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April 27, 2021 
 


By electronic transmission 
 
ESA Associates 
Peterson Vollmann, Planner IV, City of Oakland Bureau of Planning 
 
Re: Development at Howard Terminal. DEIR ER18-016  
 
Dear Mr. Vollmann, ESA, and other consultants, 
 
Oakland Heritage Alliance considers the sections of the DEIR we have reviewed as insufficient 
and inadequate. In particular, we note the curt dismissal of our comments on the Notice of 
Preparation, requesting study of alternatives. The DEIR states 


 
6.4 Alternatives Considered but Not Analyzed in Detail in the EIR  
Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(c), an EIR should identify any alternatives that 
were considered by the Lead Agency but were rejected during the scoping process, and briefly 
explain the reasons underlying this decision. Among the factors that may be used to eliminate 
alternatives from detailed consideration in an EIR are the following: (1) failure to meet most of 
the basic project objectives; (2) infeasibility; or (3) inability to avoid significant environmental 
effects. Several other possible alternatives were suggested in response to the Notice of 
Preparation (NOP) or identified for other reasons during preparation of this EIR. Each of these 
alternatives is briefly summarized below, along with the reason it did not warrant in-depth 
analysis.  
 
In addition, the City received comments expressing support for or opposition to components of 
the Project or possible variants (such as the Aerial Gondola Variant). Comments also addressed 
design issues, such as a request that the design of the ballpark incorporate detailing that is 
compatible with nearby PG&E Substation C, a historic resource. To the extent that these 
comments reflect design preferences, they would not result in any changes to the impacts 
identified with the proposed Project." (Page 6-57 of DEIR).  


 
In our comments concerning the Notice of Preparation (App_02-Appendix-NOP), we requested 
mitigations and alternatives: 
 
1. IMPACT: Demolition and/or adverse alteration of all or a portion of Pacific Gas and Electric 
Company Station C: 
 
 
Mitigation Measures: 


a. Design the project to preserve all of the historically /architecturally contributing 
elements within the Station C complex. Note: Although the Notice of Preparation’s 
Project Description suggests that the “existing power plant” will not be included among 
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the buildings to be demolished on the project site, various renderings and other materials 
presented by the applicant omit at least portions of Station C, notably the Jefferson 
Street wing. At a meeting with OHA, the applicant appeared unaware that the Jefferson 
Street portion was a contributing element of Station C. 
 
b. Require that any modifications to the Station C buildings conform with the Secretary of 
The Interior Standards for the Treatment Of Historic Properties. Consider restoration of 
altered portions of the Station C exteriors as part of any adaptive reuse of the Station C 
buildings. 
 
c. Require that the design of the new stadium and other buildings are compatible with the 
Station C architecture, according to the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards. 
 
d. Require that a preservation architect with demonstrated successful experience working 
with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and the California Historical Building 
Code be included in the project design team. Include the attached California Historic Resources 
Inventory Form for Station C in the EIR. 


 
2. IMPACT: Possible adverse effects of the gondola component on the Old Oakland National 
Register District. 


 
Project Alternatives: Instead of the gondola, provide alternative transportation improvements to 
facilitate stadium access from BART, including a dedicated light rail, bus or shuttle connecting 
the stadium to the West Oakland BART station along Third Street. 
 
Mitigations:  
a. Locate the gondola’s 10th Street Station within the Convention Center/Hotel to 
minimize the station structure within the Washington Street and 10th Street rights of 
way and to retain the openness of the air space within these rights of way to the greatest 
extent possible. 
 
b. As an alternative to Measure (a): 


i. Position as much of the station structure as possible outside the Washington 
Street right of way alignment to minimize its visual prominence when looking 
north within the National Register District’s important Washington Street visual 
corridor. This measure would result in most or all of the station structure to be 
positioned within the 10th Street right of way outside of the Washington Street 
right away alignment; and 
 
ii. Design the station to minimize its architectural prominence and to be as visually 
subordinate as possible to the District’s contributing buildings. Minimize the 
height of the station structures and use materials and design treatments that 
maximize transparency. Refer to the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards. 
Include a preservation architect on the station design team with demonstrated 
experience successfully working with the Standards. Note: preliminary station 
renderings presented to OHA by the applicant showed a very modernistic design 
that contrasted excessively with Old Oakland’s contributing buildings with the station 
positioned at an extremely prominent location relative to the District. 


 







 3 


We were surprised that that the above alternative and mitigations were not discussed in 
Section 6.4 of the DEIR nor even specifically noted. 
 
Since the above OHA-recommended alternative to the gondola variant is not disqualified by any 
of the factors (1), (2) or (3) in the first paragraph under DEIR section 6.4, and would indeed 
lessen impacts upon cultural resources, the refusal to explore this alternative is especially 
unacceptable and, along with the failure to discuss the OHA-recommended mitigations, renders 
the DEIR insufficient.  
 
In addition, it is notable that the proposed demolition of portions of the east and west wings of 
the peaker plant is not related to the project itself, but only to the peaker plant project variant. 
This information was not known when the NOP was released. Pages 5–14 and 5–15 of the DEIR 
state that the purpose of the demolition is to accommodate a new public plaza and pedestrian 
circulation. These considerations are clearly not essential to the project success, since they are 
not part of the project itself, only the variant. Retention of the east and west wings should 
therefore have been evaluated in the DEIR as an additional project alternative. The 
omission of such an obviously feasible alternative is a gross deficiency in the DEIR.  
 
 
1. Gondola Variant 
The gondola is not an integral component of this project, but it would have serious effects on one 
of Oakland’s most important historic areas, Old Oakla, a National Register Historic District. 
While it would only be useful when large events occur at the proposed stadium, fewer than 100 
days of the year, its impact would be experienced 365 days, 24/7. Historic Old Oakland has 
survived an era of downtown demolition, several economic downturns, and a major earthquake. 
It should be preserved and treated with respect. The gondola, as an off-site facility, is not crucial 
to the project, yet the Variant would insert an obtrusive structure at the north end of Old 
Oakland. It would also insert an aerial structure above the Victorian buildings, the survivors of 
Oakland’s 19th-century business area. It would present noise, crowding, and night-time 
disturbance effects upon the residents and businesses at Swan’s.  
 
It would remove people from the street level, who might otherwise patronize businesses from 
downtown to the ballpark. Study the OHA-recommended alternative: Invest in alternative 
ground level transportation improvements. Also invest in retail and Oakland’s cityscape 
rather than installing a gondola that avoids and competes with Oakland’s retail uses and 
cityscape. The Detroit People Mover was a failure 
(https://www.michigancapitolconfidential.com/detroit-people-mover-maintenance-worker-paid-
174602-in-2017). The Minneapolis Skyways took people off the street and created equity issues 
(https://www.journalmpls.com/focus/neighborhood-spotlight/2017/01/for-dayton-its-his-way-or-
the-skyway/). 
 
The OHA-recommended alternative should be seriously analyzed, including studying 
expending the equivalent of the gondola cost by improving the walking and transit ground-
level access to the proposed project. As a novelty amusement ride, the gondola presents a cute 
shiny object; but Old Oakland should not suffer the indignity of becoming a kind of theme park 
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with the gondola’s overpowering structural intrusion. Old Oakland is authentic, it is a National 
Register Historic District, and the gondola puts its integrity at extreme risk. The EIR needs to 
address whether the gondola as proposed will disqualify Old Oakland from the National 
Register. 


 
 
2. Peaker Plant Variant: Avoid the demolition at the peaker plant, and design its 
surroundings to compliment it. 
 
The additional alternative presented above that avoids demolition of portions of the east 
and west wings of the Peaker plant must be considered in the EIR. The possibility of the 
proposed demolition disqualifying the peaker plant from National Register eligibility must 
also be evaluated. 
 
As one of the few remaining waterfront structures from Oakland’s working past, the peaker plant 
presents a great opportunity to tie new and old architectural elements together. We find the 
project description and diagrams confusing, as in the base condition there is no demolition of 
parts of this historic building. We strongly support avoiding demolition of parts of the building 
as shown in the Variant, especially as it does not seem to be necessary.  Design the surrounding 
buildings to be compatible with it, and highlight its visual interest. We support the idea of a 
creative reuse so that it will contribute to the overall development. Howard Terminal is a very 
large site and the stadium design should be adjusted to avoid impact upon historic resources. The 
site would be a clean canvas—make it work and avoid the demolition. 
 


Impact Cul-8 (p. 5-40) 
“... However, while all other character-defining features would remain intact, the footprint of the 
building would be altered and the monumental size of the building would be diminished. 
Alterations that demolish or materially alter in an adverse manner those physical characteristics 
of a resource that convey its historical significance would materially impair the significance of 
the historic resource (CEQA Section 15064.5(2)), resulting in a significant impact. Demolition of 
portions of both the east and west wings would result in a loss of historic fabric and would 
constitute just such a significant impact. CEQA provides provisions to potentially mitigate 
impacts on historic resources to less than significant if they follow the Secretary’s Standards 
(CEQA Section 15064.5(3)); in this case, however, incorporating the Secretary’s Standards would 
not mitigate the loss of the building sections located at 601 Embarcadero West. Therefore, the 
Peaker Power Plant Variant would result in a significant and unavoidable impact on the historic 
resource.” 


 
Although mitigations for the proposed demolition appear irrelevant, given the apparent 
feasibility of avoiding the proposed demolitions in the first place as discussed above, the 
demolition mitigations  are in any case woefully insufficient.  
 


Mitigation Measure CUL-6a is fine but does not really mitigate the impact. 
 
Mitigation Measure CUL-6b is fine as far as it goes, but does not compensate for the loss 
of historic material. 
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We suggest the following additional measures: 
 


6c: Subject any design of new buildings in the vicinity (such as entry to the stadium, 
proposed buildings on tank site, as well as ramps, roads, infrastructure, and accessways) 
to review by the Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board as well as to the regular 
planning and design reviews (required under 17.136.055 of Oakland code). Any nearby 
new design should be reviewed for contextual compatibility and must be deferential to 
the historic structure. 
 
6d: Make a contribution to the Façade improvement Program of the City of Oakland in 
proportion to the degree to which any façade demolition is carried out, for the purposes of 
preserving historic buildings in the West Waterfront area.  


  
 
 
Page 2-97 Impact CUL-9 and CUL-3.CU 
 
3.  Retain cranes and design the project to relate to context. 
We remain confused by the DEIR analysis of the various cranes and their historic values. But the 
main point is to honor and reflect Oakland's maritime past—its port a major reason for its 
founding as a modern municipality, in 1852—and urge that the planning and design incorporate 
the cranes more into the site planning, landscape planning, and architectural plans. They should 
be retained as monumental found objects and should be part of easily understandable historic 
interpretive information at the site. These cranes can provide a unique and interesting character 
for the development. 


 
4.  Preserve space for maritime activities and history 
As Oakland’s key industry, maritime activity should be accommodated and encouraged. We urge 
the Port, the Athletics, the City, and the business and labor community not to turn away from this 
inheritance, but rather to ensure that any waterfront development not encroach on our waterfront, 
and to design for a symbiosis. Conflict of use should be avoided, rather than built in. 
 
5. Cumulative Impacts to Cultural Resources 
 
7.1.3 is inadequate; it does not address impacts to other resources aside from Crane X-422. 
 
 
Impact CUL-1 and Mitigation Measure CUL-1 
 
Both the impact statement and the mitigation suggested are inadequate and insufficient. 
 
Devise additional Mitigation Measures to address ongoing operations for the maritime resources 
in CUL-1. The resources appear to be within the project area. The future viability of the 
resources depends upon continued access to them by the public, not only for maintenance and 
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operations and not confined to periods of construction, but permanently, so that their 
organizations can continue to support them.  
 
Major use of the Potomac for activities such as public tours and special events occurs on 
weekends and provides the income that preserves it. How will the the resources be able to 
operate? Address issues such as parking availability, visibility, and intense traffic congestion 
with relation to their programs. Provide mitigation, such as including assistance with on-site 
visibility, providing permanent dedicated parking, and supporting enhanced promotion 
opportunities. If the incomes for these resources are compromised, provide compensatory 
funding so that the resources will not be starved of income, making their mission difficult. 
  
We look forward to a recirculation of the DEIR that addresses more completely the issues raised 
by this development.  
 
Thank you for your consideration.  
 
Sincerely, 


 
Mary Harper 
President 
 
 


 
Cc:  
Oakland Planning Commission 
William Gilchrist 
Ed Manasse 
Pete Vollmann 
Catherine Payne 
Robert Merkamp 
Betty Marvin 


 
 







 

 

April 27, 2021 
 

By electronic transmission 
 
ESA Associates 
Peterson Vollmann, Planner IV, City of Oakland Bureau of Planning 
 
Re: Development at Howard Terminal. DEIR ER18-016  
 
Dear Mr. Vollmann, ESA, and other consultants, 
 
Oakland Heritage Alliance considers the sections of the DEIR we have reviewed as insufficient 
and inadequate. In particular, we note the curt dismissal of our comments on the Notice of 
Preparation, requesting study of alternatives. The DEIR states 

 
6.4 Alternatives Considered but Not Analyzed in Detail in the EIR  
Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(c), an EIR should identify any alternatives that 
were considered by the Lead Agency but were rejected during the scoping process, and briefly 
explain the reasons underlying this decision. Among the factors that may be used to eliminate 
alternatives from detailed consideration in an EIR are the following: (1) failure to meet most of 
the basic project objectives; (2) infeasibility; or (3) inability to avoid significant environmental 
effects. Several other possible alternatives were suggested in response to the Notice of 
Preparation (NOP) or identified for other reasons during preparation of this EIR. Each of these 
alternatives is briefly summarized below, along with the reason it did not warrant in-depth 
analysis.  
 
In addition, the City received comments expressing support for or opposition to components of 
the Project or possible variants (such as the Aerial Gondola Variant). Comments also addressed 
design issues, such as a request that the design of the ballpark incorporate detailing that is 
compatible with nearby PG&E Substation C, a historic resource. To the extent that these 
comments reflect design preferences, they would not result in any changes to the impacts 
identified with the proposed Project." (Page 6-57 of DEIR).  

 
In our comments concerning the Notice of Preparation (App_02-Appendix-NOP), we requested 
mitigations and alternatives: 
 
1. IMPACT: Demolition and/or adverse alteration of all or a portion of Pacific Gas and Electric 
Company Station C: 
 
 
Mitigation Measures: 

a. Design the project to preserve all of the historically /architecturally contributing 
elements within the Station C complex. Note: Although the Notice of Preparation’s 
Project Description suggests that the “existing power plant” will not be included among 
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the buildings to be demolished on the project site, various renderings and other materials 
presented by the applicant omit at least portions of Station C, notably the Jefferson 
Street wing. At a meeting with OHA, the applicant appeared unaware that the Jefferson 
Street portion was a contributing element of Station C. 
 
b. Require that any modifications to the Station C buildings conform with the Secretary of 
The Interior Standards for the Treatment Of Historic Properties. Consider restoration of 
altered portions of the Station C exteriors as part of any adaptive reuse of the Station C 
buildings. 
 
c. Require that the design of the new stadium and other buildings are compatible with the 
Station C architecture, according to the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards. 
 
d. Require that a preservation architect with demonstrated successful experience working 
with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and the California Historical Building 
Code be included in the project design team. Include the attached California Historic Resources 
Inventory Form for Station C in the EIR. 

 
2. IMPACT: Possible adverse effects of the gondola component on the Old Oakland National 
Register District. 

 
Project Alternatives: Instead of the gondola, provide alternative transportation improvements to 
facilitate stadium access from BART, including a dedicated light rail, bus or shuttle connecting 
the stadium to the West Oakland BART station along Third Street. 
 
Mitigations:  
a. Locate the gondola’s 10th Street Station within the Convention Center/Hotel to 
minimize the station structure within the Washington Street and 10th Street rights of 
way and to retain the openness of the air space within these rights of way to the greatest 
extent possible. 
 
b. As an alternative to Measure (a): 

i. Position as much of the station structure as possible outside the Washington 
Street right of way alignment to minimize its visual prominence when looking 
north within the National Register District’s important Washington Street visual 
corridor. This measure would result in most or all of the station structure to be 
positioned within the 10th Street right of way outside of the Washington Street 
right away alignment; and 
 
ii. Design the station to minimize its architectural prominence and to be as visually 
subordinate as possible to the District’s contributing buildings. Minimize the 
height of the station structures and use materials and design treatments that 
maximize transparency. Refer to the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards. 
Include a preservation architect on the station design team with demonstrated 
experience successfully working with the Standards. Note: preliminary station 
renderings presented to OHA by the applicant showed a very modernistic design 
that contrasted excessively with Old Oakland’s contributing buildings with the station 
positioned at an extremely prominent location relative to the District. 
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We were surprised that that the above alternative and mitigations were not discussed in 
Section 6.4 of the DEIR nor even specifically noted. 
 
Since the above OHA-recommended alternative to the gondola variant is not disqualified by any 
of the factors (1), (2) or (3) in the first paragraph under DEIR section 6.4, and would indeed 
lessen impacts upon cultural resources, the refusal to explore this alternative is especially 
unacceptable and, along with the failure to discuss the OHA-recommended mitigations, renders 
the DEIR insufficient.  
 
In addition, it is notable that the proposed demolition of portions of the east and west wings of 
the peaker plant is not related to the project itself, but only to the peaker plant project variant. 
This information was not known when the NOP was released. Pages 5–14 and 5–15 of the DEIR 
state that the purpose of the demolition is to accommodate a new public plaza and pedestrian 
circulation. These considerations are clearly not essential to the project success, since they are 
not part of the project itself, only the variant. Retention of the east and west wings should 
therefore have been evaluated in the DEIR as an additional project alternative. The 
omission of such an obviously feasible alternative is a gross deficiency in the DEIR.  
 
 
1. Gondola Variant 
The gondola is not an integral component of this project, but it would have serious effects on one 
of Oakland’s most important historic areas, Old Oakla, a National Register Historic District. 
While it would only be useful when large events occur at the proposed stadium, fewer than 100 
days of the year, its impact would be experienced 365 days, 24/7. Historic Old Oakland has 
survived an era of downtown demolition, several economic downturns, and a major earthquake. 
It should be preserved and treated with respect. The gondola, as an off-site facility, is not crucial 
to the project, yet the Variant would insert an obtrusive structure at the north end of Old 
Oakland. It would also insert an aerial structure above the Victorian buildings, the survivors of 
Oakland’s 19th-century business area. It would present noise, crowding, and night-time 
disturbance effects upon the residents and businesses at Swan’s.  
 
It would remove people from the street level, who might otherwise patronize businesses from 
downtown to the ballpark. Study the OHA-recommended alternative: Invest in alternative 
ground level transportation improvements. Also invest in retail and Oakland’s cityscape 
rather than installing a gondola that avoids and competes with Oakland’s retail uses and 
cityscape. The Detroit People Mover was a failure 
(https://www.michigancapitolconfidential.com/detroit-people-mover-maintenance-worker-paid-
174602-in-2017). The Minneapolis Skyways took people off the street and created equity issues 
(https://www.journalmpls.com/focus/neighborhood-spotlight/2017/01/for-dayton-its-his-way-or-
the-skyway/). 
 
The OHA-recommended alternative should be seriously analyzed, including studying 
expending the equivalent of the gondola cost by improving the walking and transit ground-
level access to the proposed project. As a novelty amusement ride, the gondola presents a cute 
shiny object; but Old Oakland should not suffer the indignity of becoming a kind of theme park 
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with the gondola’s overpowering structural intrusion. Old Oakland is authentic, it is a National 
Register Historic District, and the gondola puts its integrity at extreme risk. The EIR needs to 
address whether the gondola as proposed will disqualify Old Oakland from the National 
Register. 

 
 
2. Peaker Plant Variant: Avoid the demolition at the peaker plant, and design its 
surroundings to compliment it. 
 
The additional alternative presented above that avoids demolition of portions of the east 
and west wings of the Peaker plant must be considered in the EIR. The possibility of the 
proposed demolition disqualifying the peaker plant from National Register eligibility must 
also be evaluated. 
 
As one of the few remaining waterfront structures from Oakland’s working past, the peaker plant 
presents a great opportunity to tie new and old architectural elements together. We find the 
project description and diagrams confusing, as in the base condition there is no demolition of 
parts of this historic building. We strongly support avoiding demolition of parts of the building 
as shown in the Variant, especially as it does not seem to be necessary.  Design the surrounding 
buildings to be compatible with it, and highlight its visual interest. We support the idea of a 
creative reuse so that it will contribute to the overall development. Howard Terminal is a very 
large site and the stadium design should be adjusted to avoid impact upon historic resources. The 
site would be a clean canvas—make it work and avoid the demolition. 
 

Impact Cul-8 (p. 5-40) 
“... However, while all other character-defining features would remain intact, the footprint of the 
building would be altered and the monumental size of the building would be diminished. 
Alterations that demolish or materially alter in an adverse manner those physical characteristics 
of a resource that convey its historical significance would materially impair the significance of 
the historic resource (CEQA Section 15064.5(2)), resulting in a significant impact. Demolition of 
portions of both the east and west wings would result in a loss of historic fabric and would 
constitute just such a significant impact. CEQA provides provisions to potentially mitigate 
impacts on historic resources to less than significant if they follow the Secretary’s Standards 
(CEQA Section 15064.5(3)); in this case, however, incorporating the Secretary’s Standards would 
not mitigate the loss of the building sections located at 601 Embarcadero West. Therefore, the 
Peaker Power Plant Variant would result in a significant and unavoidable impact on the historic 
resource.” 

 
Although mitigations for the proposed demolition appear irrelevant, given the apparent 
feasibility of avoiding the proposed demolitions in the first place as discussed above, the 
demolition mitigations  are in any case woefully insufficient.  
 

Mitigation Measure CUL-6a is fine but does not really mitigate the impact. 
 
Mitigation Measure CUL-6b is fine as far as it goes, but does not compensate for the loss 
of historic material. 
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We suggest the following additional measures: 
 

6c: Subject any design of new buildings in the vicinity (such as entry to the stadium, 
proposed buildings on tank site, as well as ramps, roads, infrastructure, and accessways) 
to review by the Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board as well as to the regular 
planning and design reviews (required under 17.136.055 of Oakland code). Any nearby 
new design should be reviewed for contextual compatibility and must be deferential to 
the historic structure. 
 
6d: Make a contribution to the Façade improvement Program of the City of Oakland in 
proportion to the degree to which any façade demolition is carried out, for the purposes of 
preserving historic buildings in the West Waterfront area.  

  
 
 
Page 2-97 Impact CUL-9 and CUL-3.CU 
 
3.  Retain cranes and design the project to relate to context. 
We remain confused by the DEIR analysis of the various cranes and their historic values. But the 
main point is to honor and reflect Oakland's maritime past—its port a major reason for its 
founding as a modern municipality, in 1852—and urge that the planning and design incorporate 
the cranes more into the site planning, landscape planning, and architectural plans. They should 
be retained as monumental found objects and should be part of easily understandable historic 
interpretive information at the site. These cranes can provide a unique and interesting character 
for the development. 

 
4.  Preserve space for maritime activities and history 
As Oakland’s key industry, maritime activity should be accommodated and encouraged. We urge 
the Port, the Athletics, the City, and the business and labor community not to turn away from this 
inheritance, but rather to ensure that any waterfront development not encroach on our waterfront, 
and to design for a symbiosis. Conflict of use should be avoided, rather than built in. 
 
5. Cumulative Impacts to Cultural Resources 
 
7.1.3 is inadequate; it does not address impacts to other resources aside from Crane X-422. 
 
 
Impact CUL-1 and Mitigation Measure CUL-1 
 
Both the impact statement and the mitigation suggested are inadequate and insufficient. 
 
Devise additional Mitigation Measures to address ongoing operations for the maritime resources 
in CUL-1. The resources appear to be within the project area. The future viability of the 
resources depends upon continued access to them by the public, not only for maintenance and 
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operations and not confined to periods of construction, but permanently, so that their 
organizations can continue to support them.  
 
Major use of the Potomac for activities such as public tours and special events occurs on 
weekends and provides the income that preserves it. How will the the resources be able to 
operate? Address issues such as parking availability, visibility, and intense traffic congestion 
with relation to their programs. Provide mitigation, such as including assistance with on-site 
visibility, providing permanent dedicated parking, and supporting enhanced promotion 
opportunities. If the incomes for these resources are compromised, provide compensatory 
funding so that the resources will not be starved of income, making their mission difficult. 
  
We look forward to a recirculation of the DEIR that addresses more completely the issues raised 
by this development.  
 
Thank you for your consideration.  
 
Sincerely, 

 
Mary Harper 
President 
 
 

 
Cc:  
Oakland Planning Commission 
William Gilchrist 
Ed Manasse 
Pete Vollmann 
Catherine Payne 
Robert Merkamp 
Betty Marvin 
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