enacted and much weaker Objective Design Standards.  
 
An alternative approach would be to just change R–1 to R-2, which under current rules, 
would result in only five units (two regular units plus up to three ADUs).  However, the R-
2 strategy is viable only if the R-2 is not upzoned as discussed in Item 1b above. 
 

d. Carefully evaluate the proposed 60 units per acre residential density for Park Street 
and Webster Street and the Stations.  
 
Although this section is titled “Site 13 and 14 Park Street and Webster Street Rezoning”, 
the actual list of zoning amendments also refers to the C-1 Zone which applies to the 
neighborhood commercial districts (or “Stations”). The existing heading is therefore 
misleading and needs to be changed to reflect this section’s applicability to the 
Stations. 
 
This relatively high residential density of 60 units per acre may be appropriate for at least 
some portions of Park Street and Webster Street given the draft General Plan’s proposed 
3.0 floor area ratio (FAR) for these districts and if a three-story (approximately 40 foot) 
height limit can be provided for the historic portions of Park and Webster Streets and the 
existing two story/30’ height limit is retained for the Stations. (The height limit is already 
40’ for Webster Street and much of Park Street.) The overall strategy to promote small 
units through a generous residential density within a relatively small maximum building 
envelope as defined by the 3.0 FAR seems to make sense but should be clearly explained 
in the text.  
 
However, we are concerned that developers who seek larger units will use the State 
Density Bonus Law to force height limit increases and defeat the strategy’s intent to 
promote small units. It has been assumed that in today’s residential market, the demand is 
for smaller units and that larger units will not pencil out. But market conditions can change 
over time and perhaps 10 or 20 years from now the demand will be more for larger units. 
Even in today’s market, we have seen multi-unit residential projects outside of Alameda 
that have up to 7 bedrooms and bathrooms in each “unit” with the apparent intent to make 
each unit a rooming house to appeal to residents who are attracted to a congregate lifestyle 
as well as the lower rental cost of this kind of housing. 
  
Housing Elements and other urban planning documents have the inherent duty to 
consider changing conditions to avoid unintended consequences.  It is not clear whether 
the draft Housing Element has done this. If the intent is to provide a sufficiently higher 
residential density to promote housing development, our understanding is that in today’s 
market a residential density of about 40 units per acre in nonresidential areas is sufficient 
(equal to a by-right density of 30 units per acre with a 33% density bonus) rather than the 
proposed 60 units per acre. 
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Given these complex considerations, we are still evaluating this proposal so are not yet 
prepared to make a definitive recommendation. 
 

e. The impacts of the State Density Bonus Law on height limits, FAR, other 
development regulations and overall future density must be considered in the 
Housing Element. 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 density increases will greatly increase the number of sites eligible for 
density bonus projects Citywide. 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 increase to one unit per 1000 sq. ft. of lot area for ALL lots 5000 sq. ft. and greater 
in R-2 through R-6 and apparently in all nonresidential zones would result in ALL of these 
lots becoming eligible for a density bonus project with associated potential height limit 
increases and other relaxation of zoning standards.  The Housing Element must include 
an estimate of how many additional density bonus project sites could result from the 
Citywide proposed density increases and include strategies to discourage density 
bonus projects in historic and other sensitive areas that exceed the FARs and height 
limits. Can this discussion be provided? The proposed height limits in addition to the 
FARs in the Draft General Plan also need to be stated. Otherwise, we are flying blind.   
 
One such strategy might be to allow extra density for small units with a conditional 
use permit, but only if the conditionally permitted density is not used as the base density 
for purposes of density bonus projects. Another possibility might be for Alameda to 
establish its own density bonus program that provides a bigger bonus than available 
under the state program, but requires conformity to height limits and possibly FAR 
and other specified regulations. This would have the same effect as the proposed by-right 
densities and promote smaller units with less risk of triggering state density bonus projects 
that could exceed the height limits. Emeryville has developed a density bonus program 
similar to this. The strategy could also require that a specified percentage of the bonus 
units be affordable, like the state program, but perhaps only for projects where the total 
number of units exceeds a specified threshold. 
 

f. Possible alternative strategy to blanket upzoning of residential areas. Staff is 
concerned that without the expanded upzoning discussed in Items 1a, 1b, and 1c above, the 
City could fall short of the goal of providing 520 new housing units in existing residential 
areas by the 2031 target date. But the recent expansion of ADU opportunities to 
multifamily buildings and allowance of junior ADUs in addition to regular ADUs is 
likely to increase ADU production beyond staff’s assumption of 60 units per year (480 
units by 2031). The increasing publicity regarding ADUs and increasing number of ADU 
design and construction specialists promoting ADUs should further increase production. 
 
The rate of ADU production is already increasing dramatically. In Alameda, 26 ADUs 
permits were issued in 2019, 39 in 2020 and 64 as of November 1, 2021, putting 2021 on 
track for a total of 77 ADUs. The ADU permit issuance rate should be monitored as the 
Housing Element process moves forward and the expected total ADUs provided by 2031 
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adjusted based on this issuance. Given the rate of 2021 production so far and the trajectory, 
a rate of 77 ADUs per year (616 by 2031) does not seem unreasonable. 
 
Upzoning R-1 either through the Housing Element or SB 9, as discussed in Item 1c above, 
will provide still more units by 2031. 

 
 All of these considerations suggest that staff‘s concerns are overstated. 

 
A possible overall strategy might be to provide a more limited version of the 
residential area proposals that would only include additional units within existing 
building envelopes and higher density only on vacant lots. If after a specified period of 
time (perhaps three or four years) the City is falling short in meeting the RHNA, further 
targeted upzonings and/or other development incentives could be considered. We 
understand that the State Housing and Community Development Department (HCD) is 
open to this kind of phased approach. 
 

2. In addition to Alameda Point and Encinal Terminals, prioritize other portions of the 
northern waterfront (especially the estuary shopping centers) as sites for additional housing 
to take the upzoning pressure off of existing residential areas and the historic business 
districts. The College of Alameda and other large sites should also be considered. Besides 
minimizing adverse impacts on historic buildings and neighborhoods, focusing on these sites will 
minimize transportation impacts given the estuary sites’ and College of Alameda’s (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. To facilitate the focus on 
Alameda Point, the estuary shopping centers, College of Alameda and other large  sites, the 
City should initiate the following actions ASAP: 

 
a. Direct staff to 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. The request should have been submitted months 
ago. We have repeatedly urged that it be initiated ASAP.  
 
Unfortunately draft Housing Element Policy HE-10b relegates this critical step to a follow 
up action to be taken after the Housing Element is adopted. Why has the City not yet 
submitted the request to remove the Alameda Point housing cap? 
 

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 said that the owners of the 
South Shore Shopping Center have expressed interest in housing development. Staff has 
told us that the owners of the Marina Village Shopping Center have also expressed interest. 
However, we understand that as of October 28 the owners of Bridgeside and Alameda 
Landing have not yet been contacted. Has such contact been made and if not, why not? 
If such contact has been made, can staff report on the results?  
 
The draft Housing Element’s shopping center zoning proposal on page 12 shows a 
residential density of only 43.5 units per acre, which is too low. 90 units per acre was 
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previously proposed, which would be more appropriate. Perhaps an even higher density 
should be considered if this is what it would take to avoid upzoning existing residential 
areas and historic commercial areas. A higher density would also more likely induce the 
owners to provide a written statement of intent to develop a specific number of residential 
units on their site as required by HCD. 
 
Related to this, zero units are now estimated for the estuary shopping centers. Only the 800 
units that have already been proposed for South Shore are now included in the shopping 
center category. In the July 6 capacity analysis presented to the City Council, a range of 
800 to 1200 units for all of the shopping centers, including South Shore, was presented, 
indicating development capacity of 400 units, rather than zero, for the shopping centers in 
addition to South Shore. In the October, 2021 Housing Element draft, this estimate for all 
of the shopping centers was reduced to 1000 units, leaving 200 units for the shopping 
centers outside of South Shore. Now the estimate is zero. Why is this? Staff has told us 
but even without a written statement from the property owners, HCD will probably accept 
at least several hundred units for the non-South Shore shopping centers. Given the vast 
parking areas (especially at Marina Village) and one story existing buildings at all of 
the estuary shopping centers, it appears that the development capacity of the non-
South Shore shopping centers is much greater than the 400 units assigned on July 6. 
 
In any case, it is critical to engage with the owners ASAP. 

 
c. Engage with the College of Alameda to determine the college’s interest in developing 

housing on its campus and identify housing development strategies. The college has 
previously expressed interest in developing student housing on campus. Housing for 
faculty and staff might be another possibility. Since there will be no land costs, feasibility 
of below market rate housing is enhanced. Like Items 2.a and 2.b. above, engagement 
with the college should be initiated as soon as possible to determine the college’s level 
of interest and, if applicable, the number of potential units that could be applied to 
the RHNA. 
 

d. Investigate other underutilized sites for housing development. One example might be 
Alameda Unified School District properties, especially the underutilized warehouse next to 
Thompson Field on Clement Avenue, which we believe the school district is considering 
selling. 

 
3. Other issues. 

 
a. Clarify the role of existing the Citywide Design Review Manual. Why does HE-9b refer 

only to the objective design standards for “new residential development” with no mention 
of the Citywide Design Review Manual? Our understanding is that the objective standards 
apply only to affordable housing projects, SB9 projects and ADUs. Would not other new 
residential development still be subject to discretionary design review and the design 
review manual? Related to this, the objective design standards adopted by the Planning 
Board in February 2020 need to be beefed up.  
 

b. Will HE-9c’s “ministerial/staff level review for affordable housing and housing for 
the homeless” still provide at least a “courtesy” public notification? 
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c. Clarify the proposed rescission or mitigation of “housing development standards that 

are exclusionary, discriminatory or otherwise impede the development of housing and 
multi-family housing that is affordable…”(HE – 27). This policy lists among the 
barriers “single-family restrictions, low density housing, minimum lot size requirements, 
setback requirements, on-site open space, or parking requirements”. With regard to “single 
family restrictions and low density zoning”, implementation of this policy is presumably 
reflected in the zoning proposals provided in Chapter 2, which we have responded to in 
Item 1 above. Examples of proposals for REVISED minimum lot size requirements, 
setback requirements, on-site open space, and parking requirements that could 
implement this policy should similarly be provided so that the City’s intent is clearer 
and public comments can be more focused.  

 
Implementation of Policy HE-27 should be cautious. Many lower income household and 
members of “protected classes” aspire to live in single-family and/or lower density 
neighborhoods and will move out of multifamily housing when given the chance to 
relocate to lower density and/or single family housing, even moving to distant suburbs and 
enduring long commutes. Housing elements and other land-use planning documents 
should not seek to indiscriminately rescind or excessively “mitigate” single-family or 
other low density zoning provisions but instead promote a range of housing types and 
neighborhoods that adequately serve the needs and aspirations of everyone. 
 

d.  There is no HE – 20. Has something been left out? 
 
Thank you for the opportunity 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: Planning Board (by electronic transmission) 
    City Manager, Assistant City Manager and City Clerk (by electronic transmission) 

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

 AAPS membership list (by electronic transmission) 
 

 



From: John Klipsch
To: Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft; Tony Daysog; John Knox White; Trish Spencer; Malia Vella; Eric Levitt; City Clerk
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Comment on Alameda Up-zoning
Date: Monday, November 15, 2021 11:39:07 PM

Hello All,

The up-zoning will happen but it doesn't have to be mismanaged.

* We're looking at 10k additional people and the worry is inter-traffic through Posey tube and Park Ave. I've lived in
middle Alameda for the past 3 years and it has gotten noticeably worse. The tunnel is a deathtrap with no ingression
of fresh air when leaving the island which  can take between 10-15 minutes.

* Pursue all avenues to lift the cap at the old Naval base and provide the majority of new housing over there. With 
that, however, we need another tunnel or bridge on the West End.

* Consider adding housing units along the estuary, particularly the underutilized shopping district. 

* Allocate more housing units to non-historic blocks on the Park St. and Webster St. corridors. 

Thank you

mailto:jklipsch@gmail.com
mailto:MEzzyAshcraft@alamedaca.gov
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mailto:MVella@alamedaca.gov
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From: Donna Fletcher
To: Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft; Malia Vella; Tony Daysog; Trish Spencer; John Knox White; Lara Weisiger; Andrew

Thomas
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Please Correct the Zoning of the Harbor Bay Club
Date: Monday, November 15, 2021 11:10:15 PM

Dear Mayor Ashcraft and Members of the Alameda City Council, 

I am writing to ask you to protect the Harbor Bay Club use as permanent recreational space for
Alameda citizens by changing its zoning to reflect its use over its 40-year lifetime. 

The City has confirmed the recreation use of the Harbor Bay Club site many times, most
recently in 2015 when the Alameda CIty Council voted unanimously 4-0 to confirm its current
use and not rezone it for housing.

It is now time to align the Harbor Bay Club property with its historical precedent as a
community recreation center. To remove the Harbor Bay Club from its current use takes away
a valuable community resource that can never be regained. Please take action to protect the
Harbor Bay Club and its 10-acre site with adequate zoning that reflects its current use.

Thank you for your consid,
Donna Fletcher
112 Centre Court, Alameda
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From: Laura Ramirez-Gonzalez
To: Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft; John Knox White; Tony Daysog; Malia Vella; Trish Spencer
Cc: Eric Levitt; Gerry Beaudin; Andrew Thomas; Lara Weisiger; Allen Tai; Ronald Curtis; Alan Teague; Rona

Rothenberg; Asheshh Saheba; Teresa Ruiz; Hanson Hom; Xiomara Cisneros
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Lift Navy Cap at the Base to relieve overbuilding
Date: Monday, November 15, 2021 8:41:59 PM

Dear Alameda Mayor and City Council Members,

I implore you to move as quickly as possible to lift the building cap policy at the Alameda Navy
Base in order to comply with the new housing requirements being imposed on our city by the
state. It is completely unreasonable to expect the portions of the city that are already packed
with homes and extremely limited public areas to accommodate more housing when we have
such an immense and almost extravagant expanse of land at our disposal at the base. 

Your delays in making this decision imply a gross disregard of the wishes of the community of
Alameda and a complete lack of common sense. 

Please allow Trish Spencer's referral asking the Council to formally vote on this lift the cap
policy to be heard and vote in favor of lifting the cap as soon as possible.

With regards,
Laura Ramirez-Gonzalez
1035 Via Bonita
Alameda, CA 94502
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From: Peter Conn
To: Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft; John Knox White; Tony Daysog; Malia Vella; Trish Spencer
Cc: Eric Levitt; Gerry Beaudin; Andrew Thomas; Lara Weisiger; Allen Tai; Ronald Curtis; Alan Teague; Rona

Rothenberg; Asheshh Saheba; Teresa Ruiz; Hanson Hom; Xiomara Cisneros
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Housing Element Concerns
Date: Monday, November 15, 2021 7:35:28 PM

Dear Mayor Ashcroft and esteemed Council Members:

I am writing to show my support for letters recently sent by the Alameda Citizens Task
Force (ACT) and the Alameda Architectural Preservation Society (AAPS) regarding
the Housing Element.  

I implore you to take a smart growth approach in meeting our ABAG required 5353
housing units, and urge you to take the following action:

Remove the R2-R6 up-zoning on the proposed housing element plan, and adopt a
consideration to maintain ADUs to no more than current state allowance of 16 feet in
the R1 neighborhoods so as not to impose-height related privacy encroachment on
the neighbors.
 
Pursue all avenues to lift the cap at the old Naval base so that new housing can be
built there. Please provide a public report detailing the current status of the project for
removing the housing cap at Alameda Point.

Support and encourage homeowners and businesses to submit applications to the
California Register of Historic Resources to protect architectural design and height
limits to our neighborhoods, including the areas called "The Stations" where the old
trolley cars once stopped.

Consider adding housing units along the estuary, particularly the underutilized
shopping district.

Allocate more housing units to non-historic blocks on the Park St. and Webster St.
corridors.

Address the parking issue that will result from the construction of the proposed 5353
units. Provide a solution to the latest decision to remove all parking requirements for
new buildings.  Like it or not, the amount of cars on the island will increase in direct
proportion to the number of new units built, and we need a realistic plan to deal with
this.

Thank you for your attention to these matters.

Sincerely,
Peter Conn
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