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Letters are subject to edit-
ing for length, clarification 
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Size matters in design
Editor:

As a resident, parent, and 
community member, I attended a 
recent City Council meeting to see 
what all the fuss was about over 
the proposed secondary house or 
apartment, Accessory Dwelling 
Unit (ADU), ordinance. 

My wife and I are considering 
building one at our home for my 
72-year-old mother-in-law who is 
rapidly approaching retirement 
and will need a place to live, 
and eventually someone to care 
for her, so I wanted to know the 
details for myself. What I found 
out surprised me.

I am a supporter of Gov. Jerry 
Brown’s adoption of creating in-
law units. I’m all for smaller in-
law units on individual home lots 
with minimal permitting require-
ments from the city, but I also want 
to protect what’s special about 
Alameda. That special “look and 
feel” is now at risk after the coun-
cil preliminarily passed the ordi-
nance with no design review of 
units up to 1,200 square feet. Why 
not allow a design review once the 
size exceeds the current maximum 
of 600 square feet?

Consider this: under current 
Alameda regulations, if a home-
owner has a renovation or addi-
tion project, then they must follow 
the existing design review process. 
That means they must show how 
their design is compatible with 
their main house and then the 
planning department notifies 
neighbors within 100 feet of the 
proposed design. 

If this ordinance moves forward, 
we risk losing what we love about 
Alameda. We chose Alameda to buy 
a home and raise our family not 
only for the schools, but also for 
the charming and historical neigh-
borhoods that exist because of the 
group that fought to save most of 
the Victorian and historical homes 
from destruction in the 1970s. 

This town is a special place in 
the Bay Area with the largest stock 
of historical homes outside of San 
Francisco. A big part of this is due 
to planning department’s design 
review process and their faithful-
ness to upholding the design stan-
dards of the city. Let’s not throw 
away what is working well. 

The look and feel of a town is a 
huge part of what drives people to 
choose Alameda and that in turn 
brings in homebuyers and renters 
willing to invest in the commu-
nity. This brings in new businesses, 
restaurants, and shops that help 

Alameda continue to have a thriv-
ing local economy. 

What can we do as a commu-
nity? Go to the next City Council 
meeting. Call your local council-
members and mayor to tell them 
what you think of this proposed 
ordinance. By speaking up, we 
have a chance to keep Alameda 
special. Don’t you want that? 
Thanks for listening.

— Shannon Reese

DOER Marine evicted
Editor:

In the ongoing bulldozer-rush 
to destruction and development 
planned by Bill Poland, Bay West 
Development and Pacific Shops, 
DOER Marine has been given until 
September to vacate the premises 
of the Alameda Marina.

Does Poland have the legal 
right to terminate a lease? Yes. 
Yes he does. This is not illegal. 
However, is it blitheringly stupid, 
and wildly unfair to terminate 
this lease, of all the leases at the 
Marina? Yes! 

DOER Marine, Svendsen’s 
Boatyard and the several canvas 
and sailmaking businesses in the 
Alameda Marina represent the 
heart of the marine businesses 
left on the estuary in Alameda. 
Throwing DOER Marine out 
strikes at the guts of the marine 
industries in Alameda.

I strongly invite readers to visit 
DOER Marine’s website at www.
doermarine.com. DOER Marine 
builds deep-water submarines for 
research. They build both remote-
ly operated and manned undersea 
vehicles. This business, one of 
an incredibly few in the entire 
world, is right here in Alameda. 
DOER marine is in your backyard 
and employs people right here in 
Alameda ... until September. Then, 
if some hell doesn’t get raised, 
they’re gone, permanently.

Meanwhile, Poland and Bay 
West plan to replace DOER, the 
boatyard and the businesses in 
the marina with 750 units of hous-
ing. There is essentially no plan-
ning whatsoever for cars, parking 
or transportation issues of any 
kind.

Jobs will go away. Miserable 
Alameda traffic will get even more 
miserable.

Boaters who need access to 
the hoists will be forced out, 
as the provisions for launching 
equipment and storage in the cur-
rent Bay West plan are ridicu-
lously undersized. And in the end 
Bill Poland will walk away with 
a few tens of millions of dollars, 

personally, to his enclave in Marin 
County and leave all of Alameda to 
just deal with it.

None of the development has 
been approved, yet. It’s all under 
preliminary review. There is no 
reason to force DOER Marine out. 
DOER is a huge asset to the com-
munity of Alameda. I strongly rec-
ommend that Alameda residents let 
the Planning Department and City 
Council know what they think of 
this maneuver.

— Alan Hebert

Out-of-touch reporting
Editor:

The Alameda Sun’s coverage of 
signature collection regarding rent 
controls was, in a word, deplor-
able (“Battle Rages over Voters’ 
Signatures on Rent Issue,” June 22). 
It stood tall as example of how out-
of-touch the Sun’s reporting and our 
City Council can be. 

The article stated how “accord-
ing to many in the community” the 
signature gatherers behavior was 
“a nightmare.” Don’t count me as 
one with that opinion. Compared to 
the sign-carrying “protesters,” the 
folks gathering signatures were by 
far the more polite and respectful. 
“Disparaging” and “lying” — words 
used in the article — are labels 
much more appropriate for those 
who chose to troll the signature 
gatherers. 

Seen at South Shore Center: As 
an apparent distraction technique, 
one sign-carrying protester continu-
ously spoke in non-sequitur at high 
volume as people tried to read and 
learn about the petition. Another 
protester alternated between tell-
ing the petition gatherer to not talk 
to her and then becoming upset 
when the petition gatherer wouldn’t 
answer the belittling questions she 
continuously posed (this was not 
only disparaging, but psychotic!)

Additionally, the article gave 
direction for how people could 
retract their signing of the petition. 
What about providing information 
for those wanting to learn more or 
those wanting to sign the petition? 
Why didn’t the article provide this 
information? 

While Measure L1 allows some 
leeway for City Council modifica-
tions, note it was only passed seven 
months ago. Perhaps a little patience 
in seeing how the economics of the 
city are being affected would be 
wise. Home prices are rising despite 
City Council economic policy. Even 
so, increased home values should be 
celebrated for many reasons. 

As with typical real estate cycles 
in California this up-tick will plateau 
or retreat. And when this happens, 
the negative effects of added burdens 
on landlords will be felt harming all 
in Alameda (renters, home owners, 
landlords, businesses, city budgets, 
as well as health and safety services. 

Ironically — or not, there was a 
good commentary by former vice-
mayor Barbara Thomas in the same 
issue of the paper (“Oridinances 
Do Not Resolve Crisis,” June 22). It 
spoke of some of the negative con-
sequences of rent ordinances. Such 
ordinances are a downward spiral 
for the city. 

Too bad this can’t be seen by 
the City Council. Instead of carry-
ing a long-term vision the Council 
is choosing to take actions that 
will ultimately hurt those they are 
purporting to help — Alameda 
residents.

— David Greene

City manager says 
‘thank you’
Editor: 

The city budget seeks to main-
tain the excellent services our com-
munity expects and deserves in 
a fiscally responsible, accountable 
manner. And, even though Alameda 
faces the same local funding chal-
lenges as other high-performing 
California cities, where the cost of 
maintaining our excellent services 
will soon exceed the revenue the 
city has available, the City Council 
has taken on the challenge for long-
term financial sustainability. 

That’s why I’m so pleased to 
report that in this month’s budget 
adoption process, the City Council 
took steps to significantly and pro-
actively set aside funds to plan for 
the city’s unfunded obligations.

As part of this year’s budget adop-
tion process, the city first engaged 
our residents through the Alameda 

Budget Challenge, an online simula-
tion that allows the community to 
share their priorities. More than 
1,000 Alamedans participated in this 
year’s Challenge. The most popular 
community choices included fiscal 
accountability by reducing long-
term budget shortfalls/unfunded 
legal obligations, choices. 

They also include upgrading 
emergency equipment, augment-
ing funding for homeless services, 
increasing library hours and updating 
library technology, raising money to 
restore the historic Carnegie Library 
for public use and maintaining the 
existing animal shelter facility.

I would like to thank everyone 
who helped spread the word about 

the community Budget Challenge, 
as well as those of you who partici-
pated in this opportunity to share 
direct feedback — it is so helpful 
and greatly appreciated! 

Thank you in advance for your 
future input and support as we 
continue to engage the public on 
these essential quality of life and 
fiscal sustainability issues, includ-
ing identifying additional locally-
controlled revenue. 

To view information from this 
year’s budget adoption, please visit 
https://alamedaca.gov/finance/fy-
2017-18-2018-19-budget or contact my 
office if you have any questions at 
manager@alamedaca.gov or 747-4700.

— Jill Keimach, City Manager

Casey Sparks
Eugenie Thomson wrote an 

opinion piece recently, (“City 
Needs a Moratorium on New 
Development,” May 4) and I’d like 
to respond. She stated that city 
officials are cooking the books 
with their transportation demand 
management (TDM) studies and 
analyses of the impact proposed 
Northern Waterfront develop-
ments will have on traffic.

I have enormous respect for 
those who have served our com-
munities for so many years and 
worked toward their improve-
ment in so many areas. But the 
“old road is rapidly aging,” as Bob 
Dylan once sang, and we cannot 
afford to stand in the way of prog-
ress on the basis of outmoded 
ways. I disagree with the view 
that it will adversely affect quality 
of service of our transportation 
network, as her argument is based 
on an outmoded use of the level-
of-service (LOS) metric for transit 
planning.

The post-war model doesn’t 
apply to the world we live in 
— people aren’t always looking 
for parking spaces where they 
live, and aren’t generally look-
ing to drive everywhere they go. 
Projections of traffic and conges-
tion, and developmental impact 
on them, can’t be seen through 
an automobile-only lens — the 
mindset that defined the Robert 
Moses School of Planning, and 
the origins of the LOS score as a 
measure of transportation quality 
and efficiency.

A world where you can hail a 
car with a phone 24 hours a day, 
and a region where people ori-
ent their commuting lives around 
public transit, is more multimodal 
in nature each day than it was 
the day before. We need to see 
transit the same way we do other 
modes of living — through a lens 
that incorporates all the options 
and pathways that are available 
to us as Bay Area residents —  and 
look at the traffic impact of new 
developments from a multimodal 
perspective.

LOS applies more in a multi-
modal context in a world becom-
ing more interconnected every 
day. Multimodal LOS correlates 
to the demands of this world, 
which less and less center around 
intersection efficiency, roadway 
segment speeds and traditional 
car traffic. Incorporating a view 
of transit impact and analysis that 
focuses on per-capita-VMT (vehi-
cle miles traveled) as a metric for 
use in TDM will serve Alameda 
as well as it has other East Bay 
communities. It already has in 
Oakland, where the redevelop-

ment of lower Telegraph Avenue 
to a complete-streets design of 
dedicated bike lanes and better 
pedestrian crossings lowered 
auto-related collisions by 40 per-
cent and increased pedestrian 
traffic — getting us closer to a 
vision of zero pedestrian deaths 
that city planners share across 
the region.

Redevelopment of the 
Northern Waterfront will be 
transit-oriented, located near the 
Transbay bus lines, the local 51A 
and the No. 19 down Buena Vista 
Avenue, and more connections to 
BART and other regional networks 
every day. Dense in footprint and 
walkable to retail and other com-
mercial development, it will be 
proximate to the destinations 
Alameda is known for that make 
our island great — and will be 
another one of those destinations.

We have to look at future 
impact of these 
projects from 
a perspective 
that takes into 
account cur-
rent transit 
modes and how 
we get around 
today. Alameda 
L a n d i n g ’ s 
extensions, Shipways, Encinal 
Terminals, Alameda Marina and 
other developments will be built 
based on the needs of today and 
the patterns we envision and pre-
dict for tomorrow. 

The example of dodging the 
potholes and exposed rails of 
Clement Street, past crumbling 
piers and underutilized waterfront 
estuary property, reminds us of 
the untenable nature of the status 
quo and the need for infrastruc-
ture improvement.

These projects are an invest-
ment towards a future version 
of what our city can be. They 
are mixed-use redevelopments of 
extraordinary land parcels — the 
shorelines that define our island 
geographically and literally, the 
gem at the center of the Bay Area. 
Sustainable reuse of waterfront 
land for new parks, greenways and 
open space; infield and brown-
field residential and commercial 
development with a density bal-
ance; and a new marina as part 
of new waterfront access, will 
carry immeasurable economic 
and aesthetic benefits — includ-
ing redirection of truck traffic and 
elimination of road noise from 
industrial facilities and trucks that 
are the result of current land use.

Opposing new development 
through a moratorium is short-
sighted in an age where population 
growth and increased mobility — 

the oft-cited enemies of quality of 
life in our community — are ben-
eficial in the near and long term. 
Development that is dense and 
transit-oriented is future-oriented. 
You don’t have to be a Millennial 
to find a walkable neighborhood 
more appealing; having access 
to our regional transportation 
network brings value to any age 
group. Developments like Encinal 
Terminals will help us plan for the 
Island City to remain prosperous 
in the decades ahead.

Housing is the hot-button 
issue, and the reality we face 
today is a crisis based on the 
lack of it — the legacy of Measure 
A that we need to continue to 
revisit. The question is urgent: 
Who will live in Alameda decades 
from now — affordably, or for 

that matter, prac-
ticably — if we 
don’t expand our 
housing stock 
and maintain or 
replace our exist-
ing supply? What 
we have in the 
pipeline includes 
affordable and 

senior housing, and opens new 
housing for the workforce that we 
seek to bring with new businesses 
and jobs to our shores.

Regional approaches and 
regional solutions are key to the 
problems we face — those of 
increasing traffic, land-use issues 
and concerns of quality of life. 
Encinal Terminals and others are 
investing in jobs and housing that 
will bring capital and resources to 
an area in need of more tax rev-
enue for infrastructure improve-
ment.

We owe a debt of gratitude 
to previous generations that is 
larger than we could ever repay. 
Their vision for the Bay Area 
has served our cities and com-
munities well for decades. But it 
is past time to update the infra-
structure they gave us and main-
tain and improve and expand on 
the projects they built, to plan 
for future population growth. 
Transit-oriented development is 
our key to getting there; these 
development projects already 
approved and on the agenda, 
shovel-ready and financed, set us 
in the right direction.

Casey Sparks lives in Alameda.
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You don’t 
have to be a 
Millennial to 
find a walkable 
neighborhood 
more appealing.


