
From: Patricia Lamborn
To: Lara Weisiger
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Fwd: RHNA Public Hearing
Date: Wednesday, November 4, 2020 4:04:50 PM

-----Original Message-----
From: Patricia Lamborn <patricia.lamborn@aol.com>
To: mezzyashcraft@alamedaca.gov <mezzyashcraft@alamedaca.gov>; jknoxwhite@alamedaca.gov
<jknoxwhite@alamedaca.gov>; joddie@alamedaca.gov <joddie@alamedaca.gov>;
mvella@alamedaca.gov <mvella@alamedaca.gov>; tdaysog@alamedaca.gov
<tdaysog@alamedaca.gov>
Sent: Wed, Nov 4, 2020 4:01 pm
Subject: RHNA Public Hearing

Dear Mayor Ashcraft, Vice Mayor Knox White, Council Members Vella, Oddie and Daysog,

Earlier this year The California Housing and Community Development Agency (HCD) announced the
determination of the 2023-2031 Bay area Regional Housing Needs Assessment RHNA)  
 
 The ABAG Methodology Committee adopted a formula that will result in an allocation for Alameda of
4900 units.  ABAG Executive Board tentatively adopted a formula but also  announced that it would open
a public comment period on Oct. 25 followed by a public hearing on Nov. 12, after which both the
Committee and the Board will reassess the formula. I believe the current formula does not give enough
weight to safety hazards. 
  
 Mayors of five Contra Costa County  cities have signed a letter appealing  for an alternative
methodology, which would reduce Alameda's allocation from 4,900 units to 3,252 units.  

I'm writing asking the Alameda City Council to join these Cities in their appeal.
 
We should adopt a housing allocation that offers our  resources to new residents, but also factors  in
hazards such as sea level rise.  The housing proposals in the pipeline in Alameda  are  for waterfront
housing ( Encinal Terminals and Shoreline Shopping Center.) That does not fufill the stated goal of
increasing our affordable housing stock. Waterfront= expensive.   We must have a plan for housing  infill
AWAY from the waterfront.  There is NO plan to deal with flooding on Shoreline Drive and other locations
in Alameda. 

 The allocation of 4,900 units will push housing to the edge of our waterfront. We all know that.  

Sincerely,

Patricia Lamborn
patricia.lamborn@aol.com
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From: Diane Foster
To: manager@alameda.gov; athomas@alameda.gov; Lara Weisiger; Tony Daysog; Jim Oddie; Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft;

John Knox White; Malia Vella
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Addressing Housing Allocation at tonight"s meeting
Date: Wednesday, November 4, 2020 3:46:57 PM
Attachments: PastedGraphic-1.tiff
Importance: High

City Manager, Mayor and Council Members,

I believe you are now all aware that 5 Mayors of Contra Costa County cities have
proposed an alternative methodology for their cities, which if enacted by ABAG will
lower the allocation housing for their municipalities  of the 2023-2031 period.   This
was forward thinking by these cities, and because of huge infrastructure needs that
should be addressed here in Alameda before a large housing increase, I believe that
Alameda needs to keep pace with these forward-thinking Contra-Costa Cities.  
This action was not put on tonight’s agenda by the City Manager.  I see this as a
huge oversight.  

I am writing to urgently request that you deal with this issue tonight or ASAP!  

The new allocation of 4900 units will include a requirement of well over 50%
affordable. Thus, history tells us that it will take at least 13,500 new units to
reach this new affordable goal. Alameda currently has about 32,000 dwellings.
This is a 42% increase with no infrastructure to support it!
Our current allocation of 975 affordable units and 748 market rate units has
resulted in the approval of over 4000 total units (over 3000 market rate) and we
have still not reached our affordable goal. This is because most developers offer
only 16% affordable units. 

Please be strategic and smart about long-range plans for our very busy, growing
city.  I urge you to take this up ASAP.    THANK YOU FOR YOUR SERVICE, Diane
Foster, 107 Centre Ct., Alameda, CA

Diane Foster, MA, Career Development and Master Certified Coach
President of Diane Foster & Associates
Author:  The Skill Kit for Leaders:  "Real-Time" Resources for Developing Leadership  Skills
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From: sjslauson
To: City Clerk
Subject: [EXTERNAL] City Council Agenda, Nov 4, Item 9A, Support Reducing ABAG Allocation of Affordable Housing to

3,252 Units
Date: Wednesday, November 4, 2020 12:59:04 PM

Mayor Ashcraft and Council Members Knox-White, Vella, Oddie and Daysog

This is a request you vote to join the Contra Costa cities in seeking a less burdensome allocation of 4900
units suggested by the ABAG Methodology Committee to 3252 units by using a different methodology.
This alternate methodology was suggest by five Contra Costa cities in a letter sent to ABAG. The 3252
units are in line with the City of Alameda's current allocation of 4000 total units (affordable and market
rate). The City of Alameda has the same infrastructure problem with traffic that hasn't been addressed by
the ABAG Methodology Committee.

Thank you.

Stephen Slauson
2426 Otis Drive 
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From: Diane Molter
To: Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft; John Knox White; Jim Oddie; Malia Vella; Tony Daysog
Cc: Lara Weisiger; Andrew Thomas; Manager Manager
Subject: [EXTERNAL] My comments on: Agenda Item 9-A for Alameda City Council Meeting on 11/4/2020
Date: Wednesday, November 4, 2020 12:38:14 PM
Importance: High

Dear Mayor Ashcraft, Vice Mayor Knox-White, and Council Members Oddie, Vella and Daysog:
 
I understand that the November 4, 2020 Alameda City Council meeting will have as Item 9-A a
matter relating to the RHNA (Bay Area Regional Housing Needs Assessment) and the formula used to
calculate the recommended number of housing units.
 
I urge you to join the other 5 Bay Area Tri-Valley cities in requesting the State to use a different
methodology that will lower our housing numbers for the next RHNA period.  This would create a
more equitable division among Alameda and other cities.
 
It would also appear that consideration should be given to the fact that Alameda is an island city and
that the sea level will be rising in the future.  Our buildable space may be less due to this forecast.
 
Another concern would be the added traffic that a large number of additional housing units may
cause.  I live on Bay Farm and it already can be difficult to get in and out of the area during commute
hours. 
 
Thank you for your consideration.
 
Sincerely,
 
Diane M. Molter
Resident of Alameda for 38 Years
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From: rob_hough_alameda@yahoo.com
To: City Clerk; Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft; Malia Vella; Jim Oddie; Tony Daysog; tony_daysog@yahoo.com; jknox-

white@alamedaca.gov
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Alameda should join east bay cities for review of state housing requirements due to reduced

capacity
Date: Wednesday, November 4, 2020 11:29:01 AM

Dear Mayor Ashcraft, Vice Mayor Knox-White, and Council Members, Oddie, Vella
and Daysog: 

Please join other East Bay cities in petitioning for reduced new housing goals of the
state due to the natural history of the area between 2 active earthquake faults.
Alameda is particularly and wholly vulnerable to liquifaction. My geology professor
George Hilton identified the problem 50 years ago but it doesn't receive much
attention as it interferes with real estate interests. 
Will the City of Alameda accept responsibility for having approved additional new
developments after a catastrophic event? Wouldn't it be more prudent to adequately
identify the risks and act to reduce future exposure? Please consider future liability as
well as the lack of current egress and advocate for more realistic housing projections.

Thank you for your consideration.
Roberta Hough
911 San Antonio Ave
Alameda, CA 94501
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From: David M
To: Lara Weisiger; Jim Oddie; John Knox White; Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft; Malia Vella
Subject: [EXTERNAL] We"re all concerned about new State housing allotments and it"s impact for Alameda, and for us.
Date: Wednesday, November 4, 2020 10:09:00 AM

Dear City Manager, Mayor and Council Members,

We are asking you to join the other 5 Bay Area Cities in urging the State to
use the different numerical methodology which will lower our housing
numbers for the next RHNA period.

Alameda does NOT have the infrastructure to support an enormous increase in
number of homes. As our elected city officials, please assume your responsibility
to keep your current residents safe and protected and to fight for a fair and
reasonable housing allocation.

Sincerely,
David Lee
Justin Circle, Alameda
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From: Patricia Baer
To: Lara Weisiger; Tony Daysog; Jim Oddie; Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft; Malia Vella; John Knox White; Andrew Thomas;

Manager Manager
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Agenda 9-A
Date: Wednesday, November 4, 2020 9:21:48 AM

Councilmembers

After the strong defeat of Measure Z, it is apparent that the will of the people is against density on our island. I hope
that you will remember this mandate while discussing our RHNA numbers.

We’re watching the subject.

Patsy Baer
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From: Dave & Pat Lee
To: Manager Manager; Andrew Thomas; Lara Weisiger; Tony Daysog; Jim Oddie; Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft; John Knox

White; Malia Vella
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Lower our housing numbers for the next RHNA period
Date: Tuesday, November 3, 2020 9:57:08 PM

Dear City Manager, Mayor and Council Members,

We are asking you to join the other 5 Bay Area Cities in urging the State to use the
different numerical methodology which will lower our housing numbers for the next
RHNA period.

Alameda does NOT have the infrastructure to support an enormous increase in
number of homes. As our elected city officials, please assume your responsibility to
keep your current residents safe and protected and to fight for a fair and reasonable
housing allocation.

Sincerely,
Patricia Lee
Justin Circle, Alameda
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From: Alexandra Petrich
To: Eric Levitt; Tony Daysog; Jim Oddie; Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft; John Knox White; Malia Vella; City Clerk
Subject: [EXTERNAL] City of Alameda"s housing allocation
Date: Tuesday, November 3, 2020 8:58:20 PM

Dear Council Members and City Manager:

I am writing  to urge the council members to vote to direct the City Manager and Staff to work with the five Contra
Costa cities to pursue a reduction in the City of Alameda's housing allocation during the public comment period and
at the November 12 ABAG meeting.

As for Andrew Thomas's recent email to supporters of this effort to persuade ABAG to recalculate Alameda's unfair
housing allocation, Mr. Thomas's suggestion that Alameda should not pursue this course because it would be
somehow "unfair" to OTHER cities is hogwash.  We expect our City Counsel and our City Manager and Planning
Staff to take action that is in the best interests of the people of Alameda -- for whom Council, City Manager, and
Staff work.  Further, I agree completely with the arguments set forth by Paul Foreman in his response, and refer you
to his email.

Very truly yours,

Alexandra Petrich
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From: Rob Halford
To: Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft; Malia Vella; Jim Oddie; Tony Daysog; Andrew Thomas; Manager Manager
Cc: City Clerk
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Item 9A for Nov. 4 Council meeting: ABAG Housing Allocations
Date: Monday, November 2, 2020 10:19:03 PM

Dear Mayor Ashcraft, Vice Mayor Knox-White, Council Members, Oddie, Vella and Daysog,
City Manager Levitt, and Planning Director Thomas:

I am writing to add my ardent support to that provided by my Alameda neighbors requesting a
proactive and earnest effort by our city leadership, to challenge the requirements imposed by
the state and ABAG for new housing in Alameda.

As representatives of other Bay Area cities will most assuredly represent the interests of those
communities, it is incumbent upon our leaders to do the same on behalf of Alameda and its
citizens.  This should not be a question of ideology, but one of practicality and achieving
outcomes that best serve the people of our city.  

Additional development, on top of the considerable amount that has already been approved
will incrementally worsen the effect on traffic, crowding, and public safety in case of
emergency for, yes, an island city with limited options to get on, off, or across.  Though some
development is inevitable and appropriate, I ask that you, as our leaders, seek to optimize this
expectation rather than accept what has been allotted to us without challenge. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Regards,

Rob Halford 
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From: Manuel Jasso
To: Manager Manager; Andrew Thomas; Lara Weisiger; Tony Daysog; Jim Oddie; Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft; John Knox

White; Malia Vella
Subject: [EXTERNAL] State Housing Needs vs Alameda
Date: Monday, November 2, 2020 9:43:23 PM

Dear City Officials,

It has come to my attention that the state is changing the housing needs allocation
numbers and this would increase even more the number of houses that would have to be
built in Alameda.

I understand the State may be doing the right thing, but there is plenty of room in many
other cities across the state, Alameda doesn't have the infrastructure to support many more
homes.

Please, you represent us, the Alameda residents, please do whatever necessary to avoid
having more houses built in our city.

I understand there are 5 other Bay Area cities that are urging the state to change the
numbering methodology, I urge you to please join those cities.

I have lived in Alameda since 1993 and I have seen it grow a lot more than I would like to.

Respectfully,

~Manuel Jasso
Alameda resident since 1993, Bay Farm
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From: Donna Fletcher
To: Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft; John Knox White; Tony Daysog; Jim Oddie; Malia Vella; Lara Weisiger
Cc: Andrew Thomas; Eric Levitt; Paul Foreman <ps4man@comcast.net> >
Subject: [EXTERNAL] In consideration of Alameda"s Regional Housing Needs Allocation
Date: Monday, November 2, 2020 8:54:16 PM

Dear Mayor Ashcraft, Vice Mayor Knox-White, and Council Members, Daysog, Oddie, and Vella, Vellan
embers of the Council and City Staff,

I am writing because of my concern about the impact of a 4,900 dwelling allocation for ALameda under
ABAG's Regional Housing Needs Allocation. I have read Andrew Thomas very helpful summary of the
regional planning issues, as well as Paul Foreman's detailed and balanced arguments for the inclusion of sea
level rise as a significant natural hazard that should be factored into Alameda's housing allocation.  

My concern is exacerbated by the fact that I do not see any evidence of local or regional funding or planning
for mitigation of housing impacts of any sort, but especially the looming costs of strategic planning to
address sea-level rise on our island. 

I urge the Council to please use its influence and authority to advocate for a regional housing allocation that
addresses a revised natural hazard ranking.

I agree with Foreman's statement, "We should be very open to a housing allocation that offers our high
resources to new residents, so long as it also tempers that determination by giving weight to our very high
natural hazard factor."  

Thank you for your consideration,

Donna Fletcher
112 Centre Court
Alameda, CA 94502
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From: Edward Sing
To: Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft; Tony_Daysog; Jim Oddie; John Knox White; Lara Weisiger; Eric Levitt; Malia Vella; Reyla

Graber; Andrew Thomas; p4man@comcast.net
Subject: Re: [EXTERNAL] URGENT: City Council Must Challenge New State housing Allocation Numbers!!
Date: Monday, November 2, 2020 7:55:30 PM

Andrew: thank you for your reply.  Yes, housing is a complicated issue, especially
here in the Bay are where supply is limited and costly.

Please be clear that I am not advocating simply pushing our social responsibility for
housing elsewhere.  I am asking for our elected leaders and City staff to advocate
with the State for reasonable housing unit numbers given our island city's unique
characteristics.   I assume, but you have not clearly stated, whether Alameda has
provided input to the State and what that input was,  during development of the RHNA
numbers. You have previously heard from constituents that our island infrastructure is
already overburdened. Adding a significant number of housing units to meet the
state's affordable unit goals will greatly exacerbate an already stressed system.

As a constituent, I and many others are expecting you and our City leaders to work
with the State in reevaluating these high targets. If "set in stone", ask the state who
will pay for the infrastructure to support these additional units. Will the state provide
grants? Who will provide funds to ensure residents can escape the island during an
emergency? (As a side note, why are we considering building a costly bicycle bridge
between Alameda and Oakland?  when we should be using our limited resources to
build additional vehicle bridge to accommodate emergency egress as well as relieve
the current traffic burden on our other egress points.)

Alameda is looking to you and the City Council to actively support regional housing
goals BUT ensure it is tempered with the needs and limitations of this island city.

Regards, Ed Sing

On Monday, November 2, 2020, 03:43:45 PM PST, Andrew Thomas <athomas@alamedaca.gov> wrote:

Hello Ed, 

 

I hope you and your family are staying safe and well, and thank you for your email
regarding the RHNA.   You make it sound so easy!   Almost a no-brainer.    I wish it were
that simple.   Here is some information for you that you might find interesting and, in
particular, about the proposal from the Tri-Valley cities, which you are advocating for.   I
hope this information is helpful to you as you participate in this discussion.

 

State vs. Region vs. Local.    Housing is a statewide issue. The State mandates that every Region do its
fair share and that every region allocate that fair share to the cities and counties within the region.   If
Alameda "appeals', its number, because we feel it is too high, we must convince the Regional Agencies
to change the allocation so that we get less, but some other cities in the region get more.  It’s a zero-sum
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proposition:  the units need to be placed somewhere in the Bay Area, so if they go down in Alameda, they
need to go up somewhere else.

 

  

Regional Plan:  Sustainability and Equity.  The regional housing need must be allocated between cities in
accordance with the Regional Plan.  The Regional Plan has two basic principles:  1)  Sustainability. The
Bay Area should grow sustainably, which means we should put housing near the jobs to reduce commute
trips and greenhouse gases, and 2) Equity.  The Bay Area should grow equitably, which means we
should ensure that all Bay Area residents are provided equal and fair opportunities to thrive with a high
quality of life. 

 

 

Jobs and Housing.  We all agree that it is good to put the housing near the jobs, but what this means is
that the vast majority of the new housing goes to the big cities of Oakland, San Jose, and San Francisco,
which is where the jobs are primarily located.  Unfortunately, these big cities also have the most
overcrowded school systems, a large percentage of lower income housing, and the most overused parks
and open space systems.   So, if the region puts all housing near jobs, it is placing most new housing and
new affordable housing in the very cities that have the least resources to provide for those new residents,
hence it is inequitable.  

 

Equity.  If we push all the new housing to the Big Cities,  cities with good schools, wonderful parks, and
low percentages of lower income households, but very few jobs (such as Piedmont, Alameda,  and all the
cities in Marin County) don’t provide very much new housing, relative to the big cities.    Essentially, we
continue the trends of the last 50 years.

 

So, after about a year of public meetings and debate,  the regional planners adjusted the formula to
distribute more of the Regional Housing Needs to those cities that are close to major job centers (like
Alameda and Piedmont), but that also have great schools, parks, etc.  In doing so, the regional planners
are attempting to rectify and reverse long standing land use policies that have reinforced and supported
regional inequities, segregation and discrimination in the Bay Area. 

 

The Tri Valley Cities proposal recommends reversing the efforts of the regional planners and reducing 
the “Equity” aspect of the formula so that more housing goes to the big cities and less to the smaller more
affluent cities, like Alameda.   For us locally, in the Tri Valley scenario, Alameda’s total allocation goes
down by about 1,500 units, but Oakland’s goes up by about 7,700 units for a total of about 35,000 units.  
(If you are worried about traffic from new housing in the Alameda/Oakland area,  you may find it
interesting that  Oakland/Alameda together get more housing in the TriValley proposal than in the
regional planner’s “equity” proposal)

 

How Does Alameda Feel About Equity?  So in summary, if Alameda wants to support the Tri Valley
proposal, Alameda must be comfortable advocating to retain the existing land use trends where the big
cities (SF, Oak, and SJ) provide for most of the region’s housing need, and smaller more affluent cities
with good schools and parks bear a smaller burden for providing for those families. 

 



Does Alameda as a community care more about lowering our allocation by about 1,500 units or does
Alameda care more about addressing inequities in the Bay Area?   It’s an interesting policy question, and
everyone will have a different opinion based upon their personal perspectives and values. 

 

At the end of the day, this regional conversation will continue over the next 6 months and our final
allocation will probably end up being somewhere between 3,300 and 4,900 (the low end if region lessens
equity emphasis, high end if they retain equity emphasis.) 

 

I hope this email has been helpful, and thank you for participating in these important planning issues. 

 

-          Andrew   

 

 

From: Edward Sing [mailto:singtam168@att.net] 
Sent: Monday, November 2, 2020 3:16 PM
To: Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft <MEzzyAshcraft@alamedaca.gov>; Tony_Daysog
<tony_daysog@alum.berkeley.edu>; Jim Oddie <JOddie@alamedaca.gov>; John Knox
White <JknoxWhite@alamedaca.gov>; Andrew Thomas <athomas@alamedaca.gov>; Lara
Weisiger <lweisiger@alamedaca.gov>; Eric Levitt <elevitt@alamedaca.gov>; Malia Vella
<MVella@alamedaca.gov>; Reyla Graber <reylagraber@aol.com>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] URGENT: City Council Must Challenge New State housing
Allocation Numbers!!

 

 

 

Dear City Manager, Mayor and Council Members:

 

Please do what you know will be best for our City  and for its residents.  I urge you to join the
other 5 Bay Area Cities in urging the State to use the different numerical
methodology which will lower our housing numbers for the next RHNA
period.

I implore you to do the right thing. If you do not, this enormous housing numbers burden will remain on
your shoulders and us current residents, 

if you do not take the initiative and join these Cities.  Why would you not do so as these



numbers would crush our island city.  Please, do the right thing here.

 

Furthermore, I'm shocked that it was only 1 Council Member that chose to put it on the agenda for Nov
4th. Why not all 5 of you? In fact, the City Manager knew of this issue but did not apprise you of it.  Why
not?

 

Who are you looking out for here? The State? Or Developers? You are supposed to be responsible for
the protection and safety of your residents--Your current residents! To do otherwise is a
failure of your duties as duly elected officials. 

 

And what about infrastructure? We don't have the  infrastructure for this many homes.

 

Please join the other 5 cities in disputing these housing requirements.

 

Ed Sing

Bay Farm Resident

 



From: Dorothy Freeman
To: Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft; Jim Oddie; Malia Vella; Tony Daysog; John Knox White; Lara Weisiger; Manager Manager
Subject: [EXTERNAL] City Council Meeting November 4th, Council Referral 9-A.
Date: Monday, November 2, 2020 5:31:07 PM

Dear Mayor Ashcraft and Council members;

Regarding November 4th Council Referral 9-A.

Consider Directing Staff to Support the Alternative Regional Housing Needs
Allocation (RHNA) Proposed by the Tri-Valley Cities and Oppose the Association
of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) Executive Board Action regarding the RHBA
Proposed Methodology, including Submitting Public Comment and Testimony at
the November 12, 2020 ABAG Meeting and Reporting Back to Council.
(Councilmember Daysog)

Alameda should be as concerned as the 5 cities in the Tri-Valley about the way
the RHNA numbers are being calculated by the Association of Bay Area
Governments (ABAG) Housing Methodology Committee.   The Tri-Valley
cities are requesting that ABAG use the 1)Alternative Methodology that uses
the 2050 Household growth baseline; 2) and makes additional refinements to
the factors to allow a greater emphasis on transit and jobs access... instead of
using Option 8A.

I'm surprised that Alameda staff has not considered this to be an important
issue before this late date in the process of allocating the 2023 to 2031 RHNA
requirements.

There are many questions about how the calculations were arrived at and that
needs to be addressed.  Alameda staff and City Council owe it to the citizens of
Alameda to make sure we are being assessed the "fair share" numbers that take
into consideration the fact that:

a.  Fairness is important to maintain local faith in the actions of those
government organizations that make decisions about our futures.  The 4900
figure is not a fair number for Alameda the same as the other cities that are
questioning the numbers allocated for the new RHNA calculations.  Building
more housing than is required will leave cities overbuilt with housing that may
never be occupied. 

b.  Alameda has exceeded the 2023 housing numbers by several thousand units
which have been constructed, under construction or approved. 

Alameda 's fair share for 2022 was calculated at 1723 for the current RHNA. 
That number has ballooned to over 4000 units with more in the pipeline and
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still failed to provide the number of lower income housing units required for
Alameda.  Some of these extra market rate numbers should count toward our
next allocation.

At this same rate, the 4900 new units with 50% lower income, will require
Alameda to build over 13,000 market rate units to achieve the lower income. 
This is an absurd number for an island with limited transit facilities.

c.  Alameda is an island with constraints that no other city in the ABAG area
has. 

Alameda has methodology considerations that most of the other cities do not; 
things like sea level rise, tsunami, liquefaction since a major portion of our land
is Bay fill, limited egress for every day traffic as well as evacuation in an
emergency,  limited ingress that would limit emergency aid getting in to
Alameda in an emergency. 

Few water front cities have continued to built new housing on their water front
where they have to be concerned about the same items listed above.  Those that
have built on the water front had done so many years ago before climate change
was well understood.  Yet Alameda has placed almost all new housing near the
water or on Bay fill.   Alameda's plan to build 1200 units at South Shore would
place them at low elevation and on Bay fill. 

Alameda's ability to get water is a grave concern in an emergency that would
strand our population on the island without the ability to evacuate safely.  Our
water supply is fed by pipes from Oakland that are subject to rupture in an
earthquake. 

Earthquakes often cause fires.  Without water to fight fires, the inland area of
the island could be consumed by fire without water necessary to fight it.

d.  Alameda's proximity to Oakland does not make it a major transit corridor or
a major jobs area. 

Labeling Alameda as a job rich area is inconsistent with facts.  Alameda has
moved most of its maritime jobs outside of Alameda with the loss of hundreds
of middle pay jobs.  Land previously used for business is now designated for
housing with little land left for major business to move into Alameda.  The
required 4900 housing units plus the overage would move more businesses out
of Alameda as even more business land would be replaced with housing. 

Transit in Alameda mostly depends on buses that must travel in the same lanes
as the massive number of cars that will be added to Alameda's commute
traffic.  Any express lanes that could be created in Alameda will be for such



short distances that they would be unpractical for shortening the time spent in
traffic. 

The idea that people who work in Alameda would be able to have homes here
is also not a practical idea.   Alameda does not have nor will it ever have an
employment class that will be able to support the 4,000 already approved or the
13,000 plus market rate homes that will be required in the new RHNA
numbers.  Buyers of the majority of market rate units will work off island and
need to travel to their place of employment. 

The days of working for a company for 30 years and then retiring is no long a
fact.  The average time spent with the same employer is now below 5 years. 
Many families may start at a job on the island but will eventually change
employment location and will join the mass of traffic trying to get off the
island. 

Alameda needs to concentrate on building work force housing calculated on
Alameda's medium income and not the County's medium income.  Using the
County numbers allows units to be built at a higher value leaving Alameda's
middle class workers unable to afford the new market rate units.   

People who buy market rate homes take transit at a much lower percentage than
middle or low income workers.  The traffic impact of most of the 4000 plus
units already approved has yet to be realized.  Adding even the 4900 with
overage of up to 13,000 units without additional egress will leave Alameda an
impossible place to live.  Around island traffic will become impossible making
it even harder to support local businesses. 

These are concerns that I have regarding the new RHNA numbers as well as
making sure the numbers have been calculated fairly and correctly .  I'm sure
that there are several more areas of concern that Alameda's staff could present
in representing Alameda with the way the new RHNA numbers have been
calculated.  I request  the City Council direct staff to join the 5 Tri-Valley
cities  who have expressed  concern for the methodology used to calculate the
2023-2031 RHNA numbers.  We know that Alameda must provide additional
housing, but that number must be calculated with fairness and with concerns
for Alameda's island environment. 

Respectfully

Dorothy Freeman

cc:  Erick Levitt, City Manager 
       Lara Weisiger, City Clerk        



 



From: PatMarty Butensky
To: Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft; John Knox White; Tony Daysog; Malia Vella; Jim Oddie
Cc: City Clerk
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Alameda Housing
Date: Monday, November 2, 2020 5:05:03 PM

To the Mayor, Vice Mayor, and City Council

I urge the Council to join the petition for changing the formula for ABAG housing
requirements to reduce the requirement for our island city, which has too few access points
and is highly vulnerable to sea level rise and earthquakes.
While it is clear that the bay area needs a big increase in affordable housing, we certainly do
not need additional high-price housing.
In any case, we cannot afford to continue increasing our population until we build one or more
additional routes on/off the island.

Best regards,
Martin Butensky
301 Broadway
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November 2, 2020

Honorable Mayor and Members of the Council

RE: Item 9A on the November 4th Agenda

I am writing regarding the announcement that ABAG has apparently determined that Alameda should 
plan to provide more than four thousand additional housing units during the next RHNA cycle.  

As a long time resident of the City I believe this is totally unacceptable given our limited infrastructure 
and the fact that we are already experiencing a degradation in the quality of life in our community as a 
result of increasing traffic congestion and other effects of overcrowding.  This is especially 
troublesome in view of the City’s inability to provide adequate response capabilities in the event of a 
major disaster.

I am calling on you, our elected officials, and employed staff to place the welfare of the people of 
Alameda ahead of the social engineering mandates of the State.  In this regard I am asking you to join 
with other East Bay communities in challenging the allotment of additional housing units that we’ve 
been informed will be required in the coming RHNA cycle.

Respectfully,

Jay Garfinkle



From: ps4man@comcast.net
To: Andrew Thomas; Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft; John Knox White; Malia Vella <mvella@alamedaca.gov; Tony Daysog;

Jim Oddie
Cc: Eric Levitt; City Clerk
Subject: RE: [EXTERNAL] Nov. 4, 2020 City council Agenda Item 9A
Date: Monday, November 2, 2020 12:38:48 PM

Andrew and all above addressees:
 
State vs. Region vs. Local.   I am aware that any decrease in our allocation will result in increased
allocations elsewhere in the ABAG region. That presents no rationale for failing to appeal an
allocation that is patently unfair to Alameda. Seven municipalities appealed the current 2015-2023
RHNA. Three were successful. It is the responsibility of Council to appeal if they believe it to be
warranted, regardless of its impact on any other municipality.
 
Hazards.  If I thought that every city in the ABAG Region had the same hazard risk I certainly would
agree with you. However the ABAG Natural Hazards map at
https://abag.ca.gov/sites/default/files/factor_o1_natural_hazards_v2.pdf shows that there are gross
differences in the percentage of urbanized area outside of a hazard zone from city to city and that
Alameda is among those cities with the lowest percentage outside of a hazard zone. It makes no
sense to me that, with all of these differences from city to city, ABAG should be using a one size fits
all methodology.
 
Moreover, our hazard risk is unique due to the fact that we are an island with very limited ingress
and egress, most of whose first responders who do not live on the island. Add to this the fact our
water supply for fighting fires does not originate on the island, as Ken Gutleben has been pointing
out for years. Add to this our unique combination of high risk for flooding, earthquake and
liquefaction. Council should have been making a strong case for inclusion of natural hazards in the
methodology after I gave you notice in February that it was being considered. It urgently needs to be
addressed now.
 
Equity. I have already discussed equity in my Oct. 29 letter which also appears at the end of this
thread. I fully accept the equity factor as placing a responsibility on Alameda to provide dwellings in
our high resource community, but it must be tempered by an appropriate negative factoring of
natural hazards. I am not advocating for the specific Contra Costa formula. I am advocating for a
formula that includes our high natural hazards as a negative factor. The current formula maximizes
our assets and ignores our most critical liability.
 
Paul
 
 
 
 
 

From: Andrew Thomas <athomas@alamedaca.gov> 
Sent: Monday, November 2, 2020 8:24 AM
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To: ps4man@comcast.net; Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft <MEzzyAshcraft@alamedaca.gov>; John Knox
White <JknoxWhite@alamedaca.gov>; Malia Vella <mvella@alamedaca.gov; Tony Daysog
<TDaysog@alamedaca.gov>; Jim Oddie <JOddie@alamedaca.gov>
Cc: Eric Levitt <elevitt@alamedaca.gov>
Subject: RE: [EXTERNAL] Nov. 4, 2020 City council Agenda Item 9A
 
Hello Paul:  
 
Thank you for your emails and work on this issue activating the Alameda community in preparation
for our next housing element.    I appreciate your efforts and participation in this important issue. 
 
As you know, I have been tracking the RHNA process, as well.   I am sure the Council will schedule a
public discussion in the near future, but here is how I see the situation right now:  (I am interested in
your thoughts on this)
 
State vs. Region vs. Local.    Housing is a statewide issue. The State mandates that every Region do its
fair share and that every region allocate that fair share to the cities and counties within the region.  
If Alameda "appeals', its number, because we feel it is too high, we must convince the Regional
Agencies to change the allocation so that we get less, but some other cities in the region get more. 
It’s a zero-sum proposition:  the units need to be placed somewhere in the Bay Area, so if they go
down in Alameda, they need to go up somewhere else.
 
Hazards.  The Bay Area is filled with hazards.   As you point very correctly point out, Alameda is at
risk of earthquakes and sea level rise,  but we are not as vulnerable to wildfires, for example.  
Alameda is close to the Hayward Fault, but residents of Oakland, Berkeley, San Leandro and San
Francisco are even closer to the Hayward or San Andreas Fault.  A vast area of the region is also very
vulnerable to wildfires.   Downtown San Francisco,  and the Bayfront shoreline communities of the
peninsula are extremely vulnerable to sea level rise.      
 
Therefore, factoring "hazards" into the regional allocation methodology does not necessarily reduce
Alameda's allocation.   Every city has hazards to worry about, so any regional methodology to
address hazards will need allocated the 441,000 housing units to all the cities in the Bay Area,
despite their various hazards.   State law does not allow the region to reduce its allocation for the
region because there are hazards here.   If the region reduces Alameda's allocation because of
earthquakes and sand or sea level rise, they will  need to decide that the threat of wildfires is much
less of a risk.  They will need to decide that living in the hills of Oakland and Berkeley directly on top
of the Hayward Fault is less risky then living in Alameda a few miles away, or that building homes in
the grasslands and woods on the east side of the hills is less risky than in an urban area like
Alameda.   
 
So, what did the Regional planners do?  They took the position that every city in the bay area has
hazards and every city in the bay area has to decide how to manage those risks and mitigate those
risks (e.g. raising seawalls to protect against sea level rise,  earthquake reinforcement of buildings,
reducing fire risks,  etc.)  They decided that trying to rank risks was problematic (is wildfire more
risky than earthquake?), and that reducing RHNA allocation because of hazards would mean that



they needed to reduce the RHNA in every city in the Bay Area, which is not a feasible alternative. 
(Their job is to allocate the 441,000 units – All of them.) 
   
Regional Plan:  Sustainability and Equity and the Tri Valley Proposal.  The regional housing need must
be allocated between cities in accordance with the Regional Plan.  The Regional Plan has two basic
principles:  1)  Sustainability. The Bay Area should grow sustainably, which means we should put
housing near the jobs to reduce commute trips and greenhouse gases, and 2) Equity.  The Bay Area
should grow equitably, which means we should ensure that all Bay Area residents are provided equal
and fair opportunities to thrive with a high quality of life. 
 
 
Jobs and Housing.  We all agree that it is good to put the housing near the jobs, but what this means
is that the vast majority of the new housing goes to the big cities of Oakland, San Jose, and San
Francisco, which is where the jobs are primarily located.  Unfortunately, these big cities also have
the most overcrowded school systems, a large percentage of lower income housing, and the most
overused parks and open space systems.   So, if the region puts all housing near jobs, it is placing
most new housing and new affordable housing in the very cities that have the least resources to
provide for those new residents, hence it is inequitable.  
 
Equity.  If we push all the new housing to the Big Cities,  cities with good schools, wonderful parks,
and low percentages of lower income households, but very few jobs (such as Piedmont, Alameda, 
and all the cities in Marin County) don’t provide very much new housing, relative to the big cities.   
Essentially, we continue the trends of the last 50 years.
 
So, after about a year of public meetings and debate,  the regional planners adjusted the formula to
distribute more of the Regional Housing Needs to those cities that are close to major job centers
(like Alameda and Piedmont), but that also have great schools, parks, etc.  In doing so, the regional
planners are attempting to rectify and reverse long standing land use policies that have reinforced
and supported regional inequities, segregation and discrimination in the Bay Area. 
 
The Tri Valley Cities proposal recommends reversing the efforts of the regional planners and
reducing  the “Equity” aspect of the formula so that more housing goes to the big cities and less to
the smaller more affluent cities, like Alameda.   For us locally, in the Tri Valley scenario, Alameda’s
total allocation goes down by about 1,500 units, but Oakland’s goes up by about 7,700 units for a
total of about 35,000 units.   (If you are worried about traffic from new housing in the
Alameda/Oakland area,  you may find it interesting that  Oakland/Alameda together get more
housing in the TriValley proposal than in the regional planner’s “equity” proposal)
 
How Does Alameda Feel About Equity?  If Alameda wants to support the Tri Valley proposal,
Alameda must be comfortable advocating to retain the existing land use trends where the big cities
(SF, Oak, and SJ) provide for most of the region’s housing need, and smaller more affluent cities with
good schools and parks bear a smaller burden for providing for those families. 
 
Does Alameda as a community care more about lowering our allocation by about 1,500 units or does
Alameda care more about addressing inequities in the Bay Area?   It’s an interesting policy question,



and everyone will have a different opinion based upon their personal perspectives and values. 
 
At the end of the day, this regional conversation will continue over the next 6 months and our final
allocation will probably end up being somewhere between 3,300 and 4,900 (the low end if region
lessens equity emphasis, high end if they retain equity emphasis.) 
 
I hope this email has been helpful, and thank you for participating in these important planning
issues. 
 
-          Andrew Thomas, Planning Director 
 
 

From: ps4man@comcast.net [mailto:ps4man@comcast.net] 
Sent: Saturday, October 31, 2020 5:43 PM
To: Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft <MEzzyAshcraft@alamedaca.gov>; John Knox White
<JknoxWhite@alamedaca.gov>; Malia Vella <mvella@alamedaca.gov; Tony Daysog
<TDaysog@alamedaca.gov>; Jim Oddie <JOddie@alamedaca.gov>
Cc: Andrew Thomas <athomas@alamedaca.gov>; Eric Levitt <elevitt@alamedaca.gov>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Nov. 4, 2020 City council Agenda Item 9A
 
Dear Mayor Ashcraft, Vice Mayor Knox-White, and Council Members, Oddie, Vella and Daysog:
 
I have had the opportunity to read Mr. Thomas’s letter of Oct. 29 at
file:///C:/Users/ps4ma/Downloads/Correspondence%20-%20Updated%201029.pdf  which outlines
the basic differences between methodology Option 8A and that suggested by the Contra Costa
Mayors. at http://alamedacitizenstaskforce.org/wp-
content/uploads/2020/10/TVC_Letter_to_ABAG_Executive_Board_President-4.pdf   After reading
Mr. Thomas’s letter I understand the equity factor as being an appropriate factor in determining our
allocation. However, I take issue with the fact that Option 8A completely eliminates the “natural
hazard” factor. See the ABAG Executive Director’s recommendation of Option 8A at page 5
https://abag.ca.gov/sites/default/files/rhnaexecbdoctmaterials.pdf 
 
In my email to you of Feb. 20 I discuss both equity (high resource areas) and natural hazards factors.
I referred you to the color coded maps published by ABAG at https://abag.ca.gov/rhna-maps  with
particular attention to the “high resource areas  and natural hazard maps and stated as follows:
 
“Alameda proudly ranks quite high as a resource area which will tend to raise our RHNA, while also
ranking very high on natural hazards which would lower our RHNA. … Natural hazards was not listed
as a factor in the current 2015-2023 RHNA formula so that I fear it will not make the cut. I am not
seeking to minimize our RHNA, but I do want it to reflect both our strengths and weaknesses as a
housing site.
 
It is obvious that the primary hazard that causes less than 50% of our land area to be outside of a
hazard area is sea level rise. I refer you to a recent article at
https://www.nbcbayarea.com/investigations/unlike-any-disaster-we-have-ever-seen-says-state-
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agency-about-rising-seas-in-bay-area/2236314/  that indicates the current projections for year 2100
are 66 inches with a storm surge level of 84 inches and also states that if we do not provide for this
sea level rise in our water front projects the remediation costs will fall on the taxpayers.
 
I hope that you agree with me that we should not simply sit and wait until our next RHNA is a fiat
accompli, but should be actively engaged in the process.”
 
It appears that my worst fears are confirmed. It is very difficult for many Alameda citizens to
understand why City Council and staff are not actively advocating for the inclusion of this factor in
the allocation formula. The Contra Costa objection has opened the door for reconsideration of
methodology. We do not need to be in lock step with their position but we need to point out the
unfairness of Option 8A to Alameda. We should be very open to a housing allocation that offers our
high resources to new residents, so long as it also tempers that determination by giving weight to
our very high natural hazard factor.
 
Sincerely.
 
Paul S Foreman
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From: Claudia Viera
To: City Clerk
Subject: [EXTERNAL] FW: City Council Should Join 5 Bay Area Cities Challenging New ABAG Housing Allocation
Date: Monday, November 2, 2020 12:16:55 PM

From: Claudia Viera 
Sent: Monday, October 26, 2020 6:35 PM
To: manager@alamedaca.gov; athomas@alamedaca.gov; tdaysog@alamedaca.gov;
joddie@alamedaca.gov; mezzyashcraft@alamedaca.gov; jknoxwhite@alamedaca.gov;
mvella@alamedaca.gov
Subject: City Council Should Join 5 Bay Area Cities Challenging New ABAG Housing Allocation
 
Dear Council members and City Staff,
 
It is with dismay that I read about the recent allocation of 4900 more housing units to Alameda.
While I support increasing affordable housing, and housing generally, I do not support or think the
island traffic, and limited ingress/egress options, can tolerate so much new housing.
 
I live in central Alameda and use the ferry, bicycle and car in the Tube, when needed. From personal
experience, the tube is at capacity at rush hour during non-Covid times. It has taken me over one
hour to get to downtown Oakland, which is 2.5 miles away, during rush hour. I urge you to join these
5 Contra Costa cities in seeking a less burdensome and more fair allocation of new housing units
across Alameda county and also to help lower traffic congestion on the island.

While the new ferry terminal will help significantly, I am concerned at the limited parking being
made available at the new units in Alameda’s west end and at the Del Monte site. Traffic from both
of these sites will directly impact me and my neighbors (as will parking around Del Monte’s location
since I live near there.)  
 
Thank you for your time and I hope you consider how our neighborhoods will be impacted by this
level of density. Please consider joining the five Bay Area cities which offered an alternative method
of housing distribution which would be more viable for Alameda.
 
Best,
Claudia Viera
Saint Charles St., Alameda
 
 
 

mailto:claudia@vieramediation.com
mailto:CLERK@alamedaca.gov


From: John Platt
To: Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft; John Knox White; Tony Daysog; Jim Oddie; Malia Vella; City Clerk; Eric Levitt; Andrew

Thomas
Subject: [EXTERNAL] 9A
Date: Monday, November 2, 2020 11:50:40 AM

Dear City Counciland staff,
   Unless you have a quick and easy way to build another bridge or tunnel I strongly suggest
for the good of our community you join with the Contra Costa Mayors to get us a smaller new
housing allotment from the state.
  When the virus finally goes away traffic on the island will return to its normal gridlocks.
Please do what you can to help keep our island liveable.
  Thank you,
      John Platt
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From: Dodi Kelleher
To: Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft; Tony Daysog; Jim Oddie; John Knox White; Malia Vella
Cc: Manager Manager; City Clerk; Andrew Thomas
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Comment regarding 9A of the regular City Council Meeting Agenda
Date: Monday, November 2, 2020 11:50:39 AM

Dear Mayor Ashcraft, Vice Mayor Knox-White,  Council Members Oddie, Vella and Daysog:
 
I am submitting this comment in regard to 9-A 2020-8456 on the City Council meeting agenda.
“Consider Directing Staff to Support the Alternative Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA)
Proposed by the Tri-Valley Cities and Oppose the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG)
Executive Board Action regarding the RHBA Proposed Methodology, including Submitting Public
Comment and Testimony at the November 12, 2020 ABAG Meeting and Reporting Back to Council.”
 
I strongly urge the active participation of the City of Alameda in advocating for a reconsideration of
the Option 8A methodology used  by ABAG for determining the RHNA; one that would better
balance the opportunity and resources factors with the natural hazard factors represented in
Alameda as a small island city. We may not have all the same concerns as the Contra Costa County
signees but the City should certainly advocate for a fairer weighting of the factors and, therefore a
lower allocation given Alameda’s unique circumstances.
 
Sincerely,
Dolores Kelleher
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From: Renee Sheehan
To: Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Alameda City Council needs to join with 5 Contra Costa cities re: housing allocation calculation

methodologies
Date: Sunday, November 1, 2020 4:49:50 PM

Dear Mayor Ashcraft, Vice Mayor Knox-White, and Council Members, Oddie, Vella and Daysog:
   Item 9-A on the Nov. 4 City Council agenda
  I was part of a discussion with Paul Foreman about how ABAG RHNA calculates the new number of
houses Alameda needs to build to meet state standards.  It was clear to me that we should join with the 5
Contra Costa County cities in requesting that the allocation methodology should be changed to take into
consideration the fact that Alameda is an island and at high risk for natural hazards/ disasters, such as an
earthquake and sea level rise due to global warming.  This very real and dire situation should definitely be
considered highly in determining the number of housing units required of us as an island city.  The 5 cities
are having issues as well and so have come up with a different formula for allocation, and I think we
should look at their plan very carefully and join forces to ask them to logically lower our allocation
requirement. Paul Foreman has the official documentation and I would strongly suggest you read his
letter for the specific details on this matter.  I'm in agreement with his findings.  
   We have lived in Alameda since 1978, are home owners,  and  are self-employed here, along with 2 of
our grown children and a spouse.
Thank you for seriously considering this and putting it high on a list of topics for city council discussion
and investigation and action.

Sincerely,
Renee Sheehan
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From: Marilyn Pomeroy
To: Manager Manager; Andrew Thomas; Lara Weisiger; Tony Daysog; Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft; Jim Oddie; John Knox 

White; Malia Vella
Subject: [EXTERNAL] We need an alternative!
Date: Sunday, November 1, 2020 4:06:04 PM

I urge you to join the other 5 Bay Area Cities in petitioning the State to use the different numerical 
methodology which will lower our housing numbers for the next RHNA period.
There is a precedent for appealing these decisions, and other cities have done so successfully. 
Our current allocation of 975 affordable units and 748 market rate units has resulted in the approval of over 
4000 total units (over 3000 market rate) and we have still not reached our affordable goal. This is because 
most developers offer only 16% affordable units.
 The new allocation of 4900 units will include a requirement of well over 50% affordable. Thus, 
history tells us that it will take at least 13,500 new units to reach this new affordable goal. Alameda 
currently has about 32,000 dwellings. This is a 42% increase.

I implore you to preserve the quality of life of our island city by appealing these unrealistic housing 
goals, We don’t have the infrastructure to support them. 

Thank you
Marilyn and Alan Pomeroy
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From: David Greene
To: Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft; Tony Daysog; Jim Oddie; John Knox White; Malia Vella; Manager Manager; Andrew

Thomas; City Clerk
Subject: [EXTERNAL] RHNA / ABAG - Alameda needs to question allocation methodology
Date: Sunday, November 1, 2020 3:55:06 PM

RHNA allocations are far from perfect.  And this is recently evidenced with the
elimination of the "natural hazard" factor in determining what makes sense.  In fact,
what makes no sense is not including this factor.  It is urged Alameda take a tact akin
to that of the Contra Costa Mayors which has a much more balanced and reasonable
proposal.   http://alamedacitizenstaskforce.org/wp-
content/uploads/2020/10/TVC_Letter_to_ABAG_Executive_Board_President-4.pdf

Do not agree to Option 8A as written.  It does not serve Alameda's best interests.  In
reading ABAG documents, the limiting of natural hazards hazards was primarily
based on wildfire considerations.  Not only is this wrong for the ABAG to do for other
cities, it's wrong to not include the unique natural hazards Alameda faces.

The inclusion of natural hazards would appropriately affect Alameda's RHNA.

RHNA has a strong track record of in appropropriate allocations.  It is understood
97% of California cities and counties are not meeting State allocations.  97%!   It is
derelict for Alameda to not question what the allocations are for us (
https://www.ocregister.com/2019/12/09/losing-the-rhna-battle-97-of-cities-counties-
fail-to-meet-state-housing-goals/ )

You are urged to question 8A and not accept current language as written.  Doing so is
in the best interest of Alameda.  

David Greene
Alameda Resident

-- 

c.  510-919-5024
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From: Patricia Baer
To: Manager Manager; John Knox White; Andrew Thomas; Lara Weisiger; Tony Daysog; Jim Oddie; Marilyn Ezzy

Ashcraft; Malia Vella
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Agenda 9-A
Date: Sunday, November 1, 2020 3:51:06 PM

I strongly urge you to join other Bay Area cities in appealing the State to modify our RHNA housing number.

Patsy Baer
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From: Reyla Graber
To: John Knox White; Jim Oddie; Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft; Malia Vella; Tony Daysog; Eric Levitt; Andrew Thomas; Lara

Weisiger
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Urge you to join 5 other Cities in requesting alternative numerical methodology re RHNA figures.
Date: Sunday, November 1, 2020 3:43:04 PM

Dear City Manager, Mayor and Council Members

Please do what you know will be best for our City  and for its residents.
I urge you to join the other 5 Bay Area Cities in urging the State to use the different
numerical methodology which can lower our housing numbers for the next RHNA
period.
We implore you to do the right thing. If you do not, this enormous housing numbers
burden will remain on 
your shoulders,  if you do not take the initiative and join these Cities.
Why would you not do so.
Please, do the right thing here.
Furthermore, I'm shocked that it was only 1 Council Member that chose to put it on
the agenda for Nov 4th. Why not all 5 of you?
Who are you looking out for here? The State? You are supposed to be responsible for
the protection and safety of your residents--
 
Your  current residents! To do otherwise is a failure of your duties as duly
elected officials.
And what about infrastructure? We don't have the  infrastructure for this many homes.
Sincerely,
Reyla Graber
Alameda Resident 
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From: cathy jefferson
To: Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft
Cc: City Clerk
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Reduction in ABAG Housing Allocation
Date: Saturday, October 31, 2020 2:29:23 PM

Dear Mayor,

I am a 7 year resident of Alameda.  My 92 year old mother was raised here and
graduated from Alameda High School.I have become aware of the ABAG
Methodology Committee formula for determining an allocation of 4900 units for
Alameda in the coming years. I have also read the recent letter sent by the five cities
in Contra Costa requesting an alternative methodology to reduce their allocation of
units.

I strongly urge you to join the Contra Costa cities in seeking a less taxing and fair
allocation for Alameda and join them in this effort for a reduction. As an island city we
cannot handle this type of volume for many reasons.   We need to contribute our fair
share in this process, but obtaining community input and strong leadership from our
council is important as we move forward.

Thank you for your consideration.

Cathy Jefferson

-- 
Cathy Jefferson, L.C.S.W
415 806-6336
www.cathyjefferson.com

**CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE**The contents of this message and any attachments may contain confidential information for
the use of the designated recipient names above. If you are not the intended recipient or have received this message in error,
please notify the sender immediately by email and promptly delete this message. Any disclosure, copying or distribution of
protected information is strictly prohibited by law. Thank you for your cooperation.
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From: Tony Devencenzi
To: City Clerk
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Fw: Reduction in ABAG Housing Allocation
Date: Thursday, October 29, 2020 6:22:34 PM

Dear City Clerk, I neglected to cc you on the email below.

Could youkindly include this in the official city council meeting record?  Thank you

Tony Devencenzi

----- Forwarded Message -----
From: Tony Devencenzi <tdevencenz@yahoo.com>
To: mezzyashcraft@alamedaca.gov <mezzyashcraft@alamedaca.gov>
Sent: Thursday, October 29, 2020, 05:57:28 PM PDT
Subject: Reduction in ABAG Housing Allocation

Dear Mayor Ashcroft,

I am a 35 year resident of Alameda.  I have become aware of the ABAG Methodology
Committee formula for determining an allocation of 4900 units for Alameda in the
coming years. I have also read the recent letter sent by the five cities in Contra Costa
requesting an alternative methodology to reduce their allocation of units.

I strongly urge you to join the Contra Costa cities in seeking a less taxing and fair
allocation for Alameda and join them in this effort for a reduction. As an island city we
cannot handle this type of volume for many reasons.   We need to contribute our fair
share in this process, but obtaining community input and strong leadership from our
council is important as we move forward.

Thank you for your consideration.

Tony Devencenzi
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From: Andrew Thomas
To: Dan McDonald
Cc: Tony Daysog; Jim Oddie; Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft; John Knox White; Malia Vella; City Clerk
Subject: RE: [EXTERNAL] 11.04 Meeting; Comment on 2020-8456 (Join Contra Costa to reduce ABAG allocation)
Date: Thursday, October 29, 2020 9:27:30 AM

As I said,  “everyone will have a different opinion based upon their personal perspectives and
values”.
 
Have a great day! 
 
From: Dan McDonald [mailto:djmcdonald@gmail.com] 
Sent: Thursday, October 29, 2020 9:03 AM
To: Andrew Thomas <athomas@alamedaca.gov>
Cc: Tony Daysog <TDaysog@alamedaca.gov>; Jim Oddie <JOddie@alamedaca.gov>; Marilyn Ezzy
Ashcraft <MEzzyAshcraft@alamedaca.gov>; John Knox White <JknoxWhite@alamedaca.gov>; Malia
Vella <MVella@alamedaca.gov>; City Clerk <CLERK@alamedaca.gov>
Subject: Re: [EXTERNAL] 11.04 Meeting; Comment on 2020-8456 (Join Contra Costa to reduce ABAG
allocation)
 
Hello Mr Thomas,
 
For real? Please do not put words in my mouth. My email was a public comment for the
council's meeting. If you want to "provide a little context", do so for your own request.
 
I also find it a bit strange that a non-resident should be lecturing residents about what "we all
agree" about or "how...Alameda Feels" about anything. "Our" focus is Alameda.
 
Since you have attempted to spin what my comment, let me make it plain: there is no universe
where Alameda should avoid arguing for a lower allocation to the extent that's possible--none.
 
I hope this has been helpful.
 
 
 
On Thu, Oct 29, 2020 at 7:18 AM Andrew Thomas <athomas@alamedaca.gov> wrote:

Dear Mr. McDonald:  
 
Thank you for your email regarding your request that Alameda endorse the Tri-Valley proposal.  I
thought you and the City Council members may appreciate some background on this issue and a
little context for your request.  
 
Regional Plan:  Sustainability and Equity.  The regional housing need must be allocated between
cities in accordance with the Regional Plan.  The Regional Plan has two basic principles:  1)
 Sustainability. The Bay Area should grow sustainably, which means we should put housing near
the jobs to reduce commute trips and greenhouse gases, and 2) Equity.  The Bay Area should
grow equitably, which means we should ensure that all Bay Area residents are provided equal and
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fair opportunities to thrive with a high quality of life. 
 
Jobs and Housing.  We all agree that it is good to put the housing near the jobs, but what this
means is that the vast majority of the new housing goes to the big cities of Oakland, San Jose, and
San Francisco, which is where the jobs are primarily located.  Unfortunately, these big cities also
have the most overcrowded school systems, a large percentage of lower income housing, and the
most overused parks and open space systems.   So, if the region puts all housing near jobs, it is
placing most new housing and new affordable housing in the very cities that have the least
resources to provide for those new residents, hence it is inequitable.   
 
Equity.  If we push all the new housing to the Big Cities,  cities with good schools, wonderful parks,
and low percentages of lower income households, but very few jobs (such as Piedmont, Alameda,
 and all the cities in Marin County) don’t provide very much new housing, relative to the big cities.
   Essentially, we continue the trends of the last 50 years.
 
So, after about a year of public meetings and debate,  the regional planners adjusted the formula
to distribute more of the Regional Housing Needs to those cities that are close to major job
centers (like Alameda and Piedmont), but that also have great schools, parks, etc.  In doing so, the
regional planners are attempting to rectify and reverse long standing land use policies that have
reinforced and supported regional inequities, segregation and discrimination in the Bay Area. 
 
The Tri Valley Cities proposal recommends reversing the efforts of the regional planners and
reducing  the “Equity” aspect of the formula so that more housing goes to the big cities and less to
the smaller more affluent cities, like Alameda.   For us locally, in the Tri Valley scenario, Alameda’s
total allocation goes down by about 1,500 units, but Oakland’s goes up by about 7,700 units for a
total of about 35,000 units.   (If you are worried about traffic from new housing in the
Alameda/Oakland area,  you may find it interesting that  Oakland/Alameda together get more
housing in the TriValley proposal than in the regional planner’s “equity” proposal)
 
How Does Alameda Feel About Equity?  So in summary, if Alameda wants to support the Tri Valley
proposal, Alameda must be comfortable advocating to retain the existing land use trends where
the big cities (SF, Oak, and SJ) provide for most of the region’s housing need, and smaller more
affluent cities with good schools and parks bear a smaller burden for providing for those families.  
 
Do we as a community care more about lowering our allocation by about 1,500 units or do we
care more about addressing inequities in the Bay Area?   It’s an interesting policy question, and
everyone will have a different opinion based upon their personal perspectives and values.  
 
At the end of the day, this regional conversation will continue over the next 6 months and our
final allocation will probably end up being somewhere between 3,300 and 4,900 (the low end if
region lessens equity emphasis, high end if they retain equity emphasis.)  
 
I hope this email has been helpful, and thank you for participating in these important planning
issues. 
 



-          Andrew Thomas, Planning Director 
 
 
From: Dan McDonald [mailto:djmcdonald@gmail.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, October 28, 2020 11:07 PM
To: Andrew Thomas <athomas@alamedaca.gov>; Tony Daysog <TDaysog@alamedaca.gov>; Jim
Oddie <JOddie@alamedaca.gov>; Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft <MEzzyAshcraft@alamedaca.gov>; John
Knox White <JknoxWhite@alamedaca.gov>; Malia Vella <MVella@alamedaca.gov>; City Clerk
<CLERK@alamedaca.gov>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] 11.04 Meeting; Comment on 2020-8456 (Join Contra Costa to reduce ABAG
allocation)
 
Dear Members,
 
I'm not sure by what major malfunction you needed to be forced by Councilmember Daysog
to put this on the agenda, but at least it's on now.
 
Last time I checked, Alameda is an island. It's nothing short of a dereliction of duty to
refrain from joining these Contra Costa cities to oppose the ABAG's obscene allocation for
Alameda.
 
Seriously, I don't know what on earth prevented you from acting on this right away, but
please do it now.
 
We (you know, the residents, the ppl who live here) are watching.
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From: Patricia Gannon
To: John Knox White; Jim Oddie; Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft; Manager Manager; Tony Daysog; Malia Vella
Subject: [EXTERNAL] ABAG allocations for Alameda
Date: Wednesday, October 28, 2020 6:32:40 PM

October 29, 2000

 

Honorable Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft
Mayor, City of Alameda
Members of the City of Alameda
 
Dear Mayor Ashcraft and City Council Members
 
I strongly urge you to join the five Contra Costa County cities in seeking a less burdensome and more
fair allocation.  The allocation that the ABAG Methodology Committee adopted will result in an
allocation for Alameda of 4900 units (2 ½ times our current allocation of 1723 units.)  ABAG will
open a public comment period on October 25 followed by a public hearing on November 12.   Please
direct the City Manager to work with these Contra Costa Cities to pursue the reduction of our
allocation during the public comment period and at the November 12 hearing.
 
Our current allocation of 975 affordable units and 748 market rate units has resulted in the approval
of over 4000 (over 3000 market rate) and we still have not met our affordable goal  Most developers
offer only 16% affordable units.  Alameda does not have the infra-structure to support this many
units.  We have only 5 exits for nearly 80,000 residents.  In the event of a serious emergency all the
streets and exits would be jammed and Alamedans would have a difficult time exiting the island.
 
Please work with the 5 Contra Costa cities to resolve this issue.
 
Thank you.
 
Patricia M. Gannon
1019 Tobago Lane
Alameda, CA  94502
Pg3187@gmail.com
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October 26, 2020

City Council
City of Alameda
City Hall
2263 Santa Clara Avenue Alameda, CA 94501 

Dear Honorable Mayor Ashcraft and Honorable Members of the City Council: 

I write on behalf of East Bay Housing Organizations (EBHO) in opposition to Item 9-A on the Council’s 
November 4th Agenda to direct staff to prepare a letter supporting an alternative Regional Housing Needs 
Allocation.  EBHO is a 36 year old membership organization whose mission is to create, preserve and protect 
affordable housing opportunities for residents of the East Bay through educating, advocating, organizing and 
building coalitions. Many or our members live and/or work in the City of Alameda. 

EBHO would ask the City Council to reject Item 9-A, and instead to support the RHNA methodology 
advocated by the Housing Methodology Committee (HMC) and approved by the ABAG Executive 
Committee.  (Option 8-A)  The Council should respect the work of the HMC which met for over a year to 
develop its recommendation, and which included a broad diversity of regional stakeholders.  Option 8-A, as 
advocated by the HMC and approved by ABAG, performs better on the required baseline criteria, 
particularly equity concerns around affirmatively furthering fair housing and giving low-income families 
access to areas of high opportunity.  Further, in contrast to the claims in the Tri Valley Mayor’s letter, Option 
8-A does concentrate housing near jobs, and does not promote sprawl development or work against GHG 
reduction goals.

I urge the City Council to reject Item 9-A and affirm their support for the RHNA alternative supported by the 
HMC and the ABAG Executive Committee.

Sincerely,

Rev. Sophia DeWitt

Program Director



From: margie
To: City Clerk
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Fw: Please join Contra Costa cities in reducing ABAG allocation
Date: Tuesday, October 27, 2020 4:41:12 PM

----- Forwarded Message -----
From: margie <barongcat@yahoo.com>
To: "manager@alamedaca.gov" <manager@alamedaca.gov>; "mezzyashcraft@alamedaca.gov"
<mezzyashcraft@alamedaca.gov>; "tdaysog@alamedaca.gov" <tdaysog@alamedaca.gov>;
"joddie@alamedaca.gov" <joddie@alamedaca.gov>; "jknoxwhite@alamedaca.gov"
<jknoxwhite@alamedaca.gov>; "mvella@alamedaca.gov" <mvella@alamedaca.gov>;
"manager@alamedaca.gov" <manager@alamedaca.gov>; "athomas@alamedaca.gov"
<athomas@alamedaca.gov>
Sent: Monday, October 26, 2020, 08:03:23 PM PDT
Subject: Please join Contra Costa cities in reducing ABAG allocation

We are an island, Traffic is already at the maximum level that present infrastructure can carry and there
are no funds to add infrastructure. We simply cannot handle more population. Reducing the already
punitive ABAG allocation should be a priority
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From: Daniel Ouellet
To: City Clerk
Subject: [EXTERNAL] ABAG
Date: Tuesday, October 27, 2020 4:39:09 PM

I would like the Alameda City council to join up with the other 5 Bay Area Cities that are
challenging the new ABAG Housing Allocation 
Thank You 
Daniel Ouellet
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From: T Krysiak
To: Eric Levitt; Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft; John Knox White; Tony Daysog; Malia Vella; Jim Oddie
Cc: Lara Weisiger
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Alameda Needs A Less Burdensome Allocation...
Date: Tuesday, October 27, 2020 9:36:09 AM

Dear Alameda City Council and City Manager Eric Levitt:

The Alameda City Council is strongly urged to join the Contra Costa County cities recommendation to pursue a
lower housing allocation for our City. 

It is now known that there are 32000 housing units in our City and as many as 3800 more units that are approved for
construction. The traffic congestion is already oppressive and the limited number of access points to/fro our city will
seriously threaten our safety and quality of life.  Seniors are especially at risk because existing clogged streets
already prohibit quick access to medical facilities and expedient emergency help. 
It is now urgent to demand a less burdensome and more fair allocation to ABAG that reflects Alameda’s unique
island circumstances. 

Please join the other Bay Area cities who are also demanding revised allocation methodologies that take into
account the present day realities of Alameda’s current high population density, infrastructure constraints and even
the new Covid related changes to public transportation preferences.

Thank you for considering this urgent request. 

Respectfully,

Tom Krysiak
Sweet Road

Sent from my iPhone
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From: karenmillercrs@gmail.com
To: Manager Manager; Andrew Thomas; Tony Daysog; Jim Oddie; Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft; John Knox White; Malia

Vella
Cc: City Clerk
Subject: [EXTERNAL] ABAG housing numbers
Date: Monday, October 26, 2020 3:12:51 PM

I urge you to support the Tri Valley Cities’ proposal on the housing numbers assigned by ABAG by the
alternate methodology presented. We do not have the infrastructure to support the current housing
numbers that they are asking of us. Thank you.
 
Regards,

Karen Miller
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