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Allen Tai

From: Jane Lehman - 9PCD <jane.lehman@gsa.gov>
Sent: Friday, April 8, 2022 3:18 PM
To: calshpo.ohp@parks.ca.gov; Mark Beason; Correia, Jay@Parks; Burg, William@Parks; 

Laura Lavernia; Beth Savage; Allen Tai; dbiggs@apcollaborative.org
Cc: Joan Brierton; Natalie Loukianoff; Jocelyn Chan - 9Pcd; Anita Lee - 9PZ; David Haase - 

9PZ; Marilyn Paik - LD9
Subject: [EXTERNAL] 106 and Registration Programs - GSA - Alameda Federal Center, Alameda, 

CA
Attachments: We sent you safe versions of your files; SHPO 2022-04-08 Nomination of Federal 

Property.pdf; SHPO 2003-03-20 response.pdf

Mimecast Attachment Protection has deemed this file to be safe, but always exercise caution when opening files. 

Hello, 
 
Attached is GSA's electronic submittal for the above-mentioned facility.  Please contact me if you have any 
questions or issues with the documents. 
 
Thank you, Jane 

To help protect you r priv acy, Microsoft Office prevented automatic  
download of this pictu re from the Internet.
Visit the GSA Pacific Rim Region page

 

Jane Lehman, Architect, LEED AP 
Regional Historic Preservation Officer 
Design and Construction 
Office: (415) 522-3098   Cell: (415) 310-6584 
50 United Nations Plaza 
Mailbox #9, Suite 3411 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
Pacific Rim Region  

 







From: Henry Dong
To: "calshpo.ohp@parks.ca.gov"
Cc: Allen Tai; Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft; "jane.lehman@gsa.gov"; Doug Biggs
Subject: City of Alameda Comment Letter for the Proposed Nomination of the U.S. Maritime Service Officers School to the

National Register of Historic Places
Date: Tuesday, April 12, 2022 11:00:42 AM
Attachments: City of Alameda Comment Letter 04-12-2022.pdf

OHP Notice for US Maritime Service Officers School.pdf

Dear Ms. Polanco,
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed nomination of the U.S. Maritime
Service Officers School to the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) scheduled
before the State Historical Resources Commission (Commission) on April 29, 2022. Please
find the attached letter from Allen Tai, Secretary of the City of Alameda Historical Advisory
Board, in response to the Office of Historic Preservation notification of the proposal
received on February 28, 2022. I will also mail a hard copy of the comment letter along with
a flash drive containing the attachments.
 
If you have any questions feel free to contact Allen Tai at 510-747-6888 or
atai@alamedaca.gov.
 
 
Best regards,
 
Henry
 
Henry Dong
Planner
City of Alameda
Planning, Building, & Transportation Dept.
2263 Santa Clara Ave., Room 190
Alameda, CA 94501
(510) 747-6871
https://www.alamedaca.gov/Departments/Planning-Building-and-Transportation

 

mailto:HDong@alamedaca.gov
mailto:calshpo.ohp@parks.ca.gov
mailto:ATai@alamedaca.gov
mailto:MEzzyAshcraft@alamedaca.gov
mailto:jane.lehman@gsa.gov
mailto:dbiggs@apcollaborative.org
mailto:atai@alamedaca.gov
https://www.alamedaca.gov/Departments/Planning-Building-and-Transportation
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April 12, 2022 


 
 
 
 


 
Julianne Polanco 
State Historic Preservation Officer 
California Dept of Parks and Recreation 


Office of Historic Preservation 
1725 23rd Street, Suite 100 
Sacramento, CA 95816 
 


VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL 
 
 
RE:  State Historic Preservation Commission Review and Comment on the Nomination 


of US Maritime Service Officers School to the National Register of Historic Places 
 
Dear Ms. Polanco, 
 


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed nomination of the U.S. 
Maritime Service Officers School to the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) 
scheduled before the State Historical Resources Commission (Commission) on April 29, 
2022. The purpose of this letter is to notify the Commission that the City of Alameda (City) 


took a series of actions in 2021 related to the eligibility of the former U.S. Maritime Service 
Officers School/Alameda Federal Center for listing on the NRHP.  Both the City’s 
Historical Advisory Board (HAB) (Alameda’s local historic preservation commission) and 
the City Council concluded that Buildings 1 and 2 (including Buildings 2A, 2B, 2C, and 


2D) and accessory buildings 8, 9, 10, and 13 were not eligible for listing on the NRHP or 
the California Register.  The City of Alameda recommends the State Historic Preservation 
Officer take no further action for the nomination of this property as further explained 
below. 


 
Background 
 
Between 1996 to 2003, the eligibility of the subject site for NRHP listing was evaluated.  


The February 23, 1996 Page & Turnbull Report concluded that the site was not eligible for 
the NRHP due to loss of integrity from prior demolition activity (Exhibit 1, p. 136). In March 
2003, the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) concurred with the Page & Turnbull 
conclusion in a determination letter to the General Services Administration (GSA) (Exhibit 


2). Based on this 2003 determination, GSA proceeded to demolish additional buildings on 
the property further eroding any remaining integrity.   
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In recent years, the City of Alameda have re-examined the eligibility question in response 
to public comment over proposed redevelopment of the site.  The April 29, 2021 Page and 
Turnbull preservation analysis discusses major alterations that have occurred to the 
subject buildings, and provides an updated opinion to the 1996 historical evaluation. Page 


& Turnbull concluded that the heavily modified buildings that remain do not retain sufficient 
integrity of setting, location, design, materials, workmanship, feeling, or association to be 
eligible for listing on the NRHP or the California Register (Exhibit 3, p. 16). 
 


Recent City Actions 
 
The HAB conducted duly noticed public hearings on March 4, 2021 and May 6, 2021 and 
adopted Resolution No. HAB-21-01 (Exhibit 4) to approve a Certificate of Approval to 


allow demolition of the two main buildings (Buildings 1 and 2) and four accessory buildings  
(Buildings 8, 9, 10, and 13).  And on July 6, 2021, the City Council conducted a duly 
noticed public hearing and reaffirmed the HAB’s decision to allow demolition of the two 
main buildings and four accessory buildings (Exhibit 5 - Resolution No. 15792). Findings 


2 and 3 in the HAB Resolution and the City Council Resolution determined that Buildings 
1 and 2 and accessory buildings 8, 9, 10, and 13 were not eligible for listing on the NRHP 
or the California Register, based on the lack of integrity of the original Maritime Service 
Officers School campus as a whole, and the lack of individual integrity of each of the 


buildings.  Collectively, the HAB and City Council’s actions satisfy the reporting 
requirement set forth in 54 U.S.C. Section 302504(b). 
 
The City’s approval to allow demolition of the subject buildings was based on its review of 


comprehensive expert and authoritative analysis confirming that the subject buildings are 
not eligible for listing in any national, state or local register of historic resources. The HAB 
and City Council’s findings were made following the City’s review of the following 
preservation analyses and documentation, which are based on established evaluation 


criteria and historic preservation methodology:   
 


• February 23, 1996 Historic Building Preservation Plan, Alameda Federal Center, 
prepared by Page & Turnbull, Inc. (Exhibit 1);  


• February 1996 Supporting Materials for Determination of Eligibility for National 
Register of Historic Places, Alameda Federal Center, prepared by Page & 
Turnbull, Inc. (Exhibit 6);  


• March 2003 correspondence between GSA Regional Historic Preservation Officer 


Arthur Layne, State Historic Preservation Officer Dr. Knox Mellon and Staff 
Historian Clarence Caeser (Exhibit 2);  


• April 29, 2021 Memorandum of Opinion prepared by Page & Turnbull (Exhibit 3); 


• 2018 Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration for the McKay Wellness Center  


(Alameda Federal Center Reuse Project) (Exhibit 7); 


• 2021 Addendum to an Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration for the McKay 
Wellness Center (Alameda Federal Center Reuse Project) (Exhibit 8); and 
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• May 3, 2021 correspondence between GSA Regional Historic Preservation Officer 
Jane Lehman and City staff (Exhibit 9). 


 
Nomination for NRHP Not Recommended 


 
The City of Alameda’s HAB and City Council adopted separate resolutions finding that 
the subject property does not meet the criteria for the NHRP; as a result, the property is 
ineligible for inclusion on the NHRP.  Pursuant to 54 U.S.C. Section 302504(c)(2), the 


City of Alameda recommends the State Historic Preservation Officer take no further action 
for the nomination of this property. 
 


Please contact me at 510-747-6888 or email to atai@alamedaca.gov if you have any 


questions. 


 


Sincerely, 


 


 
Allen Tai, AICP 
Secretary, City of Alameda Historical Advisory Board 


 
Exhibits: 


1. February 23, 1996 Historic Building Preservation Plan, Alameda Federal Center, 
prepared by Page & Turnbull, Inc. 


(https://www.alamedaca.gov/files/assets/public/major-planning-projects/mckay-
2021/alameda-federal-center-%E2%80%93-1996-comprehensive-building-
report.pdf) 


2. March 2003 correspondence between GSA Regional Historic Preservation Officer 


Arthur Layne, State Historic Preservation Officer Dr. Knox Mellon and Staff 
Historian Clarence Caesar 
(https://www.alamedaca.gov/files/assets/public/departments/alameda/building-
planning-transportation/planning/exhibit-5-march-2003-correspondence-shpo.pdf) 


3. April 29, 2021 Memorandum of Opinion prepared by Page & Turnbull, Inc. 
(https://www.alamedaca.gov/files/assets/public/major-planning-projects/mckay-
2021/mckay-alameda-federal-center-april-2021-page-and-turnbull-memo.pdf) 


4. Historical Advisory Board Resolution No. HAB-21-01 


(https://www.alamedaca.gov/files/assets/public/departments/alameda/building-
planning-transportation/planning/reso-hab-21-01-pln20-0431-mckay-certificate-
of-approval-reso.pdf) 


5. City Council Resolution No. 15792 


(https://www.alamedaca.gov/files/assets/public/departments/alameda/building-
planning-transportation/planning/resolution-15792-mckay-certificate-of-
approval.pdf) 



https://www.alamedaca.gov/files/assets/public/major-planning-projects/mckay-2021/alameda-federal-center-%E2%80%93-1996-comprehensive-building-report.pdf

https://www.alamedaca.gov/files/assets/public/major-planning-projects/mckay-2021/alameda-federal-center-%E2%80%93-1996-comprehensive-building-report.pdf

https://www.alamedaca.gov/files/assets/public/major-planning-projects/mckay-2021/alameda-federal-center-%E2%80%93-1996-comprehensive-building-report.pdf

https://www.alamedaca.gov/files/assets/public/major-planning-projects/mckay-2021/mckay-alameda-federal-center-april-2021-page-and-turnbull-memo.pdf

https://www.alamedaca.gov/files/assets/public/major-planning-projects/mckay-2021/mckay-alameda-federal-center-april-2021-page-and-turnbull-memo.pdf

https://www.alamedaca.gov/files/assets/public/departments/alameda/building-planning-transportation/planning/reso-hab-21-01-pln20-0431-mckay-certificate-of-approval-reso.pdf

https://www.alamedaca.gov/files/assets/public/departments/alameda/building-planning-transportation/planning/reso-hab-21-01-pln20-0431-mckay-certificate-of-approval-reso.pdf

https://www.alamedaca.gov/files/assets/public/departments/alameda/building-planning-transportation/planning/reso-hab-21-01-pln20-0431-mckay-certificate-of-approval-reso.pdf
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6. February 1996 Supporting Materials for Determination of Eligibility for National 
Register of Historic Places, Alameda Federal Center, prepared by Page & 
Turnbull, Inc. (https://www.alamedaca.gov/files/assets/public/major-planning-
projects/mckay-2021/alameda-federal-center-1996-page-and-turnbull-


evaluation.pdf) 
7. 2018 Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration for the McKay Wellness Center  


(https://www.alamedaca.gov/files/assets/public/major-planning-projects/initial-
study-mitigated-negative-declaration-september-2018.pdf) 


8. 2021 Addendum to an Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration for the McKay 
Wellness Center (https://www.alamedaca.gov/files/assets/public/major-planning-
projects/mckay-2021/mckay-addendum-to-the-mitigated-negative-declaration.pdf) 


9. May 3, 2021 correspondence between GSA Regional Historic Preservation Officer 


Jane Lehman and City staff. 
(https://www.alamedaca.gov/files/assets/public/major-planning-projects/mckay-
2021/mckay-interagency-correspondence-from-the-gsa-preservation-officer.pdf) 
 


 
 


cc:       Mayor Marilyn Ezzy-Ashcraft, City of Alameda 
 Jane Lehman, GSA 


 Doug Biggs, Alameda Point Collaborative 


 



https://www.alamedaca.gov/files/assets/public/major-planning-projects/mckay-2021/alameda-federal-center-1996-page-and-turnbull-evaluation.pdf

https://www.alamedaca.gov/files/assets/public/major-planning-projects/mckay-2021/alameda-federal-center-1996-page-and-turnbull-evaluation.pdf

https://www.alamedaca.gov/files/assets/public/major-planning-projects/mckay-2021/alameda-federal-center-1996-page-and-turnbull-evaluation.pdf

https://www.alamedaca.gov/files/assets/public/major-planning-projects/initial-study-mitigated-negative-declaration-september-2018.pdf

https://www.alamedaca.gov/files/assets/public/major-planning-projects/initial-study-mitigated-negative-declaration-september-2018.pdf

https://www.alamedaca.gov/files/assets/public/major-planning-projects/mckay-2021/mckay-addendum-to-the-mitigated-negative-declaration.pdf

https://www.alamedaca.gov/files/assets/public/major-planning-projects/mckay-2021/mckay-addendum-to-the-mitigated-negative-declaration.pdf

https://www.alamedaca.gov/files/assets/public/major-planning-projects/mckay-2021/mckay-interagency-correspondence-from-the-gsa-preservation-officer.pdf

https://www.alamedaca.gov/files/assets/public/major-planning-projects/mckay-2021/mckay-interagency-correspondence-from-the-gsa-preservation-officer.pdf
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April 12, 2022 

 
 
 
 

 
Julianne Polanco 
State Historic Preservation Officer 
California Dept of Parks and Recreation 

Office of Historic Preservation 
1725 23rd Street, Suite 100 
Sacramento, CA 95816 
 

VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL 
 
 
RE:  State Historic Preservation Commission Review and Comment on the Nomination 

of US Maritime Service Officers School to the National Register of Historic Places 
 
Dear Ms. Polanco, 
 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed nomination of the U.S. 
Maritime Service Officers School to the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) 
scheduled before the State Historical Resources Commission (Commission) on April 29, 
2022. The purpose of this letter is to notify the Commission that the City of Alameda (City) 

took a series of actions in 2021 related to the eligibility of the former U.S. Maritime Service 
Officers School/Alameda Federal Center for listing on the NRHP.  Both the City’s 
Historical Advisory Board (HAB) (Alameda’s local historic preservation commission) and 
the City Council concluded that Buildings 1 and 2 (including Buildings 2A, 2B, 2C, and 

2D) and accessory buildings 8, 9, 10, and 13 were not eligible for listing on the NRHP or 
the California Register.  The City of Alameda recommends the State Historic Preservation 
Officer take no further action for the nomination of this property as further explained 
below. 

 
Background 
 
Between 1996 to 2003, the eligibility of the subject site for NRHP listing was evaluated.  

The February 23, 1996 Page & Turnbull Report concluded that the site was not eligible for 
the NRHP due to loss of integrity from prior demolition activity (Exhibit 1, p. 136). In March 
2003, the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) concurred with the Page & Turnbull 
conclusion in a determination letter to the General Services Administration (GSA) (Exhibit 

2). Based on this 2003 determination, GSA proceeded to demolish additional buildings on 
the property further eroding any remaining integrity.   
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In recent years, the City of Alameda have re-examined the eligibility question in response 
to public comment over proposed redevelopment of the site.  The April 29, 2021 Page and 
Turnbull preservation analysis discusses major alterations that have occurred to the 
subject buildings, and provides an updated opinion to the 1996 historical evaluation. Page 

& Turnbull concluded that the heavily modified buildings that remain do not retain sufficient 
integrity of setting, location, design, materials, workmanship, feeling, or association to be 
eligible for listing on the NRHP or the California Register (Exhibit 3, p. 16). 
 

Recent City Actions 
 
The HAB conducted duly noticed public hearings on March 4, 2021 and May 6, 2021 and 
adopted Resolution No. HAB-21-01 (Exhibit 4) to approve a Certificate of Approval to 

allow demolition of the two main buildings (Buildings 1 and 2) and four accessory buildings  
(Buildings 8, 9, 10, and 13).  And on July 6, 2021, the City Council conducted a duly 
noticed public hearing and reaffirmed the HAB’s decision to allow demolition of the two 
main buildings and four accessory buildings (Exhibit 5 - Resolution No. 15792). Findings 

2 and 3 in the HAB Resolution and the City Council Resolution determined that Buildings 
1 and 2 and accessory buildings 8, 9, 10, and 13 were not eligible for listing on the NRHP 
or the California Register, based on the lack of integrity of the original Maritime Service 
Officers School campus as a whole, and the lack of individual integrity of each of the 

buildings.  Collectively, the HAB and City Council’s actions satisfy the reporting 
requirement set forth in 54 U.S.C. Section 302504(b). 
 
The City’s approval to allow demolition of the subject buildings was based on its review of 

comprehensive expert and authoritative analysis confirming that the subject buildings are 
not eligible for listing in any national, state or local register of historic resources. The HAB 
and City Council’s findings were made following the City’s review of the following 
preservation analyses and documentation, which are based on established evaluation 

criteria and historic preservation methodology:   
 

• February 23, 1996 Historic Building Preservation Plan, Alameda Federal Center, 
prepared by Page & Turnbull, Inc. (Exhibit 1);  

• February 1996 Supporting Materials for Determination of Eligibility for National 
Register of Historic Places, Alameda Federal Center, prepared by Page & 
Turnbull, Inc. (Exhibit 6);  

• March 2003 correspondence between GSA Regional Historic Preservation Officer 

Arthur Layne, State Historic Preservation Officer Dr. Knox Mellon and Staff 
Historian Clarence Caeser (Exhibit 2);  

• April 29, 2021 Memorandum of Opinion prepared by Page & Turnbull (Exhibit 3); 

• 2018 Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration for the McKay Wellness Center  

(Alameda Federal Center Reuse Project) (Exhibit 7); 

• 2021 Addendum to an Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration for the McKay 
Wellness Center (Alameda Federal Center Reuse Project) (Exhibit 8); and 
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• May 3, 2021 correspondence between GSA Regional Historic Preservation Officer 
Jane Lehman and City staff (Exhibit 9). 

 
Nomination for NRHP Not Recommended 

 
The City of Alameda’s HAB and City Council adopted separate resolutions finding that 
the subject property does not meet the criteria for the NHRP; as a result, the property is 
ineligible for inclusion on the NHRP.  Pursuant to 54 U.S.C. Section 302504(c)(2), the 

City of Alameda recommends the State Historic Preservation Officer take no further action 
for the nomination of this property. 
 

Please contact me at 510-747-6888 or email to atai@alamedaca.gov if you have any 

questions. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 
Allen Tai, AICP 
Secretary, City of Alameda Historical Advisory Board 

 
Exhibits: 

1. February 23, 1996 Historic Building Preservation Plan, Alameda Federal Center, 
prepared by Page & Turnbull, Inc. 

(https://www.alamedaca.gov/files/assets/public/major-planning-projects/mckay-
2021/alameda-federal-center-%E2%80%93-1996-comprehensive-building-
report.pdf) 

2. March 2003 correspondence between GSA Regional Historic Preservation Officer 

Arthur Layne, State Historic Preservation Officer Dr. Knox Mellon and Staff 
Historian Clarence Caesar 
(https://www.alamedaca.gov/files/assets/public/departments/alameda/building-
planning-transportation/planning/exhibit-5-march-2003-correspondence-shpo.pdf) 

3. April 29, 2021 Memorandum of Opinion prepared by Page & Turnbull, Inc. 
(https://www.alamedaca.gov/files/assets/public/major-planning-projects/mckay-
2021/mckay-alameda-federal-center-april-2021-page-and-turnbull-memo.pdf) 

4. Historical Advisory Board Resolution No. HAB-21-01 

(https://www.alamedaca.gov/files/assets/public/departments/alameda/building-
planning-transportation/planning/reso-hab-21-01-pln20-0431-mckay-certificate-
of-approval-reso.pdf) 

5. City Council Resolution No. 15792 

(https://www.alamedaca.gov/files/assets/public/departments/alameda/building-
planning-transportation/planning/resolution-15792-mckay-certificate-of-
approval.pdf) 

https://www.alamedaca.gov/files/assets/public/major-planning-projects/mckay-2021/alameda-federal-center-%E2%80%93-1996-comprehensive-building-report.pdf
https://www.alamedaca.gov/files/assets/public/major-planning-projects/mckay-2021/alameda-federal-center-%E2%80%93-1996-comprehensive-building-report.pdf
https://www.alamedaca.gov/files/assets/public/major-planning-projects/mckay-2021/alameda-federal-center-%E2%80%93-1996-comprehensive-building-report.pdf
https://www.alamedaca.gov/files/assets/public/major-planning-projects/mckay-2021/mckay-alameda-federal-center-april-2021-page-and-turnbull-memo.pdf
https://www.alamedaca.gov/files/assets/public/major-planning-projects/mckay-2021/mckay-alameda-federal-center-april-2021-page-and-turnbull-memo.pdf
https://www.alamedaca.gov/files/assets/public/departments/alameda/building-planning-transportation/planning/reso-hab-21-01-pln20-0431-mckay-certificate-of-approval-reso.pdf
https://www.alamedaca.gov/files/assets/public/departments/alameda/building-planning-transportation/planning/reso-hab-21-01-pln20-0431-mckay-certificate-of-approval-reso.pdf
https://www.alamedaca.gov/files/assets/public/departments/alameda/building-planning-transportation/planning/reso-hab-21-01-pln20-0431-mckay-certificate-of-approval-reso.pdf
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6. February 1996 Supporting Materials for Determination of Eligibility for National 
Register of Historic Places, Alameda Federal Center, prepared by Page & 
Turnbull, Inc. (https://www.alamedaca.gov/files/assets/public/major-planning-
projects/mckay-2021/alameda-federal-center-1996-page-and-turnbull-

evaluation.pdf) 
7. 2018 Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration for the McKay Wellness Center  

(https://www.alamedaca.gov/files/assets/public/major-planning-projects/initial-
study-mitigated-negative-declaration-september-2018.pdf) 

8. 2021 Addendum to an Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration for the McKay 
Wellness Center (https://www.alamedaca.gov/files/assets/public/major-planning-
projects/mckay-2021/mckay-addendum-to-the-mitigated-negative-declaration.pdf) 

9. May 3, 2021 correspondence between GSA Regional Historic Preservation Officer 

Jane Lehman and City staff. 
(https://www.alamedaca.gov/files/assets/public/major-planning-projects/mckay-
2021/mckay-interagency-correspondence-from-the-gsa-preservation-officer.pdf) 
 

 
 

cc:       Mayor Marilyn Ezzy-Ashcraft, City of Alameda 
 Jane Lehman, GSA 

 Doug Biggs, Alameda Point Collaborative 

 

https://www.alamedaca.gov/files/assets/public/major-planning-projects/mckay-2021/alameda-federal-center-1996-page-and-turnbull-evaluation.pdf
https://www.alamedaca.gov/files/assets/public/major-planning-projects/mckay-2021/alameda-federal-center-1996-page-and-turnbull-evaluation.pdf
https://www.alamedaca.gov/files/assets/public/major-planning-projects/mckay-2021/alameda-federal-center-1996-page-and-turnbull-evaluation.pdf
https://www.alamedaca.gov/files/assets/public/major-planning-projects/initial-study-mitigated-negative-declaration-september-2018.pdf
https://www.alamedaca.gov/files/assets/public/major-planning-projects/initial-study-mitigated-negative-declaration-september-2018.pdf
https://www.alamedaca.gov/files/assets/public/major-planning-projects/mckay-2021/mckay-addendum-to-the-mitigated-negative-declaration.pdf
https://www.alamedaca.gov/files/assets/public/major-planning-projects/mckay-2021/mckay-addendum-to-the-mitigated-negative-declaration.pdf
https://www.alamedaca.gov/files/assets/public/major-planning-projects/mckay-2021/mckay-interagency-correspondence-from-the-gsa-preservation-officer.pdf
https://www.alamedaca.gov/files/assets/public/major-planning-projects/mckay-2021/mckay-interagency-correspondence-from-the-gsa-preservation-officer.pdf


From: Burg, William@Parks
To: Allen Tai; Henry Dong
Cc: Correia, Jay@Parks; Polanco, Julianne@Parks; Saunders, Jenan@Parks
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Response letter regarding United States Maritime Service Officers School Nomination to the National

Register of Historic Places
Date: Wednesday, April 20, 2022 3:53:52 PM
Attachments: We sent you safe versions of your files.msg

CA_Alameda_Maritime Services Officers School_CLG Response Letter_4-20-2022.pdf
Maritime Service Officers School Staff Report_DRAFT.pdf

Mimecast Attachment Protection has deemed this file to be safe, but always exercise caution when opening files.

Please find attached a letter in response to the City of Alameda's letter of April 12, 2022
regarding the above named nomination. Also find attached, at your request, the current draft
of the staff report for this nomination.

William Burg
State Historian II
California Office of Historic Preservation
1725 23rd Street, Suite 100
Sacramento CA 95816
(916) 445-7004

mailto:William.Burg@parks.ca.gov
mailto:ATai@alamedaca.gov
mailto:HDong@alamedaca.gov
mailto:Jay.Correia@parks.ca.gov
mailto:Julianne.Polanco@parks.ca.gov
mailto:Jenan.Saunders@parks.ca.gov

We sent you safe versions of your files
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		Allen Tai
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		ATai@alamedaca.gov



 	


 		


 	





We sent you safe copies of the attached files








If you want the originals, you can request them.
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Allen Tai

From: Brian Holt <BHolt@ebparks.org>
Sent: Friday, April 22, 2022 9:08 AM
To: Burg, William@Parks; Allen Tai; Henry Dong
Cc: Correia, Jay@Parks; Polanco, Julianne@Parks; Saunders, Jenan@Parks; Kristina Kelchner
Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: Response letter regarding United States Maritime Service Officers 

School Nomination to the National Register of Historic Places

Mr. Burg –  
 
I was alerted yesterday by the City of Alameda that the California State Historic Commission is considering a nomination 
of the East Bay Regional Park District property to the National Register of Historic Places. I apologize for the late 
correspondence, but we did not receive the notice that this nomination was being considered. East Bay Regional Park 
District has not been consulted on this nomination by the proponents and, beyond the initial notification of receipt of a 
nomination last year, there has been no coordination from the California Office of Historic Preservation with East Bay 
Regional Park District. I will be providing a formal letter next week, but we cannot support a nomination on East Bay 
Regional Park District property at this time and request its consideration be removed from the  April 29th, 2022, State 
Historic Commission meeting.  
 
Thank you.  
 

  
 Brian Holt  
 Chief | Planning, Trails and GIS  | Planning, Trails, and GIS  
 Pronouns: he, him, his 
 East Bay Regional Park District  
 2950 Peralta Oaks Court, Oakland, CA 94605    
 T: 510-544-2623  
  BHolt@ebparks.org | www.ebparks.org  

 
STATEMENT OF CONFIDENTIALITY | This electronic message and any files or attachments transmitted with it may be confidential, privileged, or proprietary information of the East Bay 
Regional Park District. The information is solely for the use of the individual or entity to which it was intended to be addressed. If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, you are 
hereby notified that use, distribution, or copying of this e-mail is strictly prohibited. If you received this e-mail in error, please notify the sender immediately, destroy any copies, and delete it from 
your system.  
  
 Please consider the environment before you print  
 

From: Burg, William@Parks <William.Burg@parks.ca.gov>  
Sent: Wednesday, April 20, 2022 3:53 PM 
To: Allen Tai <ATai@alamedaca.gov>; Henry Dong <HDong@alamedaca.gov> 
Cc: Correia, Jay@Parks <Jay.Correia@parks.ca.gov>; Polanco, Julianne@Parks <Julianne.Polanco@parks.ca.gov>; 
Saunders, Jenan@Parks <Jenan.Saunders@parks.ca.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Response letter regarding United States Maritime Service Officers School Nomination to the 
National Register of Historic Places 
 
Mimecast Attachment Protection has deemed this file to be safe, but always exercise caution when opening files. 

Please find attached a letter in response to the City of Alameda's letter of April 12, 2022 regarding the above 
named nomination. Also find attached, at your request, the current draft of the staff report for this 
nomination. 
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William Burg 

State Historian II 

California Office of Historic Preservation 

1725 23rd Street, Suite 100 

Sacramento CA 95816 

(916) 445-7004 
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Allen Tai

From: Brian Holt <BHolt@ebparks.org>
Sent: Monday, April 25, 2022 1:10 PM
To: Allen Tai
Subject: [EXTERNAL] FW: United States Maritime Service Officers School nomination
Attachments: We sent you safe versions of your files; 2022-04-25_ EBRPDcmts-SHPO.pdf

Mimecast Attachment Protection has deemed this file to be safe, but always exercise caution when opening files. 

fyi 
 

  
 Brian Holt  
 Chief | Planning, Trails and GIS   
 Pronouns: he, him, his 
 East Bay Regional Park District  
 2950 Peralta Oaks Court, Oakland, CA 94605    
 T: 510-544-2623  
  BHolt@ebparks.org | www.ebparks.org  

 
STATEMENT OF CONFIDENTIALITY | This electronic message and any files or attachments transmitted with it may be confidential, privileged, or proprietary information of the East Bay 
Regional Park District. The information is solely for the use of the individual or entity to which it was intended to be addressed. If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, you are 
hereby notified that use, distribution, or copying of this e-mail is strictly prohibited. If you received this e-mail in error, please notify the sender immediately, destroy any copies, and delete it from 
your system.  
  
 Please consider the environment before you print  
 

From: Brian Holt  
Sent: Monday, April 25, 2022 1:10 PM 
To: Burg, William@Parks <William.Burg@parks.ca.gov> 
Cc: Polanco, Julianne@Parks <Julianne.Polanco@parks.ca.gov>; Sabrina Landreth <SLandreth@ebparks.org>; Jason 
Rosenberg <JRosenberg@ebparks.org>; Erich Pfuehler <epfuehler@ebparks.org>; Kristina Kelchner 
(kkelchner@ebparks.org) <kkelchner@ebparks.org>; Mary Mattingly <MMattingly@ebparks.org>; Lynne Bourgault 
<LBourgault@ebparks.org> 
Subject: United States Maritime Service Officers School nomination  
 
Mr. Burg –  
 
Attached is our letter requesting a continuance of the nomination of the United States Maritime Service Officers School 
nomination to the Historic Register. The site includes portions of East Bay Regional Park District land operated as part of 
Robert W. Crown Memorial State Beach.  
 
As discussed earlier on the phone, the Park District has had little interaction with Office of Historic Preservation (OHP) 
and no notice whatsoever from the nominating party. We had received the nomination from OHP in June of 2021. At the 
time, our Administrative Manager noticed a number of maps that were referenced that were not included in the 
nomination package. She reached out to OHP who stated that the maps would be forthcoming and indicated that the 
nomination would not be considered until received. We had not received any additional information or maps in 
response to our request and did not receive any additional notification about the nominations consideration until late 
last week. I understand notice was sent through our general mail, but unfortunately was not received by the appropriate 
parties.  
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Given the nature of the nomination, I presume there is not an urgency to the State Historic Preservation Commissions 
action. Additional, the Park District has a long standing partnership with the State of California at this site and we 
respectfully request that the item be continued to allow the Park District an opportunity to fully evaluate the 
nomination.  
 
We do anticipate providing testimony to the Commission to this effect.  
 
Thank you  

  
 Brian Holt  
 Chief | Planning, Trails and GIS   
 Pronouns: he, him, his 
 East Bay Regional Park District  
 2950 Peralta Oaks Court, Oakland, CA 94605    
 T: 510-544-2623  
  BHolt@ebparks.org | www.ebparks.org  

 
STATEMENT OF CONFIDENTIALITY | This electronic message and any files or attachments transmitted with it may be confidential, privileged, or proprietary information of the East Bay 
Regional Park District. The information is solely for the use of the individual or entity to which it was intended to be addressed. If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, you are 
hereby notified that use, distribution, or copying of this e-mail is strictly prohibited. If you received this e-mail in error, please notify the sender immediately, destroy any copies, a
your system.  
  
 Please consider the environment before you print  
 





From: Allen Tai
To: Burg, William@Parks
Cc: Polanco, Julianne@Parks; Jay.Correia@parks.ca.gov; Jenan.Saunders@parks.ca.gov; Henry Dong; Celena Chen
Subject: Supplemental Response Letter regarding United States Maritime Service Officers School Nomination to the

National Register of Historic Places
Date: Tuesday, April 26, 2022 6:27:15 PM
Attachments: Historical Advisory Board 5-6-21 Minutes.pdf

City Council 7-6-21 Minutes.pdf
2022-04-26_US Maritime Service Officers School_NR Nomination Memo.pdf

Dear Mr. Burg,
 
Thank you very much for the phone call today.  As noted on our call, I am sending you the additional
information that documents that the City’s 2021 actions cover the same properties and issues
included in the nomination that has been put forward, including the following key points:
 

While the City’s public hearing process led to a decision to allow demolition of buildings on a
portion of the site, the public hearings involved consideration, discussion, and questions
about the broader site and original boundaries.  This included buildings on the East Bay
Regional Park District property, including the seamanship building and the infirmary building,
as well as portions of the original site that has been redeveloped and not included in the
current nomination.  Please see the minutes attached from the May 6, 2021 Historical
Advisory Board (HAB) meeting and July 6, 2021 City Council meeting and meeting materials
linked below.
The HAB and City Council were made aware of the pending nomination at both meetings and
the nomination was considered by the City as part of the public record.
There is no additional information in the nomination that has not been considered by the City.
According to City consultant Page & Turnbull, evidence is lacking to suggest that Harry Bruno
designed the building, and rather he may have served in a supporting capacity to the primary
architect.  Furthermore, there are no extant buildings on the site or any significant features
that can be attributed to architect Joseph Esherick. Please see the attached April 26, 2022
memorandum from Page & Turnbull. Page & Turnbull prepared a similar opinion that is part
of the July 6, 2021 City Council meeting record.

 
As such, the City of Alameda has thoroughly evaluated the entire site under National Register
criteria.  The comprehensive review conducted by City staff and preservation experts reaffirm the
2003 GSA/SHPO determination that the entire site is not eligible for NHRP listing under any criteria. 
As a result of the City’s (Mayor and Historical Advisory Board) objection, this nomination shall be

pulled from the April 29th SHRC meeting and no further action shall be taken on this nomination
pursuant to 54 U.S.C. Section 302504(c)(2).
 
The reference for the points made above can be found in the report, exhibits, and meeting recording
for the Historical Advisory Board and City Council meetings linked below.
 
Historical Advisory Board – 5/6/21
https://alameda.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=4928317&GUID=F79F3F4C-F1FD-421E-
857A-E6F1C7FB096D&Options=&Search=
 

mailto:ATai@alamedaca.gov
mailto:William.Burg@parks.ca.gov
mailto:Julianne.Polanco@parks.ca.gov
mailto:Jay.Correia@parks.ca.gov
mailto:Jenan.Saunders@parks.ca.gov
mailto:HDong@alamedaca.gov
mailto:cchen@alamedacityattorney.org
https://alameda.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=4928317&GUID=F79F3F4C-F1FD-421E-857A-E6F1C7FB096D&Options=&Search
https://alameda.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=4928317&GUID=F79F3F4C-F1FD-421E-857A-E6F1C7FB096D&Options=&Search
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 APPROVED MINUTES 


REGULAR MEETING OF THE 


CITY OF ALAMEDA HISTORICAL ADVISORY BOARD 


THURSDAY, MAY 6, 2021 


 


1. CONVENE   


Chair Thomas Saxby called the meeting to order at 7:00 pm. 


 


This meeting was via Zoom.  


 


2. ROLL CALL   


Present: Chair Saxby, Board Members Jones, Lau, Sanchez, Wit.  


Absent: None. 


 


3. MINUTES  


3-A 2021-908  


Draft meeting Minutes - March 4, 2021 


 


Board Member Norman Sanchez corrected his statement on page 5, it should be could 


and not would ask to file a report with Historical Advisory Board (HAB).  


 


Board Member Sanchez made a motion to approve the minutes with this 


correction. Board Member Alvin Lau seconded the motion and the motion passed 


5-0.  


  


4. AGENDA CHANGES AND DISCUSSION 


 None 


 


5. ORAL COMMUNICATION  


None  


 


6. WRITTEN COMMUNICATIONS 


Allen Tai, City Planner and HAB Secretary, wanted to address the Written 


Communication for item 7-A. Since there were many letters submitted the staff had 


posted those on the City of Alameda’s website and for the staff report, they were 


compiled and attached as an exhibit. Staff had also emailed out those comments to the 


board prior to the meeting.   


 


7. REGULAR AGENDA ITEMS 


7-A 2021-907 


PLN20-0431 - Delisting from Historical Building Study List and Certificate of Approval - 


620 Central Avenue - Alameda Federal Center. Applicant: Alameda Point Collaborative. 


Public hearing to consider delisting the Alameda Federal Center site at 620 Central 


Avenue from the Historical Building Study List. In addition, the applicant requests a 
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Certificate of Approval to demolish two main buildings and four accessory structures on 


the project site. The property is listed on the Historical Building Study List with an “s” 


designation. The City of Alameda has prepared an Addendum to a Mitigated Negative 


Declaration pursuant to Section 15164 of the CEQA Guidelines and no further 


environmental review is required. 


 


Staff Member Tai introduced this item and gave a presentation. Staff Report and 


attachments can be found at  


https://alameda.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=4928317&GUID=F79F3F4C-


F1FD-421E-857A-E6F1C7FB096D&FullText=1.  


 


Stacy Kozakavich, Cultural Resources Planner/Archaeologist with Page & Turnbull, also 


presented the history of the location and the findings from the 1996 report they had done.  


 


Doug Biggs, the lead applicant on this project, discussed the intended plans for the 


location and why they had decided to try and delist this location from the Historical Building 


Study List.  


 


Chair Saxby asked the Board for clarifying questions.  


 


Board Member Sanchez asked about the buildings outside of the site, the buildings in the 


East Bay Regional Park District’s parcel, and wanted to know if they were listed separately 


on the Historical Buildings Study List.  


 


Staff Member Tai answered that they were not. The staff could clean up the Historical 


Buildings Study List administratively and make it clear that there are multiple buildings on 


this site.  


 


Board Member Sanchez asked if the buildings on the Alameda Federal Center Site were 


listed together on the Historical Buildings Study List.  


 


Ms. Kozakavich clarified that the Seamanship Building is listed separately on the Study 


List as the Boat House.  


 


Board Member Sanchez wanted to know if the Crab Cove Visitor Center falls into one or 


the other.  


 


Ms. Kozakavich said she did not believe it did, the Visitor Center and the sewage building 


were not part of the delisting. She also added that Building 7 was included in the original 


620 Central Avenue address. 


 


 



https://alameda.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=4928317&GUID=F79F3F4C-F1FD-421E-857A-E6F1C7FB096D&FullText=1

https://alameda.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=4928317&GUID=F79F3F4C-F1FD-421E-857A-E6F1C7FB096D&FullText=1
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Board Member Sanchez asked if they wanted the Crab Cove Visitor’s Center to be listed 


separately from the Alameda Federal Center that it could be done administratively by the 


staff. Staff Member Tai said that was correct.  


 


Chair Saxby clarified that they were only asked to consider delisting the Northern part of 


this site, and the Southern part of the site was excluded from the request.  


 


Staff Member Tai said that was correct. He added that Building 7, the boathouse, and the 


infirmary were not part of the delisting request.  


 


Chair Saxby wanted to know the logic of that approach of separating the Southern part of 


this parcel.  


 


Staff Member Tai explained that the request is related to the McKay Wellness Center. The 


applicant determined the buildings could not be feasibly reused, which led to questioning 


what other buildings on this site needed to be demolished. To continue with the McKay 


Wellness Center Project the staff was only looking at the 3.5-acre portion.  


 


Board Member Sanchez asked if the original application also included the demolition of 


the small accessory structures. 


 


Henry Dong, Planner III, said it included four accessory buildings.  


 


Board Member Sanchez wanted to know if the General Services Agency (GSA) were to 


propose a new building on that site then they would not have to go through the City of 


Alameda’s approval process.  


 


Staff Member Tai said that was correct. 


 


Board Member Sanchez continued saying if GSA wanted to demolish all the buildings on 


this site they could do that without an application for approval.  


 


Staff Member Tai said that was also correct, that was what had happened to the other 


buildings of the Alameda Federal Center previously.  


 


Board Member Sanchez further clarified that having this location on the Study List would 


do nothing to sway or stop GSA if they wanted to tear down and build a new building.  


 


Staff Member Tai said that was correct.  


 


Board Member Lynn Jones wanted more information about the adaptive reuse feasibility 


study that was brought up in the public comments.  
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Mr. Biggs said they had done an exploratory demolition of the existing building, and had 


engineers analyze the ability to adaptively reuse the building.  The costs to rehabilitate the 


existing building are enormous.  


 


Chair Saxby asked if that study was focused on structural concerns.  


 


Mr. Biggs said that was correct.  


 


Board Member Jones asked if there was any possibility that the architect of these buildings 


was notable. She referenced public comments that note prominent architects were 


associated with the buildings.  


 


Ms. Kozakavich explained their research and what would make a building noteworthy and 


historically significant. The original plans for these buildings could have come from more 


centralized wartime plans which were used across the country to quickly build an 


installation for training and housing of armed forces. To find those plans they would need 


to dig into federal archival records, the 1996 report did not find those records. She added 


that even if this building did have a note-worthy architect it would not change the fact that 


the building had lost integrity.  


 


Board Member Jones wanted to know if this facility would qualify as a Historical 


Monument.  


 


Mr. Biggs brought up that most of the people who had written letters to ask the Board to 


save the buildings had no issue with the buildings being torn down when they previously 


asked the City to turn the site into open space. Since the City does not own the buildings 


they cannot turn them into a museum.  


 


Chair Saxby asked if it were possible these buildings could be restored to their original 


historical condition or whether the question is irrelevant. 


 


Ms. Kozakavich said it wasn’t irrelevant, in many cases buildings can be restored to their 


historical appearance. In this case, if Building 1 was rehabilitated to its original appearance 


it would be a well-preserved single building but that still wouldn’t restore integrity to the 


campus. It would only go a little way toward bringing back the original character of the site.  


 


Board Member Sanchez asked if the original application for Building 2 assumed Adaptive 


Reuse.  


 


Mr. Biggs said the original design and intent for Building 2 was to adaptively reuse the 


building. It was only after they had submitted everything with the Planning Board and the 


City Council that they were able to do the exploratory demolition. Then with the exploratory 


demo and the analysis from the engineers, it was determined that the original plan for 


adaptive reuse was no longer feasible.  
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Chair Saxby opened the public comment.  


 


Board Member Jones reminded everyone that they were not here to discuss the use of 


the building.  


 


Chair Saxby concurred and he added that the topic tonight was the potential delisting and 


or demolition of this site. He said that people could combine their time to give a speaker 


extra time.  


 


Staff Member Tai said that he had been contacted prior to the meeting by Carmen Reid 


and Janet Gibson regarding a presentation they wished to give.  


 


Carmen Reid had been researching the original architect of the site, and she had reason 


to believe that it was Gardner Daily. She had also reached out to the National Archives 


and as soon as they open she hoped to gain access to those files. She had also found 


some 1946 drawings by Joseph Esherick, the architect of Sea Ranch, who had designed 


an addition at the training school. She had also submitted an application to designate the 


site on the National Register, and she pointed out that GSA had incorrect information 


about which buildings had been demolished. She urged the board to give this item more 


time, at least until they heard back from the National Register so that the site could be fully 


evaluated by the state and national historians. She said the Merchant Marines deserved 


this and discussed the petition going around to save the buildings that was fully supported 


by the National Veterans Association. She believed that destroying the buildings without 


doing a full evaluation would be a disaster.  


 


Chair Saxby asked when the application with the National Register had been submitted 


and what the expected turnaround time was.  


 


Ms. Reid said she had submitted the application on the Friday before this meeting and the 


full evaluation process was between 6-12 months.  


 


John Healy believed there was a way for historians to feel that history was being preserved 


and for Mr. Biggs to get what he needed to make his project happen. He also thought the 


memo presented by Page & Turnbull didn’t cut it and he disputed that there really hadn’t 


been an Adaptive Reuse study. He felt that there was a lot of misinformation on both sides. 


He addressed the importance of this site and that it was the only one like it in the country. 


He felt that the City had also given out a lot of misinformation and believed there needed 


to be another forum so everyone could have their say.  


 


Jay Garfinkle said that even though the buildings had been modified that shouldn’t take 


away the fact that the area had historic significance. He believed the push to do this project 


was because of financial significance which should carry no weight in the decision 
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process. He wanted the board to focus on the historic significance as perceived by the 


citizens of Alameda not by historians in Timbuktu or San Francisco.  


 


Conchita Perales was very concerned that the delisting and demolition of these historic 


buildings would set a precedent and would open the door for the delisting and demolition 


of every building on the Study List. She believed that one by one every home in Alameda 


would go to the chopping block. She wondered how anyone can prove that their home is 


worth saving. She believed that the HAB was the only hope to fight back against special 


interest groups that put economic gain before the preservation of Alameda’s history. She 


felt approving this delisting and demolition of the building would be the beginning of the 


end of hope for Alameda.  


 


Matt Reid discussed site integrity and encouraged the board to think creatively about what 


that meant. He gave an example of the Ming Dynasty Wall Park in Beijing, China, it was 


an area that could have been easily demolished if no one had defended it. He talked about 


the McKay Ave property and how unique it was, he also believed the monument there 


needed to be redone because it did not capture the full importance of the site. He 


recognized it was not the full beautiful campus it once was but still had importance. He 


said there were many examples of when just a fraction of a site remained but it was 


important to the citizens.  


 


Mike Van Dine said the buildings of the US Maritime Officers Training School on McKay 


Ave were on the Study List for a good reason. Their walls hold the important story of the 


role Alameda played in WWII and Merchant Marine history. He believed the Page & 


Turnbull report clearly described the historical importance and significance of these 


structures. He believed the HAB should deny the application to delist and demolish our 


historical assets. He said the project was different from the scale and scope of the project 


that the voters voted for in 2019. He believed if the special election had mentioned 


demolition back then the measure would have lost that vote. He pointed out that the only 


other time a building was delisted and demolished in Alameda, a Victorian for a parking 


lot, those findings were also based on a Page & Turnbull report. He pointed out the 


applicant was complaining about cost after the Federal Government had offered these 


buildings to help the homeless and now the applicant was saying they had no use for 


these buildings. He believed the HAB should vote to keep the buildings on the Study List 


and preserve and reuse them.  


 


Harvey Rosenthal addressed some misstatements made in regards to the project. He felt 


the statement that the opponents of this project had been fine with the buildings being torn 


down for open space was not true. The open space initiative would have allowed the 


buildings to stay and be reused for the park. Secondly, the statement that from day one 


Building 1 was always going to be torn down. He pointed out that the applicant first applied 


to the Federal Government for these buildings to be reused. Public presentations were 


also provided by the applicant that discussed “Adaptive Reuse” and showed how each 


building would be reused. He felt that the public and the voters had been misled. He 
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believed the buildings could all be returned to the original design and finish. He felt that 


there was no research provided as to why the site had been put on the Study List in the 


first place. He believed if the site could not serve the needs of the project it should be 


relocated elsewhere.  


 


Rosalinda Fortuna spoke on behalf of her father, a Navy Veteran, and shared a letter he 


had written. He spoke about how saddened he was to learn that the city was trying to 


delist the property at 620 Central Ave and to tear down these buildings was a disgrace. 


The city should be striving to preserve Alameda’s military history. He was also 


disappointed that the applicant was not sticking to their original promise of reusing the 


buildings instead of tearing them down.  Ms. Fortuna compared the site to the Rosie the 


Riveter Museum in Richmond, California.  


 


Chris Buckley, from the Alameda Architecture Preservation Society (AAPS), discussed a 


letter they had sent. He pointed out that the criteria for integrity Page & Turnbull used was 


based on the National Register in California but the City’s criteria don’t clearly state what 


the integrity standard was. He discussed the Historic Preservation Ordinance for Alameda 


and the definition for Historic Monuments and how integrity wasn’t even mentioned. He 


believed this gave flexibility to the HAB do to decide what standard of integrity to apply to 


this location. An example of this flexibility would be to allow the demolition but to allow the 


site to stay on the Study List, which suggests there is still some integrity to this site. He 


felt that there was some contradiction in the staff analysis and in the Page & Turnbull 


report. He discussed other ways the integrity issue was flexible.  


 


Janet Gibson discussed her personal history with Alameda and was even born before the 


buildings were built. She talked about Alameda’s unique history and how important these 


buildings are. She understood the need to create a home for at-risk homeless individuals 


but perhaps this site was not the right place for it. She wanted the board and the city to 


rethink the use of the land that would bring people to Alameda.  


 


Chair Saxby reminded Ms. Gibson that the use of the site was off-topic.  


 


Zac Bowling acknowledged all the information that had already been provided that showed 


that these buildings were not historically significant. He made clarifications about previous 


statements by other commenters. He felt the online petition that was circulating against 


this project was being shared with false information. He summarized that the same issues 


are being brought up again to fight the project.  


 


Ryan Lalonde commented on statements made by previous speakers. He was frustrated 


that at every meeting there was always a new issue that needed to be studied just to delay 


this project. He added that the property was owned by the GSA, and it was not going to 


be magically be turned over to the city for a different project that some commenters are 


hoping for. He concluded that opponents to the project did not want the respite home in 


their neighborhood.  
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Laura Gamble said the speakers who were demanding to keep these buildings for historic 


value had previously advocated for their demolition. She did not appreciate the negative 


remarks directed at the applicant as well as the city staff in a bad faith attempt to further 


delay a project. She added that subject matter experts all concurred that the answer was 


to delist this property.  


 


Bronwyn Harris said she had read AAPS’s letter regarding this site and disagreed with 


their comments. She believed the same people who wanted to tear down these buildings 


to build a park are now trying to save the buildings to stop the wellness center. She felt it 


was time to listen to the experts and delist the property.  


 


Brenden Sullivan discussed the rich military history that the Bay Area had and how unique 


the Merchant Marine history was. He believed taking the extra time to get this right was 


not a bad thing. He said we don’t need to tear down our history and should preserve the 


buildings. 


 


Ezra Denney discussed statements previously made by other commenters and urged the 


board to end this delay and move forward with this incredibly needed facility that would 


serve the community. Trust the experts, city staff, and voters and let the Wellness Center 


happen.  


 


Margaret Hall discussed Adaptive Reuse and what had been in the Measure that had been 


voted on. She discussed her past work as a contractor and how this is something you 


should have figured out at the beginning of a project. She felt the buildings should be 


reused and saw the merit in the historic feeling of a building. She described her experience 


rehabbing 100-year-old homes and argued to save these buildings. She agreed with Matt 


Reid’s comparison of saving the buildings to saving the Great Wall of China.  


 


Thomas Stapleton, calling from Texas, discussed his history with Alameda and his time 


with the Merchant Marines. He talked about the Maritime Training School in New York, 


where his father had trained, and how it had been torn down in the 1950s without honoring 


the mariners who had served there. No one had stood up against the developers then so 


saving the buildings tonight was an opportunity to right what was previously lost. He said 


there was so little that had been done to honor the Merchant Marines and pleaded with 


the board not to delist this property. He did not believe Alameda needed more concrete 


and steel but needed to protect the sacred grounds of Alameda’s maritime history.  


 


Chair Saxby closed public comments and opened the board’s discussion.  


 


Chair Saxby thanked everyone for their comments and acknowledged they were still 


getting email comments as well. He noted everyone’s passion and said this would add to 


the difficulty in making the decision.  
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Board Member Jenn Wit thanked everyone for their comments and agreed this was a big 


decision to make. She first wanted clarification on the Exploratory Demo that had been 


done and what had been found.  


 


Mr. Biggs provided details about exploratory work they had done. He explained the 


extensive work and analysis done by the engineers.  


 


Chair Saxby asked a question about the helical piers put in from the outside.  


 


Mr. Biggs said it was not possible, and that they did not have the space for that.  


 


Board Member Wit brought up the Del Monte project and the exploratory demolition that 


was done there, and how that was able to get rehabbed. 


 


Mr. Biggs clarified that the expectations are different because the Del Monte building had 


already been declared a Historical Building, and the 620 Central location was just on the 


Study List, to be studied to see if it was historical. He had also accepted these buildings 


from the Federal Government to be used to help the homeless, the Del Monte building 


doesn’t have that added constraint. The project is mandated to create a project that serves 


the homeless, and is financially feasible to serve the homeless. 


 


Board Member Witt wanted to know if it was because of financial reasons that it wasn’t 


being rehabbed.  


 


Mr. Biggs said the financial reasons were paramount but it also of equal importance they 


could create a much better property for the clients they would be serving, and able to 


maintain 


 


Staff Member Tai added that this step of the project coming before the HAB was always 


there from the beginning since the original project had anticipated the demolition of 


Building 1. He also discussed the differences between this project and the Del Monte 


project.  


 


Board Member Alvin Lau agreed that the original site had historical value and understood 


its importance to some of the Alameda residents, however he believed the City did follow 


legal processes and provided a lawful report that states the buildings no longer have 


historical value because it was not a complete site anymore.  


 


Chair Saxby said he thought that AAPS assumed the board had more flexibility in 


determining the historic value of the site due to some ambiguity in the language of the 


ordinance.  
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Board Member Jones wanted to know if what Mr. Buckley said was true. Could the board 


approve the Certificate of Approval to Demolish and still keep the site on the Historical 


Study List?  


 


Chair Saxby believed that was true.  


 


Staff Member Tai said that was true and that this board had done that in the past, most 


recently with Alameda Marina. It was a way of recognizing there was history on the 


property but that the buildings lacked integrity so you could allow the demolition.  


 


Chair Saxby clarified that for the Alameda Marina project the City Council had already 


decided on that before it was brought before the HAB.  


 


Board Member Sanchez asked if all the buildings had been scheduled for demolition in 


the Alameda Marina project. He thought some buildings were scheduled to be preserved.  


 


Chair Saxby said 4 buildings were being preserved.  


 


Board Member Sanchez said he didn’t see the point in preserving the site on the Study 


List if the plan was to approve the demolition of the buildings.  


 


Chair Saxby said with the Alameda Marina it was a much more intact Cultural Landscape. 


From all the public comments and the speakers, it appeared that the people valued the 


historical significance of this site and the buildings’ connection to the Merchant Marines 


and that gave him hesitation to have this board decide to demolish these buildings. The 


importance to the community elevated this site in terms of the local historical register. He 


preferred the option of Adaptive Reuse for these buildings and said he would come down 


in favor of not delisting the property and not approving the Certificate of Approval to 


demolish. He was aware that would then promote this decision to the elected officials on 


the City Council.  


 


Staff Member Tai made a clarifying point to help the board come to a decision. He said 


while public input and opinion were important the standard of review on the question of 


whether the site was historic or not was based on established criteria and standards for 


historic preservation. He recommended that the board rely on the criteria as presented by 


staff and the experts to come to a decision.  


 


Chair Saxby pointed out that the Page & Turnbull report said that the site did have historic 


significance and that the real issue was that there had been a loss of integrity. He also 


added according to the AAPS they had a lot of flexibility in interpreting integrity and they 


didn’t have to rely on national and state standards for that analysis.  


 


Board Member Sanchez acknowledged that this was an emotionally charged issue and 


he is trying to evaluate this site and determine if he agrees with Page & Turnbull’s 
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assessment that the site had lost its integrity. He discussed how the site was no longer 


integral and how a lot of the key buildings that were part of the school had already been 


removed. It would be a difficult decision to determine if what remains was sufficient to 


continue on the Study List. He said the Crab Cove visitor center and Seamanship building 


south of the site should be preserved. 


 


Board Member Jones said she agreed with Board Member Sanchez that this was a difficult 


decision. She felt they did have some flexibility with integrity and it was a subjective thing. 


She appreciated the comment by Mr. Reid about small parts of the Great Wall in China 


that had been saved. She also felt that they should be preserving the history and if it was 


something the community cared about they should honor that. She addressed the state of 


the buildings now and questioned whether if they do still honor the significant historical 


events that happened there. That was why she was leaning toward approving the 


Certificate of Approval for demolition but keeping the location on the Study List. She 


wanted them to do more to highlight its significance since it was such a big part of 


Alameda.  


 


Board Member Sanchez clarified that Board Member Jones’s point was not to delist but 


to approve the Certificate of Approval to demolish.  


 


Board Member Wit said yes but only because she agreed with all the research that was 


done.  


 


Board Member Wit agreed this was a very tough decision because everyone cared about 


the historical character of the island. There was such a need for respite housing and the 


land is vacant and even though half of the structure was torn down it was still hard to 


decide that the other half should be torn down as well.  


 


Chair Saxby acknowledged that the preservation movement didn’t really start in America 


until the 1960s. This building had fallen into that time when people were not thinking too 


much about the historical record.  


 


Board Member Lau personally felt that the site was no longer complete after all the 


demolition of buildings that had already taken place.  


 


Chair Saxby made a motion to delist from the Historical Building Study List the 


Northern part of the property at 620 Central Ave and Board Member Sanchez 


seconded the motion. A roll call vote was taken and the motion failed 3-2 with Chair 


Saxby and Board Members Jones and Wit voting against.  


 


Board Member Jones made a motion to approve the Certificate of Approval to 


demolish two main buildings and four accessory structures on the project site at 


620 Central Ave and Board Member Wit seconded the motion. A roll call vote was 


taken and the motion passed 4-1 with Chair Saxby voting against.  
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Staff Member Tai reminded everyone in attendance that the board’s actions were 


appealable to the City Council and that the City Council may also call this decision for a 


review in the next 10 days.  


 


8. BOARD COMMUNICATIONS 


 None 


 


9. STAFF COMMUNICATIONS 


Staff Member Tai gave an update on the status of the update on the Historic 


Preservation Ordinance. Due to the demands of the staff they had not had much time to 


work on it but hoped to have an update soon. He encouraged the board to read up on 


the Mills Act.  


 


10. ORAL COMMUNICATIONS 


Jay Garfinkle wanted to discuss the agenda item some more, he was confused about 


how something could stay on the study list and still be demolished. He was not criticizing 


the vote, just the two things seemed inconsistent to him.  


 


Chair Saxby reminded Mr. Garfinkle that Oral Communications was an opportunity to 


discuss something that was not on the agenda.  


 


11. ADJOURNMENT 


Chair Saxby adjourned the meeting at 9:36 pm. 
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MIUTES OF THE CONTINUED JUNE 15, 2021 CITY COUNCIL MEETING  
TUESDAY- -JULY 6, 2021- -5:00 P.M. 


 
Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft convened the meeting at 5:10 p.m. Councilmember Daysog led 
the Pledge of Allegiance. 
 
ROLL CALL -  Present: Councilmembers Daysog, Herrera Spencer, Knox 


White, Vella, and Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft – 5. [Note:  
The meeting was conducted via Zoom] 


 
   Absent: None. 
 
CONTINUED AGENDA ITEMS 
 
(21-437) Recommendation to Accept Update on Progress To Date Addressing Police 
Reform and Racial Equity; Provide Direction on a Pilot Mental Health Response 
Program; and Consideration of a Draft Work Plan for the Remaining Topics.  
 
The City Clerk announced public comment was previously closed; the matter is a 
continuation of the June 15th Council discussion; noted a motion by Councilmember 
Herrera Spencer to approve Option 1 and seconded by Councilmember Knox White is 
on the floor; noted the remaining Council time has been continued.  
 
Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft stated the vote is important; the matter goes back one year when 
Subcommittees on Police Reform and Racial Equity were formed; Council directed the 
City Manager to return with a proposal for alternative mental health response to calls for 
service; noted a Request for Proposals (RFP) was not done; however, one can be 
issued at later date; stated the City Manager provided proposals from the Felton 
Institute and the Alameda Fire Department (AFD); expressed support for the City 
working with the Felton Institute; stated the City is looking for an alternative to Police 
response with mental health expertise and behavioral health experience; cultural 
competency is an important portion of the recommendation; noted problematic calls for 
service within the City have involved people of color encountering the Alameda Police 
Department (APD); stated the Felton Institute has a track record of 70 years working in 
the behavioral and mental health field; Felton Institute is proposing to offer mental 
health outreach during the day where needed in order to reduce the number of mental 
health related calls and allow for better outcomes for struggling individuals; Felton 
Institute has experience working with people in encampments; some Felton Institute 
staff members have lived experience; outlined a forum held in Oakland for alternatives 
to mental health crises that emphasized public safety staff are trained to perform life-
saving emergency response; mental health response can take hours in time spent with 
an individual; outlined an instance with mental health response having a peaceful 
outcome; stated that she is very impressed with the proposal from Felton Institute and 
would like to see the Felton Institute selected for the pilot program; while the pilot 
program is running, the City Manager can put together an RFP; in contrast, AFD 
provides wonderful emergency response and mutual aid; the AFD proposal is one page 
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long and includes an emphasis on staffing and equipment; the proposal calls for a 
Management Analyst, Firefighter/Paramedic, a vehicle with specific needs, two work 
station desktops and includes a two sentence remark for mental health response 
services; the proposal includes a 100-hour mental health training for Alameda 
Emergency Medical Services (EMS) with a sentence referring to a follow-up crisis 
management unit; the City will be better served selecting an experienced provider.  
 
Councilmember Herrera Spencer stated that she agrees the matter is an important 
decision; she is familiar with mental health and cultural competency; she made the 
motion to support AFD in hopes for a first responder option; she would like an 
opportunity given to AFD to explain their proposal. 
 
Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft noted the City Manager provided contact information for both 
Felton Institute and AFD; stated both have provided input in response to questions from 
Council.  
 
Councilmember Herrera Spencer stated that she would like clarification on the 
Community Paramedicine Program and additional details brought to the table by AFD; 
AFD is the best choice for the pilot program.  
 
The Interim Fire Chief stated AFD has set out to provide a solution to problem; AFD’s 
proposal is 5 pages long; AFD has been part of first response for over 40 years and has 
had ambulance transport program for 37 years; AFD has responded to a variety of 
medical service calls for a variety of services, including mental health crises; AFD has 
been an integral part of responses over the years having transported people to 
authorized facilities, including local emergency departments and the County mental 
health hospital; the Community Paramedicine Program includes one Community 
Paramedic providing community outreach 40 hours per week; the program services 
homeless people in the community; first responders are the first to arrive on the scene 
when someone calls 911; AFD responds to medical emergency service and mental 
health crisis calls; the AFD program is designed to meet community concerns including 
a 24-hour operation and a lowered Police presence in response to calls for service; AFD 
developed a program response without Police assistance when appropriate; the 
program developed includes a trained paramedic and Emergency Medical Technician 
(EMT) being available at all times; an alternate phone number for emergency response 
could be considered in the future; most people have been trained to dial 911 in an 
emergency; in instances where AFD responds to calls for service, the scene and patient 
are evaluated; AFD’s program has been designed to utilize existing resources within the 
City.  
 
Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft requested clarification about the additional training.  
 
The Interim Fire Chief stated there are three components to the training: crisis 
intervention training which includes de-escalation, specific behavioral health training, 
and the laws surrounding 5150 holds; if AFD is provided with 5150 training, the 
department will be able to provide services where needed allowing Police not to be 
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called out to the scene; the 5150 training is critical; very few Fire Departments within the 
State are allowed to provide the service outside of Police Departments; the training 
would allow AFD to take over 5150 calls; the County EMS agency is working with the 
County Mental Health Department to give approval and training through the Mental 
Health Department.  
 
Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft inquired whether AFD would respond to service calls which are 
considered non-violent and non-combative or whether APD would respond. 
 
The Interim Fire Chief responded if callers are be violent or presenting the potential for 
violence toward themselves or another, APD would be needed; stated AFD would 
respond to non-medical and non-violent calls for service; medical units are a radio call 
away if the need arises.  
 
Councilmember Herrera Spencer stated there are times where dispatch does not know 
the full situation when providing service call information; inquired whether AFD is able to 
administer Naloxone in instances of an overdose.  
 
The Interim Fire Chief responded in the affirmative; stated if calls have a medical need 
associated with a drug related problem, a medical need will be determined and a first 
responder with ambulance transport will be involved.  
 
In response to Councilmember Herrera Spencer’s inquiry, the Deputy Fire Chief stated 
many times when a call is responded to, the situation is evaluated and a determination 
is made whether there is a medical component needing treatment; outlined various 
medical ailments which need treatment; stated the Police determine whether or not to 
call a 5150 hold; Officers have the choice between calling in a 5150 hold or taking 
individuals to a hospital for treatment; the proposed program will allow the current 
process to expand evaluation and look at alternate destinations for individuals; 
situations may call for different approaches depending on the individual; the proposal 
includes a mental health professional offering follow-up care and will allow AFD to 
evaluate the situation to offer the best care; the proposal is currently in use by the San 
Francisco Fire Department with 11 crisis mobile units; San Mateo County also uses 
paramedic EMT responses to mental health crisis calls; the proposal does not stipulate 
treating an individual on-site; however, AFD will be able to deescalate situations and 
evaluate the proper destination for individuals.  
 
Councilmember Herrera Spencer stated the City currently has meetings with AFD and 
Alameda Hospital; the meetings allow the public to participate; inquired whether adding 
the proposed pilot program to the quarterly meetings would be appropriate in order to 
allow for public participation.  
 
Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft stated the discussion must remain on the topic of mental health 
response as an alternative to Police.  
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Councilmember Herrera Spencer stated that she believes the quarterly meetings are 
part of the reason behind AFD’s program being the best choice.  
 
Vice Mayor Vella requested clarification about AFD’s proposed approach to dispatch; 
stated that she would like to focus on the non-emergency line versus 911. 
 
The Interim Fire Chief stated calls will likely come in through 911; another number can 
be opened as an alternate to 911 for non-emergencies; having calls triaged through the 
dispatch center is important; callers are not able to evaluate situations the same as a 
trained professional; dispatchers are trained to extract information from callers; AFD will 
provide additional support and training where needed; the first step in the process is to 
receive the call for service and triage for dispatch of service. 
 
Vice Mayor Vella inquired whether AFD can work with Police and dispatch for non-
emergency calls to ensure calls are directed to the pilot program unit, to which the 
Interim Fire Chief responded in the affirmative.  
 
Vice Mayor Vella inquired who decides whether or not an individual is being combative; 
questioned whether the matter will be triaged by personnel in the; inquired how the 
decision is made to engage with an individual and how to provide relative clarity. 
 
The Police Chief responded the information received by dispatch is key; stated APD 
must look at those actively engaged with violence; if the goal is to minimize Police 
response, the information coming in from dispatch must be critically analyzed; outlined 
response to a hypothetical report of an active shooter appropriately having Police 
response; stated someone previously involved with a violent act which is no longer 
actively engaged could be looked at outside of Police.  
 
Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft inquired whether the Police Chief will direct the chosen pilot 
program provider to appropriate calls for service.  
 
The Police Chief responded if active violence is not present, the chosen responder will 
be in the best position to respond to the call; the provider could arrive and determine 
active violence is occurring and can request Police response; training will be key for the 
program provider.  
 
Vice Mayor Vella inquired whether training will occur with both AFD and APD to ensure 
all providers are on the same page, to which the Police Chief responded in the 
affirmative.  
 
The Interim Fire Chief responded in the affirmative; stated staff has already been 
meeting on related matters.  
 
Vice Mayor Vella inquired the startup timeline; questioned the timeline and process for 
both San Francisco and San Mateo locations in hiring a clinician for the program.  
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The Deputy Fire Chief responded San Francisco is unique in having multiple social 
workers; stated that he is unsure of the recruitment process; currently, Alameda would 
need one social worker at 40 hours per week; the training timeline will start with training 
paramedics through the clinician portion of the program; those eligible for de-escalation 
training will receive the training; the timeline will fall closer to December or January in 
having people up and running with a staffed unit; training will continue as people enter 
the department; the timeline is reasonable. 
 
Vice Mayor Vella inquired whether the City will be working simultaneously with the 
County to get alternative transports and approvals. 
 
The Deputy Fire Chief responded staff has been working with the County; stated the 
County is ready to go and has been waiting on Council’s decision; the County is ready 
to provide training including tentative 5150 training.  
 
Al Gilbert, Felton Institute, stated the Felton Institute is the largest provider of 5150 
services in San Francisco and is the only agency that provides the service for 
transitional age youth, adults and older adults; Felton responded to 71,000 calls in the 
last year due to running the suicide hotline for San Francisco County; Felton Institute 
has the contract in Alameda County to work with those coming out of jail with mental 
illnesses; Felton Institute will work to train the Police and Fire Departments; training in 
5150 does not equate mental health professional status; Felton Institute will treat people 
while out in the field and can be operating within 60 days. 
 
Curtis Penn, Felton Institute, stated providing response to non-medical calls would be a 
waste of AFD resources; the training received by Firefighters tends to be 
counterintuitive to the training required for mental health services; outlined the need for 
trainings in harm reduction modalities, wellness recovery action plans and 
understanding cognitive behavioral intervention.  
 
Councilmember Knox White stated that he is interested in understanding what the 
Felton Institute has to offer.  
 
Mr. Penn stated the Felton Institute is offering the antithesis of the Fire Department and 
will be engaging with people in the community; the Felton Institute will not be a triage 
unit and will not respond to merely take vitals and leave; assessments and plans of care 
will be provided while connecting people with mental health providers in Alameda 
County to further understand and provide proper care; team members will not be on the 
scene to triage, instead de-escalation tactics will be used. 
 
Vice Mayor Vella expressed support for responses being provided as soon as possible; 
stated there are existing frameworks to build from; expressed concern about the 
clinician position; stated the City does not have social workers to pull and hire from; the 
proposal received from AFD has been innovative and works within an existing 
framework; inquired how the City will fill the clinician position and what the position 
entails during the pilot program; stated the position is not traditional for the City; the goal 
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is to make changes as the program progresses; expressed concern about the clinician 
position. 
 
The City Manager responded if Council decides to proceed with AFD’s proposal, a 
mental health professional will perform follow-up work at some point in the future; stated 
the position does not currently exist and can be competitive; the best route to take is to 
contract for the clinician position during the first year of the pilot program; a contract can 
be made with another agency to provide follow-up work in coordination with AFD rather 
than having a staff member fill the position.  
 
Vice Mayor Vella inquired whether the recommendation is a change from the proposal 
or whether the recommendation is included within the framework.  
 
The City Manager responded the recommendation is within the proposed framework; 
stated the recommendation is to have the clinician not be City staff, rather it would be a 
contracted position.  
 
Vice Mayor Vella requested further clarification from AFD.  
 
The Interim Fire Chief stated the contracted position is a good idea due to the position 
being competitive and difficult to fill.  
 
Vice Mayor Vella stated her goal is to have something start as soon as possible; 
expressed support for City staff working behind the scenes; inquired whether an 
amendment to the motion needs to be provided in order to provide contract services; 
expressed support for the clinician position not holding up the process and for 
consideration of ways to incorporate the Felton Institute in providing services.  
 
The City Manager responded the service being provided is specific and will meet the 
intent of the position; stated the motion can be amended or clarified; the pilot program 
will create lead time and the clinician position could possibly be subject to layoffs at the 
end if the City decides to move in a different direction; the recommendation provides a 
faster implementation.  
 
Councilmember Knox White stated the matter is the first step of many in the process; 
the City has an embarrassment of riches; the City needs many things due to cuts over 
the years; both proposals could be considered in a perfect world; the discussion 
consists of agreement in the goal to reduce Police response to non-crime and non-
violent prevention calls; expressed support for consideration of protocols and decisions 
to engage being outside of Police; stated mistakes will be made within process and 
structure; the City should be ready to change as it moves quickly; expressed support for 
Option 1 with strong Council direction to start working on the mental health professional 
piece added into the response; the need for someone to be on staff is present; the City 
can consider options as the program moves forward; Option 1 allows the City to find a 
program which exists and does not need to be set up from scratch; the process of 
figuring out how to integrate will be long; the pilot program will allow for the conversation 
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to decide which program the City should have that included any contracted mental 
health services; he does not think the contracting process will slow the process down 
much; expressed support for monthly reporting on the change in calls and the related 
protocols and for discussions on how to better serve the community; stated the matter is 
a simple win due to agreement in allowing people to perform jobs better; requested 
Councilmember Herrera Spencer provide direction in iterating and bringing the Felton 
Institute and other community players into thinking about how to bring the mental health 
direct response into the pilot program; stated the budget for the year has been approved 
and includes mental health funding; the question for the City is how to engage with the 
Felton Institute; the goal is for other cities to engage in the same system as Alameda; 
there is an opportunity to start the journey.  
 
Councilmember Daysog stated the aftermath of incidents involving dancing in the street 
have been calling for a reform of the way policing of non-violent calls are conducted; 
two programs are before Council which represent the reform sought; the most important 
portion of the reform has to do with the delivery of mental health professionals to an 
event which is happening in real-time and the ability of mental health professionals to 
call on their experience to perform a range of things in order to de-escalate situations 
and understand and communicate with individuals; professionals must also transmit 
individuals to the appropriate service or set of mental health services; both entities 
present for the matter represent the reform being sought; he is of the opinion that the 
Felton Institute is the best represented entity for reform; the Felton Institute performs 
services at all times and has the comparative advantage of dealing with mental health 
issues; staff members in AFD have the capacity and can train-up to ultimately deal with 
mental health issues; the level and depth of experience with the Felton Institute, when 
compared to AFD, is provided in lived experience; either choice will reform City Hall in 
regards to delivery of Police services; the Felton Institute does represent more of the 
reform desired by citizens and is more in line with the Crisis Assistance Helping Out On 
The Streets (CAHOOTS) model; the Felton Institute is a non-City entity that would 
provide a set of services to improve the way in which Police and the City handle non-
emergency calls for service; he has no doubt that AFD will be able to train-up quickly 
over the future months; the edge is given to the Felton Institute based on field 
individuals responding to calls at 2:00 a.m. that know the proper questions to ask as 
opposed to providing the answers which need to be delivered; the residents of Alameda 
will be served with reforming Police in regard to non-violent emergency situations; 
expressed support for the Felton Institute and the possibility of having contracts being 
provided to the Felton Institute in order to provide clinical services in conjunction with 
AFD.  
 
Councilmember Herrera Spencer stated that she appreciates the Felton Institute 
applying for the program; she is hopeful that the City Manager looks at other agencies 
as well; Alameda Family Services has provided counseling at multiple levels for over 50 
years; other agencies within Alameda could be well qualified for the program; inquired 
whether other agencies will be allowed to apply to the RFP.  
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The City Manager responded an RFP will be issued during the pilot program which will 
allow other agencies to provide proposals for a long-term solution; stated the 
recommendation for the mental health component would be to allow any entity the 
opportunity to provide proposal; currently, the Felton Institute has been the only agency 
with the capacity to provide proposal on the full program; other entities might be able to 
provide proposal on partial programs.  
 
Vice Mayor Vella expressed concern about going out for bids delaying the process.  
 
Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft inquired whether a substitute motion is being made.  
 
Vice Mayor Vella stated that she would like to give direction to staff to work and move 
forward with entities which have previously applied and provided proposals, such as the 
Felton Institute; expediency is important and other groups have not put in for the 
program; noted the program is a pilot.  
 
Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft stated that she can support a program which has the Felton 
Institute providing mental health component of AFD responses.  
 
Vice Mayor Vella stated the recommendation encapsulates what has been directed.  
 
Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft requested clarification about the motion on the table.  
 
The City Clerk stated the motion is to approve Option 1; noted Vice Mayor Vella has 
proposed a friendly amendment to the motion to give additional direction for the City 
Manager to work with the Felton Institute; stated the amendment has not yet been 
accepted by the maker of the motion.  
 
Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft requested Option 1 be restated.  
 
The City Clerk stated Option 1 is the “Fire Forward” proposal from AFD; the amendment 
includes incorporation of the Felton Institute to provide additional services.  
 
Councilmember Herrera Spencer stated that the amendment is not her preference; she 
would prefer being able to put out an RFP; inquired whether the City Manager envisions 
supporting AFD or whether other organizations would be interested in submitting bids.  
 
The City Manager responded the ask is different; stated other organizations could be 
interested; however, the time period would be longer than a direct contract program 
between AFD and the Felton Institute. 
 
Councilmember Herrera Spencer inquired how much longer the process will take to put 
out an RFP.  
 
The City Manager responded there will be a minimum 90-day delay in process; stated 
the timeline is not definitive; putting together an RFP does take a longer period of time.  
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Councilmember Herrera Spencer inquired whether the response received from the 
Felton Institute is appropriate for the proposed alternate role.  
 
The City Manager responded the Felton Institute’s role would change if they provide 
mental health services under the AFD proposal; stated the change will need to be 
negotiated.  
 
Mr. Gilbert stated the Felton Institute is trained to provide mental health work required 
by the City; the scope of work will need to be determined; noted the Felton Institute is 
ready to provide support to the City.  
 
Councilmember Herrera Spencer inquired the potential timeline delay to negotiate with 
the Felton Institute versus putting out an RFP for other agencies.  
 
The City Manager responded limiting negotiations to one agency allows for a 
straightforward conclusion to be met between AFD and the Felton Institute; an RFP 
consists of putting a document together, receiving bids and establishing scoring.  
 
Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft requested clarification for the timeline in processes.  
 
The City Manager stated the process will take less than 90-days, roughly half the time is 
needed.  
 
Councilmember Daysog stated that his votes will be with the Felton Institute at all 
stages. 
 
Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft inquired whether the friendly amendment is accepted by the maker 
of the motion.  
 
Councilmember Herrera Spencer questioned whether the Vice Mayor is interested in 
opening the process through an RFP.  
 


*** 
(21-438) Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft stated that she would entertain a motion allowing all 
members to have up to three minutes of speaking time.  
 
Councilmember Herrera Spencer moved approval of allowing the additional time. 
 
Councilmember Daysog seconded the motion, which carried by the following roll call 
vote: Councilmembers Daysog: Aye; Herrera Spencer: Aye; Knox White: Aye; Vella: 
Aye; and Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft: Aye.  Ayes: 5. 


*** 
 
Vice Mayor Vella stated the City provided an opportunity for other groups to apply and 
no other agencies applied; expressed concern about the timeframe; stated AFD is 
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working hard to get the program up to speed; expressed support for AFD beginning 
negotiations with the Felton Institute as soon as possible; stated that she would like the 
process to begin streamlined due to multiple agencies being involved; the program is a 
pilot and the City should determine what the program will look like; the recommendation 
does not exclude Alameda Family Services or any other agency from applying; she 
would like to act with expediency and many Councilmembers have voiced a preference 
for the Felton Institute to be engaged with the program relative to providing mental 
health services; an RFP does not need to be issued and would cause unnecessary 
delays at this point; expressed concern for engaging in hypothetical scenarios to end up 
with what is currently being proposed.  
 
Councilmember Herrera Spencer inquired whether the Felton Institute currently has 
patients in the City of Alameda.  
 
Mr. Gilbert responded in Felton Institute currently serves clients within Alameda County; 
stated the office holds a separate clinic where mental health professionals deal with 
emergency crises in Alameda County; an early psychosis program is housed in the 
Alameda office.  
 
Councilmember Herrera Spencer inquired whether everyone in Alameda would be able 
to receive services within the City of Alameda.  
 
Mr. Gilbert responded in the affirmative; stated the Felton Institute does not currently 
have staff working outside of a contract; the Felton Institute is an agency working with 
Alameda and other counties; staff can be allocated based on the funding.  
 
Councilmember Herrera Spencer stated it is critical to offer mental health services 
within the City of Alameda; it is not appropriate to ask those seeking mental health 
services to travel to different cities for service; it is important to offer mental health 
services within the City of Alameda.  
 
Mr. Gilbert stated if the City pays for services, the services can be provided; clinical staff 
is working at the Atlantic Avenue office location on an early psychosis program, which 
requires additional professionals; a training center is also available at the Alameda 
location; the Felton Institute is not currently contracted nor funded with the City of 
Alameda to provide clinical support services.  
 
Councilmember Herrera Spencer stated that she would like the information kept in mind 
by Councilmembers; expressed concern about negotiating with one agency that does 
not appear to have current services within Alameda; questioned the cost for choosing 
one agency.  
 
Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft stated none of the locations referenced by AFD are within 
Alameda; outlined the CAHOOTS model; stated that she is working on a proposal to 
use a floor or two of Alameda Hospital for other mental health uses similar to the 
CAHOOTS model.  
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Councilmember Knox White expressed concern about requiring an RFP; questioned 
whether a date can be set for the program to be up and running; stated Council has 
provided issues of importance; expressed support for giving the City Manager flexibility 
in making a decision about whether or not to put out an RFP and for having a program 
up and running by the end of the year; stated the program process should not be 
delayed due to the City Manager being required to issue an RFP; RFPs typically are a 
longer process than anticipated; expressed support for the pilot program allowing the 
City to learn and decide what topics to include in a future RFP.  
 
Councilmember Herrera Spencer expressed support for the comments provided by 
Councilmember Knox White; stated if the City Manager feel the direction provided is 
sufficient, then she is supportive; she can accept the comments provided as a friendly 
amendment.  
 
Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft stated that she cannot support a proposal that does not include 
the Felton Institute stepping in during the pilot program; the Felton Institute has the 
experience needed and Alameda Family Services does not; Alameda Family Services 
performs group counselling sessions well; the mental health services needed for the 
pilot program are more specialized; the Felton Institute is prepared to step in and begin 
as soon as possible; expressed support for the program being up and running by the 
fall; stated that she can support the friendly amendment previously made.  
 
Councilmember Herrera Spencer stated the City Manager can choose the Felton 
Institute under the direction given from Councilmember Knox White; she would prefer 
keeping the option open with the proposed amendment language from Councilmember 
Knox White.  
 
Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft inquired whether the direction includes an RFP being issued.  
 
Councilmember Knox White stated that his friendly amendment includes having the 
program up and running by September; neither of the organizations have the program 
ready to go and likely will not be running by September; expressed support for giving 
the City Manager until the end of December to have a program up and running; stated 
the City Manager can decide which process to use in order to ensure mental health 
goals set by Council are met; an RFP will not work in the same way; expressed concern 
about using County resources; stated that he supports allowing the City Manager the 
flexibility in identifying the program partners.  
 
Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft stated it is important to note that the City Manager has indicated 
he can have an agreement between the Felton Institute and AFD in half the time of an 
RFP.  
 
The City Manager stated the 90-day timeline for an RFP; he will have to return to 
Council after issuing the RFP; the timeline will likely be longer than 90-days if Council 
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desires an RFP be issued; not issuing an RFP and contracting with the Felton Institute 
can be implemented in half the time of issuing a standard RFP.  
 
Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft inquired how long an agreement between the Felton Institute and 
AFD would take.  
 
The City Manager responded an agreement could be in place by the end of August or 
early September; stated having the resources and staff in place will likely be by the end 
of fall.  
 
Councilmember Daysog stated the broader picture includes a reform process using a 
pilot program; Council should not lose sight of the process; if the Felton Institute 
provides back-end services through an agreement struck with AFD, the program is still 
being conducted on a pilot basis and should move forward; expressed support in 
moving forward with the Felton Institute providing back-end services under a contract 
with AFD; stated Council is trying to move forward and respond professionally to the 
concerns raised by Alameda residents.  
 
Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft inquired whether Felton Institute staff should accompany AFD 
members on calls for service.  
 
Councilmember Daysog stated the decision should be made based on a discussion 
between AFD, Felton Institute and the City Manager; his understanding of the 
discussion is that the Felton Institute would be providing the back-end services; 
expressed support if AFD and the City Manager contract for the Felton Institute to 
provide additional services on calls.  
 
Councilmember Herrera Spencer inquired whether the City Manager is proposing to 
work with the Felton Institute to provide services in the cleanest and easiest way; stated 
that she would like AFD to be the lead entity for calls; AFD will determine who will 
perform additional services when needed.  
 
Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft inquired whether Councilmember Herrera Spencer is looking for 
the City Manager to create an agreement between AFD and the Felton Institute.  
 
Councilmember Herrera Spencer responded in the affirmative; stated the Felton 
Institute is not her preferred choice and that she would not be limiting her selection; 
noted her decision is based on Council input; expressed support for AFD working as the 
lead entity; stated the ask is different from the original proposal and is unfortunate.  
 
Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft requested clarification of the motion.  
 
The City Clerk stated neither of the two friendly amendments have been accepted; the 
original motion is to approve Option 1 “Fire Forward” proposal from AFD; the friendly 
amendment proposed by Vice Mayor Vella is to give direction to supplement the motion 
with mental health services being provided by the Felton Institute; the second proposed 
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friendly amendment from Councilmember Knox White is to have the City Manager make 
the determination about which company to contract with in the most expedient way 
possible.  
 
The City Manager stated that he can work within the direction provided.  
 
Councilmember Daysog inquired whether the first amendment could be voted on with 
the second amendment to follow.  
 
Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft requested clarification on the action to be taken by Council.  
 
The City Attorney stated the amendments are not necessarily compatible; the maker 
and seconder of the motion will need to either accept or reject each of the amendments 
in turn, then Council may conduct a vote.  
 
Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft inquired whether the amendments should be considered in the 
order proposed.  
 
The City Attorney responded in the affirmative; stated Council should determine 
whether the maker and seconder of the motion accept or reject the first amendment 
proposed by Vice Mayor Vella and if the amendment is not accepted, the second 
amendment should be considered in the same way.  
 
Councilmember Knox White expressed support for either friendly amendment.  
 
Councilmember Knox White withdrew his friendly amendment.  
 
The City Attorney stated there is a friendly amendment remaining from Vice Mayor 
Vella; noted Councilmember Herrera Spencer may provide a thumbs up or down to 
indicate agreement with the amendment due to having zero speaking time remaining.  
 


*** 
(21-439) Vice Mayor Vella moved approval of allowing Councilmember Herrera Spencer 
one minute of speaking time to state her motion.  
 
Councilmember Daysog seconded the motion, which carried by the following roll call 
vote: Councilmembers Daysog: Aye; Herrera Spencer: Aye; Knox White: Aye; Vella: 
Aye; and Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft: Aye.  Ayes: 5.   


*** 
 


Councilmember Herrera Spencer stated that her preference is to modify her motion to 
include comments provided by Councilmember Knox White in allowing the City 
Manager to decide whether or not he would like to work with the Felton Institute. 
 
Councilmember Herrera Spencer modified her motion to approve Option 1 and give the 
City Manager the opportunity to work with whomever in order to expeditiously create a 
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deal with whichever provider can have the program up and running as soon as possible, 
but no later than the end of the year.  
 
Councilmember Knox White seconded the motion, which carried by the following roll call 
vote: Councilmembers Daysog: No; Herrera Spencer: Aye; Knox White: Aye; Vella: Aye; 
and Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft: No.  Ayes: 3. Noes: 2. 
 
Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft inquired when the City Manager will return to Council for an 
update.  
 
The City Manager responded an interim report back to Council can be provided at the 
first meeting in September; noted an off-agenda report can be provided sooner if 
desired.  
 
Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft stated time is of the essence and she is not willing to wait until 
September for a report; inquired whether a report can be provided before Council goes 
on break in August, to which the City Manager responded in the affirmative.  
 
Councilmember Herrera Spencer stated there are other points regarding timelines in the 
staff report not addressed in the matter; questioned whether the additional points are to 
be discussed.  
 
Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft stated the discussion had been centered on mental health 
response.  
 
The City Manager stated the other discussion points are a status report and are not time 
critical in the same sense as the alternate mental health response; noted staff can bring 
the matter forth a the September Council meeting.  
 
(21-440) Public Hearing to Consider a Call for Review of the Historical Advisory Board’s 
Decision to Approve Certificate of Approval No. PLN20-0431 to Allow the Demolition of 
Two Main Buildings and Four Accessory Buildings at 620 Central Avenue (the “McKay 
Wellness Center Project”); and 
 


(21-440A) Resolution No. 15792, “Approving Certificate of Approval Application No. 
PLN20-0431 to Allow the Demolition of Two Main Buildings and Four Accessory 
Buildings at 620 Central Avenue (The “McKay Wellness Center” Project).”  Adopted 
 
The City Planner gave a Power Point presentation.  
 
Doug Biggs, Alameda Point Collaborative, gave a brief presentation.  
 
Councilmember Daysog stated that he signed on to the call for review due to the ballot 
statement reading: “shall an ordinance confirming the City Council’s action to permit 
reuse of vacant Federal buildings on a 3.65 acre parcel on McKay Avenue and allow for 
the development of a wellness center…;” the statement refers to reuse of the site; the 
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ballot statement does not reference any kind of demolition; inquired the legal constraints 
in using the term “reuse” on a ballot; whether there is a limit to the range of activities 
and reuse permitted on the site.  
 
The City Attorney responded two previous ballot measures, Measures A and B, went to 
the voters; Measure B was prepared by the voters to overturn Council’s decision to 
rezone the property; Measure A was a Council proposed measure to compete with 
Measure B and affirm Council’s rezoning decision; the underlying decision was related 
to zoning and was not project-specific; the voters decided to support Measure A, with 
the legal meaning being a defeat to Measure B; Measure A’s principal and only legal 
function was to compete with and defeat Measure B; Measure A did not have the 
effective of constraining Council action and did not add additional limitations to the 
Charter or City laws; Measure A confirmed that Council’s rezoning decision had been 
correct; the ballot measure language provided a lot of information as background, 
including reuse; it is possible that voters casted votes based on the background 
information; however, the legal significance for Measure A was to compete with 
Measure B and to allow the Council decision to move forward; the result does not 
restrict future Council decisions and despite the vote which took place, the result does 
not limit Council’s action.  
 
Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft requested clarification about Measure B in relation to rezoning.  
 
The Assistant City Attorney stated Measure B was a citizen’s initiative to rezone the 
same parcel open space following Council’s action to rezone the property, remove the 
G overlay and maintain the administrative professional underlying zoning.  
 


*** 
(21-441) Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft inquired whether Council would like to lower public 
comment speaking time.  
 
Vice Mayor Vella moved approval of limiting speaking time to 1:00 per speaker.  
 
Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft seconded the motion, which failed by the following roll call vote: 
Councilmembers Daysog: No; Herrera Spencer: No; Knox White: No; Vella: Aye; and 
Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft: Aye.  Ayes: 2. Noes: 3. 


*** 
 
Urged Council deny the certificate of approval to demolish the historic property on 
McKay Avenue; discussed ballot information about Building 2 being structurally sound 
and reused; stated numerous community tours have been conducted; ballot measure 
language was specific about reuse of existing federal buildings; the matter should be 
submitted to the voters: Lis Cox, Alameda. 
 
Urged Council to support the Historical Advisory Board (HAB) decision; stated the 
matter is an attempt to stop the wellness center; the site is important for historical 
purposes; however, the buildings have lost their historic integrity; she agrees the ballot 
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measures state the buildings will be reused; she would like more information on the cost 
differences; the matter should not come back to the voters: Theresa Rude, Alameda. 
 
Stated that she feels the matter is a bait and switch; discussed ballot language; urged 
Council not to approve the demolition of buildings: Karen Miller, Alameda. 
 
Expressed support for HAB; stated that he is saddened by the attempts to stop the 
wellness center; offered an apology to the Merchant Marine veterans which were misled 
into signing a petition under false pretenses and claims; outlined his experience 
witnessing the petition process; stated it is disheartening to see people used for projects 
which will help many homeless elders and veterans; expressed support for the project: 
Zac Bowling, Alameda.  
 
Stated that she strongly objects to the proposed demolition at McKay Avenue; urged 
Council to deny the request; discussed the history of the property and Page and 
Turnbull reports; stated there is a case to be argued that the architect fulfils the 
description of a master architect; outlined project designs by Bruno on the National List 
of Historic Places; urged Council wait until the documents are fully reviewed by National 
Historians before erasing the past; stated it is irresponsible to take action without full 
consideration of historic importance and economic value; outlined nearby historic 
restorations: Carmen Reid, Alameda. 
 
Stated that he is opposed to demolition of the buildings; he believes Councilmember 
Knox White has a conflict of interest; discussed the uses allowed under the lease: Jay 
Garfinkle, Alameda.  
 
Discussed correspondence; stated the City has plenty of monuments to war and should 
not put buildings before helping people in the community; the opponents of the project 
are not only fighting for preservation; urged Council stop catering to the anti-progress, 
change-averse and privileged people of the City and allow the wellness center to 
proceed as approved by HAB: Jenice Anderson, Alameda.  
 
Urged Council to deny the effort to demolish an important architectural and historic 
building; discussed the American Merchant Marine service; stated tearing down the 
buildings prematurely erases the history of America; expressed support for the space 
being used as an interpretive center that documents the history of the site; stated 
Alameda has a strong history of supporting military armed forces: Christian Yuhas, 
American Merchant Marine. 
 
Stated that he is a veteran with 21 years in the Navy; discussed Merchant Marine ships 
delivering troops during the Korean and Vietnam wars; stated the role for Merchant 
Marines was vital near dangerous waters; discussed the history of World War II; stated 
it is the duty of Councilmembers to follow instructions and proceed to allow a thorough 
evaluation of the property: Felix Fortuna, Alameda. 
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Stated the surplus facilities were to be repurposed for homeless services; the buildings 
had been certified for reuse there has been a misleading intent; discussed alternate 
locations for the facility and ballot measure language; stated a vote to demolish the 
building is a betrayal of the voters’ will: Harvey Rosenthal, Alameda. 
 
Stated that she opposes demolition; the HAB holds a position that the project site has 
significant historic value; the historic value is supported by the local and national 
communities; the option to demolish the building contradicts the City’s commitments to 
protection of the environment and preservation of unique historic character; demolition 
releases toxins into the environment and marine life is particularly sensitive; expressed 
concern about the developer circumventing an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) 
process; urged Councilmember Knox White to recuse himself from the discussion due 
to association with the developer causing a conflict of interest: Fey Adelstein, Alameda. 
 
Stated many of the public speakers are living history; he takes issue around whether or 
not Municipal Code Section 12-21.3 applies to the matter; discussed the process to 
obtain a Certificate of Approval; noted processes and discussions have not happened 
for a Certificate of Approval; urged the process and procedures be completed properly: 
Matt Reid, Alameda. 
 
Discussed a Commission on Persons With Disabilities meeting related to the HAB 
approval of the permit for demolition for the wellness center; stated the wellness center 
will provide desperately needed housing and services for seniors and unhoused people, 
including people being discharged from the hospital; a large percentage of people in 
Alameda are people with disabilities; each delay in the project is a delay to housing and 
necessary follow-up care for medically fragile people; delaying the center has life and 
death consequences; expressed concern about opponents of the wellness center using 
the historic preservation process to dismiss the conclusions of preservation experts; 
urged Council to uphold the HAB’s decision and allow the center to meet the needs of 
the community and for Council to take reasonable measures to ensure the McKay 
Avenue project becomes operational without further delay: Beth Kenny, Commission on 
Persons with Disabilities. 
 
Stated the opposition is not a fight against the homeless and services for people in 
need; expressed concern about how the matter is being handled; stated the matter 
should follow the letter or spirit of the law; the legal analysis presented by staff is not 
supported; facts which are in dispute have been presented; the analysis provided by 
Page and Turnbull was made by evaluation only; the information falls beyond the 
timelines provided by State and federal guidelines; the project will not pass scrutiny 
before a State or federal court; questioned whether the scope of the project has been 
changed; discussed the project developer and Assembly Bill 1486; stated the premise 
of environmental quality has been thwarted; urged Council slow down and re-examine 
the process to complete a proper EIR: John Healy, Appellant. 
 
Stated the Alameda Municipal Code defines which structures can qualify as Alameda 
Historical Monuments; the Code is the only authority needed to verify the Merchant 
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Marine buildings on McKay Avenue qualify as monuments; the Code states a 
monument can be any size or group of structures of a particular historic significance to 
the City; the buildings on McKay qualify and are the last World War II Merchant Marine 
buildings standing in the country; discussed training officers at the site; stated the 
buildings are designed by a notable East Bay architect and have received strong public 
support in the form of over 1,000 signatures on a petition and nearly 100 e-mails to the 
HAB; discussed staff presenting information to the HAB; urged Council to deny the 
demolition of the McKay Avenue historical monument site: Mike Van Dine, Alameda.   
 
Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft expressed concern about inaccurate remarks related about the 
City Planner.  
 
Discussed his experience in removing the G overlay for the site; stated Council set 
values for wanting homeless services in Alameda; the opponents have battled to stop 
the center; discussed the special election; expressed support for Council leadership; 
stated the City and its voters believe in the valuable services the site can provide; 
justice for the homeless delayed is justice for the homeless denied; urged Council to 
uphold the HAB’s decision and ensure the services are provided: Former 
Councilmember Jim Oddie, Alameda. 
 
Urged Council deny the Certificate of Approval to demolish the historic buildings; stated 
the developer has reversed the plan to reuse the buildings that the voters approved in 
2019 as Measure A; the ballot language is not arbitrary; a new election is needed for the 
developer to take a new approach to the project; urged Council to count those that have 
submitted comments opposing demolition; expressed support for a new site to be 
considered; discussed purchase of the Marina Village Inn Hotel; stated the demolition of 
historic buildings is irresponsible; the buildings should be preserved and restored: Maria 
Perales, Alameda. 
 
Stated that her understanding of Measure A would permit the reuse and rehabilitation of 
vacant Federal buildings to ensure development of a senior assisted living and wellness 
center for unhoused individuals in Alameda; there had been no indication that the 
buildings might not be rehabbed; the reuse of buildings had been touted as part of the 
appeal in voting yes; the project can now only go forward if the buildings are 
demolished; expressed concern for the about face; stated that she has a distrust in the 
intentions and voracity of the developer; Council should delay any decisions regarding 
McKay Avenue until suitability for rehabilitation and reuse can be further established in 
an independent manner: Dolores Kelleher, Alameda.  
 
Urged Council allow the wellness center to proceed; stated there is irony in the defense 
of history being cherry-picked; she is tired of the actions of opposition; Alameda has a 
racist history and many of the comments arguing for history do not seem to care; 
expressed support for helping the present community: Alexia Arocha, Alameda. 
 
Stated discussed the latest Page and Turnbull report; stated opponents to the wellness 
center forced a Special Election in an attempt to stop a project which will help many of 
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the most vulnerable community members; opponents have tried to propose tearing 
down the same buildings in order to build a park; opponents are trying to overturn the 
HAB’s decision to allow the buildings to be torn down; the hypocrisy is appalling and 
transparent; urged Council end the hypocrisy, help those in need and uphold the HAB’s 
decision: Browyn Harris, Alameda. 
 
Stated that he is not opposed to the wellness center; he is opposed to destruction of the 
buildings due to family members serving in World War II and the Korean War; 
expressed support for keeping the historical aspect of the site; discussed family 
members’ military experience in Alameda; the Measure statement noted the buildings 
would be reused: Dan Tuazon, Alameda. 
 
Stated that he is a champion for the homeless, but not for the project; he objects to the 
certification of demolition; substantial changes have been made to the wellness center 
scope and size; an EIR should be initiated by the developer at once; urged Council to 
demand an EIR be obtained prior to demolition of the historic buildings; discussed the 
staff report addendum; stated there will be a significant impact and effect to 620 Central 
Avenue; an EIR is required for any project with significant effect on the environment; he 
is a proponent for wellness centers: Brenden Sullivan, Alameda. 
 
Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft moved approval of the HAB decision to approve the Certificate of 
Approval to allow demolition of two main buildings and four accessory buildings at 620 
Central Avenue and associated resolution.  
 
Councilmember Knox White seconded the motion. 
 
Under discussion, Councilmember Daysog stated that his concern is that the people of 
Alameda have spoken in favor of having a wellness center at 620 Central Avenue; a 
wellness center must happen at the site; the proposition before the residents was for 
reuse of the buildings; other parts of the ballot referenced using existing facilities; the 
context of the language was clear the project would be completed within the existing 
structure; outlined cost implications for construction projects; stated there may have 
been a realization that the project will cost more money; the evaluation should have 
been done prior; the perspective of reuse has been set and put before the voters; the 
ballot language did not reference demolition; the contents of the materials put before 
voters is most important; if needed, a discussion should occur related to costs within the 
contest of reusing the buildings on the site; he respects the City Attorney’s assessment 
of the matter; however, the voters voted for something in Measure A which had been 
framed a certain way; the matter does not necessarily constrain City Hall and Council by 
remaining within the framework of reuse. 
 
Councilmember Herrera Spencer stated that she filed the appeal because she does not 
think the City Code section has been followed; a question was posed to the HAB about 
whether to remove the building from the Historical Building Study List (HBSL); there has 
not been a discussion in regard to the monument list versus the HBSL; it is incumbent 
upon staff to follow the Code section; expressed support for staff trying to separate 
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delisting from the HBSL; stated the City’s Code section does not have a process for 
demolition connected to the HBSL; she does not think the process was addressed at 
the HAB level; the City’s Code section speaks to the monument list and the buildings in 
question are on the HBSL which differs from the monument list; the HAB did vote not to 
delist the building and an opportunity should have been provided in order to clarify; 
there have been two votes from the HAB, including one vote not to delist the building; a 
discussion about what to do with the monument list should have occurred after the first 
vote; the City has a Code section related to demolition; the ballot language should also 
be honored related to reuse of the building; a vote for demolition should not be 
considered at this time; outlined comments provided by Christian Yuhas; stated the 
buildings are to be used in times of war and peace; expressed support for time being 
provided to work through the process of the buildings being on the National Registry 
prior to demolition, for the buildings not to be demolished and for the Certificate of 
Approval to be withheld until the process has been completed; stated staff can request 
information from the National Registry to find the current timeline; noted the City can be 
more reasonable working with the National Registry to provide an opportunity to decide 
whether or not the buildings are of historical significance; the EIR is a legitimate 
concern; there are ways to avoid an EIR; many people care about the environment and 
demolishing buildings can impact a community; speakers have misrepresented her 
position in regard to tearing down the buildings; there have been discussions related to 
using the buildings as part of the park to help provide a facility for student activities; it is 
better to protect and reuse existing buildings; expressed concern about a bait and 
switch; stated ballot language for reuse should be honored; many people have 
supported the reuse and would not support demolition.  
 
Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft stated the title of Measure A referenced is: “The Caring for 
Alameda Act;” she worked closely on the Measure with others; the focus of the Measure 
was to provide a facility for vulnerable individuals; she has worked closely to address 
the housing crisis; people complain about homelessness and fight even benign and 
humane solutions which provide a respite center to ensure people do not have to live 
and die on the streets; as the problem grows, more people live and die on the street; it 
is well and good to remember the Merchant Marines; a significant percentage of the 
homeless population are veterans; it is the ultimate insult for veterans to be left 
homeless; the Veterans Administration (VA) has made some significant headway in 
getting homeless veterans housed; however, headway has been lost during the 
pandemic leaving more veterans to become homeless; she appreciates the voters’ 
intention with Measure A and she is ready to move forward with the matter.  
 
Vice Mayor Vella noted that she was at the Alameda County Democratic Central 
Committee meeting in February of 2019 when Council colleagues made presentations; 
widening of the street and the addition of parking for Crab Cove was discussed as part 
of Measure B; a number of things were said by various proponents of both measures; 
some of the talking points in support of Measure B had been to add parking, possibly 
indicating the removal of buildings; there have been numerous opportunities to address 
the matter; she does not appreciate the arguments against the wellness center are not 
at the same time and instead are attempted at multiple times creating a domino effect; 
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the approach is disingenuous and is not the finest moment for the community; 
expressed concern about additional roadblocks being placed in front of providing much 
needed services to the most vulnerable members of the community; outlined her 
family’s military service background; stated that she does not want to put buildings in 
front of people; voters ultimately voted to lead with compassion for the community as a 
whole and provide needed services in a way which ensures caring for vulnerable 
community members; expressed support for the motion.  
 
Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft outlined her family’s military background; stated reference was 
made to the Marina Village Inn; expressed support for the City purchasing the property; 
stated the City will be working towards purchasing the property for the purpose of 
providing transitional housing for families and individuals; many resources are needed 
and roofs are needed above people’s heads.  
 
Councilmember Knox White expressed support for the HAB members; stated the finding 
made has been consistent with what has been presented by historic experts; stated 
Measure A was not an approval for a project; Measure A was created in opposition to 
Measure B; Measure B is related to a zoning conflict and lost in the election; the people 
voted not to rezone the property due to the wellness center; the zoning decision stands 
and has been supported by the voters; expressed support for the motion.  
 
On the call for the question, the motion carried by the following roll call vote: 
Councilmembers Daysog: Abstain; Herrera Spencer: No; Knox White: Aye; Vella: Aye; 
and Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft: Aye.  Ayes: 3. Noes: 1. Abstention: 1.    
 
ADJOURNMENT  
 
There being no further business, Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft adjourned the meeting at 8:04 
p.m. 
 
      Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
      Lara Weisiger 
      City Clerk 
 
 
 
The agenda for this meeting was posted in accordance with the Sunshine Ordinance. 
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MINUTES OF THE SPECIAL CITY COUNCIL MEETING 
TUESDAY- -JULY 6, 2021- -6:58 P.M. 


 
Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft convened the meeting at 8:25 p.m.   
 
ROLL CALL -  Present: Councilmembers Daysog, Herrera Spencer, Knox 


White, Vella, and Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft – 5. [Note:  
The meeting was conducted via Zoom] 


 
   Absent: None.  
 
COUNCIL COMMUNICATIONS  
 
(21-443) Mayor’s Nominations for Appointment to the Historical Advisory Board, 
Housing Authority Board of Commissioners, Planning Board, Public Art Commission 
and Public Utilities Board.    
 
Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft nominated Lynn Jones and Norman Sanchez for reappointment to 
the Historical Advisory Board; Alan Teague and Xiomara Cisneros for reappointment to 
the Planning Board; and Christina McKenna for appointment to the Public Utilities 
Board. 
 
ADJOURNMENT  
 
There being no further business, Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft adjourned the meeting at 8:29 
p.m. 
 
      Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
      Lara Weisiger 
      City Clerk 
 
 
 
The agenda for this meeting was posted in accordance with the Sunshine Ordinance. 
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MINUTES OF THE SPECIAL JOINT MEETING OF THE CITY COUNCIL AND  
SUCCESSOR AGENCY TO THE  


COMMUNITY IMPROVEMENT COMMISSION (SACIC) 
TUESDAY- -JULY 6, 2021- -6:59 P.M. 


 
Mayor/Chair Ezzy Ashcraft convened the meeting at 8:30 p.m.    
 
ROLL CALL -  Present: Councilmembers/Commissioners Daysog, Herrera 


Spencer, Knox White, Vella and Mayor/Chair Ezzy 
Ashcraft – 5. [Note: The meeting was held via Zoom.] 


 
   Absent: None. 
 
CONSENT CALENDAR 
 
Councilmember/Commissioner Knox White moved approval of the Consent Calendar.  
 
Vice Mayor/Commissioner Vella seconded the motion, which carried by the following roll 
call vote: Councilmembers/Commissioners Daysog: Aye; Herrera Spencer: Aye; Knox 
White: Aye; Vella: Aye; and Mayor/Chair Ezzy Ashcraft: Aye.  Ayes: 5. [Items so 
enacted or adopted are indicated by an asterisk preceding the paragraph number.] 
 
(*21-442 CC/21-16 SACIC) Recommendation to Accept the Third Quarter Financial 
Report for the Period Ending March 31, 2021. Accepted. 
 
ADJOURNMENT  
 
There being no further business, Mayor/Chair Ezzy Ashcraft adjourned the meeting at 
8:31 p.m. 
 
      Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
      Lara Weisiger, City Clerk 
      Secretary, SACIC 
 
 
The agenda for this meeting was posted in accordance with the Sunshine Ordinance. 
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MINUTES OF THE REGULAR CITY COUNCIL MEETING 
TUESDAY- -JULY 6, 2021- -7:00 P.M. 


 
Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft convened the meeting at 8:31 p.m.   
 
ROLL CALL -  Present: Councilmembers Daysog, Herrera Spencer, Knox 


White, Vella, and Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft – 5. [Note:  
The meeting was conducted via Zoom] 


 
   Absent: None. 
 
AGENDA CHANGES 
 
(21-444) The City Clerk announced the Police policies [paragraph no 21-460] was 
withdrawn.   
 
Councilmember Herrera Spencer stated that she would like to move the Housing 
Element [paragraph no 21-457] as far up in the agenda as possible due to the appeal 
filing timeline; expressed concern for potential delays.  
 
Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft stated that she will do her best to move the meeting along; 
expressed concern for matters needing to be heard from the previous meeting; she 
would like to ensure they are heard.  
 
Councilmember Knox White announced 93 participants via Zoom; stated many 
participants are likely present for the Housing Element matter; expressed support for 
moving the matter up in the agenda.  
 
Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft stated the Housing Element is the first substantive matter on the 
Regular Agenda discussion; the preceding matters should move fairly quickly; 
expressed concern for the matters being pushed to another meeting date; noted the 
July 20th meeting has a full agenda. 
 
The City Clerk stated staff believes the Delinquent Waste [paragraph no 21-455] and 
Landscape and Lighting [paragraph no 21-456] matters can be combined and should 
not take long.  
 
Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft stated that she would like to try to get through the matters as-
agendized; noted the changes can be reconsidered should the preceding matters take 
longer than 15 minutes.  
 
PROCLAMATIONS, SPECIAL ORDERS OF THE DAY AND ANNOUNCEMENTS 
 
(21-445) Announcement of the Porch of July Contest Winners. 
 
Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft announced the winners. 
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ORAL COMMUNICATIONS, NON-AGENDA  
 
(21-446) Jay Garfinkle, Alameda, stated it has been three months since a death 
occurred in Police custody; the autopsy had been completed in early May, then passed 
on for peer review; any competent peer review of the autopsy findings could have been 
completed by this time; the City appears to be stalling; the City declared an emergency 
in the last year; several actions were taken under the emergency declaration; the 
emergency declaration has been extended; discussed parking and traffic on Webster 
Street and Park Street; Council must review the declaration every 60 days; discussed 
funding for local businesses; expressed support for a report being provided for the 
funding. 
 
(21-447) Aimee Barnes, Alameda, discussed a pedestrian fatality at the intersection of 
Walnut Street and Lincoln Avenue; stated it is frustrating to have a fatality create the 
traffic priority for the problematic intersection; noted a similar issue exists at the 
intersection of Fifth Street and Haight Avenue; she has repeatedly requested traffic 
calming measures at the intersection; discussed a collision occurring at the intersection; 
expressed concern for the intersection’s risk to children due to a nearby park; the 
intersection is also a thoroughfare for people speeding between Lincoln Avenue and 
Central Avenue; expressed concern over an increase in traffic. Urged Council approve a 
four-way stop or other traffic calming.  
 
(21-448) Zac Bowling, Alameda, discussed the new Seaplane Lagoon ferry terminal 
opening from July 1st; noted ferry service has reopened across most of the island.  
 
CONSENT CALENDAR 
 
Councilmember Herrera Spencer requested the Council meeting dates [paragraph no. 
21-463] be removed from the Consent Calendar for discussion. 
 
Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft requested any items pulled from the Consent Calendar be heard 
at the end of the regular agenda. 
 
Councilmember Knox White moved approval of moving the Council meeting date 
resolutions to end of the regular item. 
 
Councilmember Herrera Spencer seconded the motion, which carried by the following 
roll call vote: Councilmembers Daysog: Aye; Herrera Spencer: Ayes; Knox White: Aye; 
Vella: Aye; and Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft: Aye. Ayes: 5. 
 
Discussed the Amended Employment Agreement [paragraph no. 21-462]; stated that he 
understands agreements differ in the public sector from the private sector; noted section 
9 appears unusual; the practice is unorthodox; expressed support for extending the 
privileges to all City employees; discussed selling of vacation days: Matt Reid, Alameda. 
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Discussed the Amended Employment Agreement; stated that he would like the rules 
which have been applied to landlords to be the same as City employees: Jay Garfinkle, 
Alameda. 
 
The City Clerk announced the modifications to the City Attorney contract [paragraph no. 
21-462]. 
 
Councilmember Herrera Spencer requested the City Attorney contract be removed from 
the Consent Calendar for discussion. 
 
Councilmember Knox White moved approval of the remainder of the Consent Calendar.  
 
Councilmember Herrera Spencer seconded the motion, which carried by the following 
roll call vote: Councilmembers Daysog: Aye; Herrera Spencer: Ayes; Knox White: Aye; 
Vella: Aye; and Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft: Aye. Ayes: 5. [Items so enacted or adopted are 
indicated by an asterisk preceding the paragraph number.] 
 
(*21-449) Minutes of the Special Meeting Held on May 20, 2021, the Continued May 18, 
2021 Special Meeting Held on May 25, 2021, and the Regular Meeting Held on June 1, 
2021.  Approved. 
 
(*21-450) Ratified bills in the amount of $4,844,766.59. 
 
(*21-451) Recommendation to Modify Eligibility Requirements for Non-Profit 
Organizations Applying for Alameda Strong Community Relief Fund by Including 
Paycheck Protection Program Recipients and Adding a Requirement Related to the 
Maximum Number of Employees Employed by the Non-Profit Organization.  Accepted. 
 
(*21-452) Recommendation to Authorize the City Manager to Execute a Two-Year 
Agreement, Substantially in the Form of the Attached Agreement, with the Option of 
Three One-Year Extensions for a Total Five-Year Compensation Amount Not to Exceed 
$420,000 and No More than $90,000 in a Single Fiscal Year with HouseKeys to Provide 
Inclusionary Housing Program Management and Compliance Services to the City of 
Alameda.  Accepted. 
 
(*21-453) Resolution No. 15793, “Approving a Final Map and Authorizing Execution of a 
Subdivision Improvement Agreement for Tract 8591, Bay 37, as a Condition to Final 
Map Approval (Alameda Landing Waterfront Development).”  Adopted. 
 
REGULAR AGENDA ITEMS 
 
(21-454) Public Hearing to Consider Resolution No. 15794, “Amending Master Fee 
Resolution No. 12191 to Add and Revise Fees.”  Adopted.   
 
Councilmember Herrera Spencer stated that she would like to keep in mind the options 
offered in the staff report; requested clarification on the options presented.  
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The City Manager inquired whether the clarification needed is in relation to the Fire 
fees.  
 
Councilmember Herrera Spencer responded that she would like clarification on more 
than just the Fire fees; stated there are alternatives as to when certain fees are put into 
effect; expressed support for clarification provided on the Fire fees.  
 
The Finance Director stated there are no increases to the current Master Fee Schedule 
however, there are changes to the Schedules for fiscal year 2021-2022; the first change 
are hourly rate increases for City Attorney Office staff and Police; noted Special Events 
have been adjusted to reflect personnel costs; the second change is associated with the 
Recreation and Parks Department; the third change is the Rent Stabilization Program 
Fee study which had been recommended on a tier fee structure; the fourth change is a 
Planning, Building and Transportation Department change to no longer impose a fee for 
accessory dwelling units; the fifth change is for a repeal of Alameda Point Development 
Fees; and the sixth change are Fire Department fee increase recommendations, both 
full increases or half increases; noted Council may decide not to increase Fire fees due 
to COVID-19. 
 
The City Manager requested the original fee increase to be highlighted as well as the 
half increase; noted fees had been increased prior to his arrival at the City in 2019; 
stated the fees are based on a Fee Study and a report of costs for service; the fee 
increase had previously been delayed due to COVID-19; the reason for the 
recommendation of a half fee increase is due to the fee increase being substantial; a no 
fee increase due to COVID-19 would also be understandable.  
 
Councilmember Herrera Spencer requested clarification for the fees.  
 
The Finance Director stated the fees are highlighted on page 34-38 on the fee 
schedule; staff can either increase as-is or forego the increase and wait until the next 
fiscal year to implement changes.  
 
Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft inquired the impacts of each option.  
 
The Finance Director responded the Fire Department will receive less revenue for 
services should Council only approve the half increase; stated the department may 
have to reduce expenditures.  
 
The City Manager stated the General Fund currently subsidizes the costs; the proposed 
fees will bring the proposed amounts in line with being full recovered; full cost recovery 
will take longer should the half increase be approved.  
 
The Finance Director stated the increase is about 9%. 
 
Councilmember Herrera Spencer inquired whether the ambulance is included in the fee 
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schedule. 
 
Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft responded the ambulance rates are noted as being established by 
contract with Alameda County Emergency Medical Services (EMS); the City of Alameda 
follows the County’s adopted fee schedule; new rates are anticipated mid-July. 
 
Councilmember Herrera Spencer stated many people have expressed concern for bills 
with large amounts after ambulance services have been called; she would like Council 
to look into the issue of ambulance fees; her preference is to postpone fee increases as 
much as possible; it is important to recognize that future hardships are unknown. 
 
Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft stated the ambulance rates are established by a contract with 
Alameda County EMS; inquired whether the contract is housed with Alameda Fire 
Department or City of Alameda and how the rate could be changed.  
 
The City Manager responded the ambulance fee could be kept at the County rate; 
stated staff can bring back a review of the rates in September; the Fire fees can then be 
brought back along with the ambulance fees in the fall with the other rates being 
approved.  
 
Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft inquired whether Councilmember Herrera Spencer is looking for a 
reduction in ambulance fees. 
 
Councilmember Herrera Spencer responded in the affirmative; stated she thinks it is 
interesting to have the victim billed for someone else calling an ambulance; expressed 
support for Council looking at the fees and figuring out a way to address the cost 
concerns.  
 
Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft expressed support for the City Manager’s recommendation to 
have staff take a closer look at the Fire fees and return to Council in September with a 
proposal.  
 
Councilmember Daysog moved approval of the Master Fee Schedule, with the Fire fees 
to return to Council in September, including adoption of related resolution. 
 
Councilmember Knox White seconded the motion, which carried by the following roll call 
vote: Councilmembers Daysog: Aye; Herrera Spencer: Aye; Knox White: Aye; Vella: 
Aye; and Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft: Aye.  Ayes: 5. 
 
(21-455) Public Hearing to Consider Collection of Delinquent Integrated Waste 
Management Accounts via Property Tax Bills.  
 
The Public Works Coordinator gave a brief presentation.  
 
Councilmember Knox White moved approval of the staff recommendation. 
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Councilmember Daysog seconded the motion, which carried by the following roll call 
vote: Councilmembers Daysog: Aye; Herrera Spencer: Aye; Knox White: Aye; Vella: 
Aye; and Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft: Aye.  Ayes: 5. 
 
(21-456) Public Hearing to Consider Resolution No. 15795, “Approving the Engineer's 
Report, Confirming Diagram and Assessment, and Ordering the Levy of Assessments, 
Island City Landscaping and Lighting District 84-2, All Zones.”  Adopted.   
 
Councilmember Daysog recused himself and left the dais. 
 
The Management Analyst gave a brief presentation.  
 
Councilmember Knox White moved approval of adoption of the resolution. 
 
Vice Mayor Vella seconded the motion, which carried by the following roll call vote: 
Councilmembers Herrera Spencer: Aye; Knox White: Aye; Vella: Aye; and Mayor Ezzy 
Ashcraft: Aye.  Ayes: 4. [Absent: Councilmember Daysog – 1.] 
 
(21-457) Public Hearing to Consider Adoption of Resolution of Intent to Prepare a 
Housing Element Update for the Period 2023-2031 that Maximizes the Use of City-
Owned Land at Alameda Point and Encinal Terminals and Rezones Certain Sites and 
Districts to Permit Multifamily Housing and Residential Densities of at Least 30 Units per 
Acre Contrary to City Charter Article 26.  Not adopted; and  
 


(21-457 A) Consider Directing Staff to File an Appeal of the City’s Regional Housing 
Needs Allocation.  
 
The Planning, Building, and Transportation Director gave a brief presentation.  
 
Councilmember Knox White inquired whether there is a policy for adopting the plan to 
use Multi-Family (MF) overlay zoning or whether the use is enforced by statement. 
 
The Planning, Building and Transportation Director responded staff understands that 
the MF overlay must be used in order to comply with state law; stated staff would like to 
know whether Council would not like to pursue the strategy of using MF overlay, as 
used in the past two Housing Elements; staff cannot wait to adjust the strategy; staff 
would like to ensure Council understands and agrees that staff should pursue the same 
approach as the previous two cycles.  
 
Councilmember Knox White stated that he is not sure he sees the breakdown provided 
by staff in the resolution provided by Councilmember Herrera Spencer.  
 
Councilmember Daysog stated the City already has an MF overlay; the approach is not 
new in terms of meeting State obligations; inquired whether the City is contemplating a 
new zoning code or category; he understands some sites which are currently zoned 
C2PD might be labeled as a new zoning category.  
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The Planning, Building and Transportation Director responded the same strategy used 
two years ago to meet the regional housing need will need to be applied to additional 
sites; the zoning code will not be new, however, new zoning will be added to sites in 
Alameda; the zoning can be changed to multi-family overlay as an adjustment to C2, 
and both are simple to achieve in removing the multi-family prohibition and allowing at 
least 30 units per acre; Council may amend the zoning or provide a multi-family overlay; 
the effect and result will be the same.  
 
Stated that she supports the staff recommendation; urged Council to prepare a 
resolution of intent to begin the Housing Element process consistent with the language 
listed in the staff report; expressed support for the Housing Element process in Alameda 
over the last two cycles; urged Council continue to submit conforming Housing 
Elements; she would like Council to do everything required in order to submit a Housing 
Element consistent with State law including using the multi-family overlay and perform 
zoning changes where necessary; discussed Article 26 being in conflict with State 
Housing Element law; urged Council to not appeal the Regional Housing Needs 
Allocation (RHNA) designation for Alameda: Sophia DeWitt, Alameda Resident and 
East Bay Housing Organization (EBHO). 
 
Discussed Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing (AFFH) requirements concerning the 
side inventory; stated some of the areas are high resources; lawyers and past 
Councilmembers have stated Article 26 is in conflict with State law; he is favor of 
declaring such conflict in the resolution; California Department of Housing and 
Community Development (HCD) has not responded to the City’s request for comments 
made by Paul McDougall; it is unique to see such huge MF overlays; questioned the 
reason not to up-zone underlying zoning and codes instead of having large MF 
overlays; expressed concern for issues with the resulting wording; discussed the 
proposed resolution from Councilmember Herrera Spencer; he does not think the 
proposal will meet AFFH rules; urged Council review a presentation from Paul 
McDougall; RHNA appeals are often a waste of time and staff resources: Zac Bowling, 
Alameda. 
 
Expressed support for Alameda making a good faith effort to meet the RHNA numbers; 
stated much work is still needed; urged Council to focus City staff time on the work at 
hand and not to waste resources on appealing the City’s RHNA numbers to Association 
of Bay Area Governments (ABAG); there is only one way to reduce Alameda’s RHNA 
numbers in forcing the allocation onto other Bay Area cities; the Housing Opportunities 
Site Draft is fascinating to read; noted R1 zoning is not mentioned in the Opportunity 
Site list; urged the City to think of ways to allow all zones contribute to different housing 
sizes over time: Drew Dara-Abrams, Alameda. 
 
Stated the Housing Element for Alameda should be compliant with State law; the 
Housing Element should be aligned with values, equity and justice in the statement 
“everybody belongs here;” the City will not know what has been lost in the consequence 
of redlining due to certain housing types being explicitly disallowed; there have been 
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consequences for families as well as the vibrancy of the community; discussed 
neighbors that have moved away due to displacement; the City has a responsibility to 
the past to build a better community and ensuring residential zoning results in 5,300 
units between 2023 and 2031; urged Council adopt the staff resolution: Gaylon 
Parsons, Alameda. 
 
Expressed support for the City staff resolution; stated it is important that affordable and 
multi-family housing is dispersed around the City and not pressed onto the base; AFFH 
ensures the benefits and opportunities of having neighbors of different class statuses 
and ages; urged Council consider the future when investing in creating the needed 
community: Grover Wehman-Brown, Alameda. 
 
Discussed a letter submitted; expressed support for filing the appealfor the Planning 
Board recommendation to delete the Article 26 clause; stated alternative language 
should be included should Council wish to leave the clause,; he would like input from 
the City Attorney as to the necessity of including a statement; State law only partially 
preempts Article 26; the overall strategy presented in the staff report is good; expressed 
support for further promotion of Alameda Point and Encinal Terminal sites, including a 
request from the Navy to remove the cap on Alameda Point: Christopher Buckley, 
Alameda Architectural Preservation Society.  
 
Urged Council to direct staff to develop a comprehensive game plan to successfully 
renegotiate Alameda Point’s residential cap with the United States Navy; stated there is 
agreement in adopting a Housing Element which maximizes the use of City owned land 
at Alameda Point; the space is a tool for meeting the RHNA number; it is clear that the 
City cannot maximize the use of City owned land at Alameda Point without lifting 
unreasonable and outdated caps on housing units; the effort must begin now and be on 
a parallel track with preparing the Housing Element; expressed support for adding 
language to the resolution which acknowledges the City taking action to renegotiate 
obsolete caps; urged Council consider each city having an obligation to address the 
housing crisis: Donna Fletcher, Alameda. 
 
Expressed support for filing an appeal; stated the State hands out numbers expecting 
cities to appeal; the process is a negotiation and it is time for the City to take the next 
step; expressed support for the Navy lifting caps at Alameda Point; stated the 
projections for growth in California should consider sustained growth over the next 20 to 
30 years by demanding zoning laws be dropped to support multi-family housing; 
discussed slowed growth due to the economy: Matt Reid, Alameda. 
 
Expressed support for appealing the RHNA allocation numbers; urged the City pursue 
the matter further; stated the issue is simple and Alameda is limited in geography; the 
City is primarily an island with a peninsula; there are not enough bridges or tunnels to 
accommodate the proposed growth of thousands of units; urged Council have Alameda 
join other cities in petitioning a reduction in [RHNA] numbers; discussed a study from 
the Embarcadero Institute: Carmen Reid, Alameda.  
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Discussed California’s water shortage; questioned how to solve the water problem for 
the entire state; whether California has enough resources for everyone to live in the 
state; urged Council file for the appeal; stated California cannot accommodate 
everyone: Rosalinda Fortuna, Alameda. 
 
Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft inquired whether Council should first have a discussion and vote 
on whether or not to file an appeal of the RHNA allocation.  
 
The City Attorney responded in the affirmative; stated staff recommends discussing the 
appeal first due to time sensitivity.  
 
Councilmember Daysog expressed support for Council discussion time set for fifteen 
minutes; stated there are three to four incredible and meaty topics which could each be 
agenda items of their own; each topic should have an in-depth analysis; nine minutes is 
not enough speaking time.  
 
Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft stated that she is willing to see how far Council can get on the first 
discussion topic; she is willing to consider a motion to extend time when the need 
arises; Councilmember Herrera Spencer’s resolution is titled: “Resolution of Intent to 
Appeal…;” questioned whether a motion is desired.  
 
Councilmember Herrera Spencer moved approval of filing an appeal of the prescribed 
RHNA numbers. 
 
Councilmember Daysog seconded the motion. 
 
Under discussion, Councilmember Knox White inquired whether the appeal will provide 
direction to staff as to what is being appealed and how.  
 
Councilmember Herrera Spencer responded page two of the resolution lists reasons 
related to land mass size.  
 
Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft inquired whether the previously approved projects resulting in 
construction of approximately 1,522 housing units should suffice as the RHNA 
allocation. 
 
Councilmember Herrera Spencer responded in the negative; stated the language had 
been pulled from the original resolution; she kept as much of the original resolution, as-
supported and added new language.  
 
Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft inquired whether Councilmember Herrera Spencer is proposing 
any RHNA allocation for Alameda.  
 
Councilmember Herrera Spencer responded in the negative; stated she does not have 
a specific number; she can support a discussion of a number to set; she does not know 
whether Council proposes a number of its own or whether the RHNA allocation is simply 
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to be appealed.  
 
Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft stated a grounds for the appeal is typically provided; requested 
clarification for the process.  
 
The Planning, Building and Transportation Director stated a stronger appeal provides a 
recommended number; there is a very low chance of success in the appeal; staff is 
looking for direction toward [appeal] arguments to make and the particular allocation 
number desired; staff has a couple days to put together the appeal on behalf of Council.  
 
Councilmember Daysog inquired whether an alternative RHNA number around 3,300 
exists to which the Planning, Building and Transportation Director responded in the 
negative.  
 
Councilmember Knox White stated that he plans to support the appeal; he does not 
plan to support the resolution as-written; requested a friendly amendment to the motion 
in listing the following three reasons for the basis of the appeal: 1) 60% of voters 
recently voted to uphold the adopted Charter provision which prohibits multi-family 
housing from being built making the RHNA allocation thwarting the will of the Alameda 
voters, 2) Alameda’s uniqueness as an island of the San Francisco Bay is subject to 
sea-level and emerging groundwater issues, liquefaction and loss of access to the 
mainland should an earthquake destroy bridges and [access] tube, and 3) the City’s 
transportation and infrastructure constraints; the City is an island with limited ingress, 
egress and water supply transported by pipelines on the mainland; unlike many East 
Bay cities, Alameda lacks direct access to Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) within its 
borders; the reasons mirror the comments received from the community in requests for 
an appeal.  
 
Councilmember Herrera Spencer accepted the friendly amendment; stated she is happy 
to include the reasons listed; questioned whether the reasons listed include the 
significant geological seismic issues; the language listed in her resolution is broader and 
includes more points and reasons; she is happy to provide a number for the allocation.  
 
Councilmember Knox White stated that he is ok with the methodology; the City’s 
uniqueness should call for a proposed adjustment.  
 
Councilmember Daysog expressed support for items 2 and 3 raised by Councilmember 
Knox White; stated item 1 is more nuanced in understanding the obligation for multi-
family housing; the City has been meeting the obligation through the housing overlay 
and density bonuses with the context of Measure A.  
 
Vice Mayor Vella stated that she will not be supporting the motion to appeal; she 
appreciates the position from other Councilmembers in upholding the will of the people 
and voters; there have been a number of subsequent presentations from regional 
bodies and other groups about addressing the heart of issues raised; support for the 
appeal is apparent; expressed concern for the lack of success in the appeal process; 
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staff time will be spent on the matter; she does not like taking frivolous actions however, 
she understands the need for clarity.  
 
Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft stated that she does not support an appeal; she appreciates the 
uniqueness of the City being an island, however, the “uniqueness club” is not an 
exclusive one, and there are cities up and down the state arguing a different 
uniqueness; the reason HCD has rules put forth is due to cities not meeting obligations 
to provide housing; the housing crisis continues to worsen; outlined housing project 
delays and expenses; she would prefer Council look for solutions; HCD will not let the 
housing allocations slide; HCD will take the unused portion of housing allocation and 
place it upon another city; allocation appeals can be made from other cities onto 
Alameda and can cause a slippery slope; the grounds for an appeal are not strong; 
outlined previous arguments presented by other cities; she is surprised and 
disappointed in the majority support for filing an appeal.  
 
Councilmember Herrera Spencer questioned whether Councilmember Knox White 
included portions of the City being infilled by the San Francisco Bay and are more 
vulnerable to seismic events and liquefaction.  
 
Councilmember Daysog stated the appeal will be strengthened with a number included 
for the allocation; the last few allocations have been set at roughly 1,730 units; the new 
allocation is set at roughly 5,300; expressed support for splitting the difference and 
setting the units at 2,650 which is substantially above previous the 1,733 allocation; 
expressed support for the allocation appeal request being set at 2,650.  
 
Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft inquired whether the remaining units will be sent to a named-
specific city.  
 
Councilmember Daysog responded the remaining units are not his responsibility; stated 
the state will be responsible for finding where the remaining units will go; his 
responsibility is to specify a number of units which Alameda can bear; proposed a 
friendly amendment to the motion of setting the allocation appeal at 2,650 units.  
 
Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft requested the motion be re-stated.  
 
Councilmember Herrera Spencer stated that her understanding is a motion to approve 
filing an appeal, including the grounds proposed by Councilmember Knox White.  
 
Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft requested the motion be clarified for the record.  
 


Councilmember Knox White stated the three grounds for the appeal are as follows: 1) 
60% of voters recently upheld the voter adopted Charter provision that prohibits 
multifamily housing from being built. Meeting our RHNA allocation means thwarting the 
will of Alameda voters; 2) Alameda’s uniqueness as an island in San Francisco bay, 
subject to sea level-rise and emergent groundwater, liquefaction and loss of access to 
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the mainland in an earthquake should destroy Alameda’s bridges and tubes; and 3) 
Transportation & Infrastructure: Alameda is an island with limited ingress and egress 
and water supply transported from pipelines on the mainland. Unlike many East Bay 
cities, Alameda lacks direct access to BART within their borders. 


  
Councilmember Daysog stated that his friendly amendment to ground 1 is to place a 
comma at the end while adding: “… recognizing that the City of Alameda has adopted 
the Density Bonus law and the multi-family housing overlay to meet State law regarding 
multi-family housing and RHNA obligations.”  
 
Councilmember Knox White stated Density Bonus should be omitted as it is not allowed 
to be used in the RHNA determinations; mentioning the matter in the appeal will only 
confuse things and appear like the City does not know what it is doing.  
 
Councilmember Daysog stated Density Bonus law is at the heart of modifying Measure 
A; the Density Bonus has two components, one of which is regulatory and allows a 
project to be free from Measure A, and the second is a quantitative formula; the Density 
Bonus allows projects to be free from Measure A.  
 
Councilmember Knox White stated Council adopted a multi-family overlay to get around 
the State regulations; the Density Bonus law allows the City to go above the multi-family 
overlay; RHNA and Housing Element law do not allow the City to use the Density Bonus 
to achieve RHNA numbers; the letter appealing the allocation is not going to look 
sincere or authoritative when including things which show that the law is not 
understood.  
 
Councilmember Daysog stated every time a project proponent wants to build multi-
family housing project, a Density Bonus trigger must first be pulled; the part of the 
Density Bonus trigger being pulled speaks to getting relief from the regulatory local 
regimes which constrict affordable housing; the second part consists of a mathematical 
formula which can increase the number of units; the Density Bonus law is a critical part 
of the City meeting the affordable housing obligations; outlined the staff report 
calculation of Density Bonus law; meeting affordable housing numbers is needed at 36 
units per acre; the units are already calculated.  
 
Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft stated Council has a couple of choices to make; Council can 
include everything included in the matter, or vote on an appeal which includes a 
reference to Density Bonus law and multi-family overlay or vote on an appeal which 
does not include either; Council may also choose to include the proposed unit amount.  
 
Councilmember Daysog stated it is important for Council to adopt a number to include in 
the appeal; the number should be 2,650; expressed support for adding the language:  
“…, recognizing that the City has employed the State Density Bonus law into its own 
local ordinances as well as created a multi-family overlay, in an effort to build multi-
family housing;” the language strips reference to the RHNA aspect.  
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Councilmember Herrera Spencer stated that she would like to pivot to the Planning, 
Building and Transportation Director and see if sense can be made of the Council 
direction provided.  
 
The Planning, Building and Transportation Director stated clarity to the City-wide 
prohibition related to Measure Z is to be provided in acknowledging that the City does 
allow multi-family housing through the overlay and Density Bonus; staff will need to not 
use the clarity as an argument as to why the appeal for 2,650 units will be allowed; 
noted State law states Density Bonus cannot be counted on for RHNA numbers; stated 
a developer may take advantage of the Density Bonus however, the Density Bonus 
cannot be counted on; staff can write the appeal to include the clear distinction. 
 
Councilmember Herrera Spencer inquired whether staff feels as though sufficient 
direction has been provided from Council, to which the Planning, Building and 
Transportation Director responded in the affirmative.  
 
Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft inquired whether there is agreement in including the 2,650 unit 
allocation in the appeal.  
 
Councilmember Herrera Spencer expressed support for the number.  
 
Councilmember Knox White stated that he prefers no number be included however, he 
will support the 2,650 units being included.  
 
Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft inquired whether staff has input on the proposed units.  
 
The Planning, Building and Transportation Director stated staff will include the units as 
requested and will explain the determination as recommended by Councilmember 
Daysog.  
 
Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft inquired whether the changes are acceptable to Councilmember 
Daysog as the seconder of the motion, to which Councilmember Daysog responded in 
the affirmative.  
 
On the call for the questions, the motion carried by the following roll call vote: 
Councilmembers Daysog: Aye; Herrera Spencer: Aye; Knox White: Aye; Vella: No; and 
Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft: No.  Ayes: 3. Noes: 2.  
 
The Planning, Building and Transportation Director stated there are three different 
resolutions on the table and all three have common denominators in supporting a 
Housing Element which is in compliance with State law, using multi-family housing as 
necessary to meet the RHNA, and maximizing the use of City land; the resolutions differ 
in how each characterizes between Measure A and the Charter; noted the Planning 
Board has stripped the language; questioned whether City Council would like to strip the 
language of the resolution as well; the staff resolution can be adopted should Council 
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not wish to strip the language,; a partially stripped resolution has been proposed by 
Christopher Buckley; noted Councilmember Herrera Spencer’s resolution adds 
emphasis on the need to renegotiate the Navy housing cap in an attempt to eliminate 
the cap; stated the staff report outlines the current Navy housing cap allowance of 1,200 
units; renegotiating the cap will be an attempt to get the maximum amount of units 
possible at Alameda Point; a variety of constraints exist at Alameda Point which will 
have to be worked through; removing the housing cap is a good idea from staff’s 
perspective; there are fair housing aspects of State Housing law; placing all units at 
Alameda Point is not a strategy; Alameda Point does have a lot of vacant land which is 
underutilized; Alameda Point allows for 25% affordable housing and has a strong case 
for maximizing the space; staff is looking for direction and confirmation of how Council 
would like to lead the Housing Element process.  
 
Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft stated that she agrees with removing the Navy housing cap; it 
does not make sense to pay a premium for adding more housing at Alameda Point 
however, the approach may not be the wisest; signaling the Navy by including language 
in the resolution may not be wise; noted there are Congress members and lobbyists that 
can help to ensure the negotiations are as successful and effective as possible; 
questioned whether the same goal can be accomplished by providing clear direction to 
staff to begin exploring a pursuit of lifting the Navy housing cap; stated there is likely a 
lot of political support for the matter.  
 
The Planning, Building and Transportation Director stated staff can accomplish the task 
either way; Council may provide direction to staff; a successful and quick negation is 
desired.  
 
Councilmember Herrera Spencer stated that she has included language in the proposed 
resolution related to the Navy cap; the $100,000 per unit cost creates difficulty in 
building affordable housing; the goal is to build affordable, workforce housing; 
increasing the developer costs means increasing the cost to the consumer; she 
included the language in order to keep supported language contained in one document; 
expressed support for striking the Navy cap language in her resolution; she would like 
an understanding of the document; the cap should be changed in order to meet the 
RHNA allocation should a reduction not be granted by HCD.  
 
Councilmember Daysog stated there are three items: commitment to Housing Element 
compliance, adopting multi-family zoning and the use of vacant City-owned land; the 
issue of commitment to Housing Element compliance and adopting multi-family zoning 
are matters in and of themselves; the General Plan is not being addressed in the matter 
of Land Use; an element being designated in the General Plan is called Community 
Mixed-Use; the Community Mixed-Use land use will have 30 to 65 units per acre; it is 
possible for Council to not change the zoning; there are inconsistencies between the 
densities expressed in the General Plan and the zoning; the General Plan land use 
category takes precedence; the areas are subject to Density Bonuses, and every 
housing project will be subject to the Density Bonus; the discussion is richer than a 
simple vote of the matter and a detailed discussion is needed.  
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The Planning, Building and Transportation Director stated the March draft of the 
General Plan put recommendations forward for land use classifications; one  is the 
shopping center land use classification referenced by Councilmember Daysog; the draft 
identified the types of densities and zoning necessary to get to 5,300 units; the Planning 
Board and a number of speakers on the draft spoke out in opposition of the plan; the 
speakers supported a general approach to the plan, and a decision of the necessary 
zoning and densities of the various land use classification areas; the decisions can be 
made when the Housing Element is created; staff released proposed revisions to the 
draft General Plan and brought the land use classifications more into sync with current 
conditions; staff has eliminated the language which had been recommended to the 
Planning Board while using the Floor Area Ration (FAR) from the existing zoning of 
shopping centers; staff will be providing a recommendation to Council for approval; 
changes can be made to the General Plan recommendation prior to being adopted in 
the fall; the Planning Board will be recommending the Housing Element to Council the 
following fall, with the necessary zoning to meet the RHNA allocation; staff has created 
a sequence of steps which allows Council to make decisions in a logical way.  
 
Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft inquired whether Councilmember Daysog is recommending that 
the second item does not commit to adopting a Housing Element which is in compliance 
with State law; stated there will be dire consequences for the City as a result.  
 
Councilmember Daysog responded the issue is so complex and convoluted; there are 
other outstanding issues such as categories and densities to come up with in the 
General Plan land use section and the rules which developers can rely on to build at 
densities sought; the level of discussion is not currently before Council; Council should 
be discussing the Housing Element compliance and adopting multi-family zoning 
separately as a standalone discussion.  
 
Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft stated there is a deadline for filing the RHNA appeal; the other 
related matters can allow for more time; questioned whether the undiscussed matters 
can occur at a later date.  
 
The Planning, Building and Transportation Director stated staff will be proceeding at the 
assumption of needing multi-family overlays as previously needed; staff is not asking 
Council to commit to locations or number of units; staff needs direction on definitive 
matters; the overall concept will return to Council in the future; staff will be bringing 
multi-family overlay to Council in order to adopt the Housing Element; there will be no 
scenario in which multi-family overlay is not adopted; staff will need one year to work 
through the details of the Housing Element in order to provide Council with a 
recommendation. 
 
Councilmember Knox White expressed concern for the staff recommendation being 
wishy-washy, and the recommendation from Councilmember Herrera Spencer is less 
clear; stated Council should not be spending time on multi-family overlays should there 
be no support from Council; questioned whether Council can provide staff direction; 
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expressed concern for members thinking the multi-family overlay is something specific 
with a set number; stated presentations have indicated the multi-family overlay can 
have a number of different unit sizes; he does not want staff to spin their wheels 
returning to Council with an unwanted recommendation; expressed support for policy 
direction being provided at the current and next Council meeting.  
 
Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft stated those not supportive of the multi-family overlay zoning are 
for single-family residential and suburban sprawl which does not seem to be 
environmentally advantageous for a City concerned with sea-level rise and rising 
groundwater.  
 
Councilmember Daysog expressed support for multi-family overlay as currently used; 
stated the amount of density can never be more than 30 units per acre without factoring 
in Density Bonus, or 36 units per acre with Density Bonus; noted multi-family overlay 
does not currently allow anything bigger than the stated units; 30 units per acre is 
sufficient in meeting State law.  
 
The Planning, Building and Transportation Director stated in order to get to 5,300 units 
and meet the criteria outlined by Councilmember Daysog, staff will then need to spread 
the multi-family overlay over much larger areas of the City; there is a benefit in being 
flexible with the matter; noted the multi-family overlay will need to increase above 30 
units per acre should the City have 5,300 unit allocation; setting a cap of 30 units per 
acre now sets an unintended consequence of applying the overlay to larger areas 
through the City; recommended Council remain flexible on the matter and let the 
planning process play out; stated having 30 units per acre is viable however, the 
citizens may want to concentrate the units in specific locations.  
 


*** 
(21-458) Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft stated Councilmember Daysog is out of speaking time; 
questioned whether Councilmembers should be set back at nine minutes of speaking 
time; noted those that have held time will not receive an increase, the time set will be at 
nine minutes. 
 
Councilmember Knox White moved approval of adding five minutes of speaking time to 
all Councilmembers.  
 
Councilmember Daysog seconded the motion, which carried by the following roll call 
vote: Councilmembers Daysog: Aye; Herrera Spencer: Aye; Knox White: Aye; Vella: 
Aye; and Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft: Aye.  Ayes: 5.   


*** 
Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft questioned whether Council wants to commit to adopting a 
Housing Element in compliance with State law with the understanding that the matter 
will return for fine tuning at a later date.  
 
Councilmember Herrera Spencer inquired the potential density for multi-family overlay 
should the units surpass 30 per acre.  
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The Planning, Building and Transportation Director responded the City needs to remain 
flexible; outlined a two story building having 80 units per acre with small workforce units; 
the units are small and affordable; noted 80 units per acre at a larger site, such as 
South Shore, is not necessary; 30 units at South Shore will be plenty; outlined support 
for projects from West Alameda Business Association; stated the unit fluctuation is a 
good discussion to have while planning; the appropriate number of units for Webster 
Street might not be appropriate for the South Shore area or Alameda Point; Council 
should let the community decide how many units to get out of the allocation at each 
project site location; noted massing diagrams will be provided in order to identify the 
density needed.  
 
Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft stated that she shares the belief of units needing to be affordable 
by design which are smaller and command a lower price; a range of units are needed; 
expressed support for smaller units.  
 
Councilmember Daysog stated Council should lead by the type of community which fits 
in the built environment; Alameda has a homogenizing built environment; outlined 
Shoreline Avenue’s design; stated a uniform density exists throughout Alameda; 30 
units per acre is not an arbitrary number, the number is required and eligible by State 
law; it is wrong to allocate 5,300 units and a regime should not be set in place which 
accommodates 5,300 units; the regime should accommodate 2,650 units and he 
suspects the current 30 units per acre will work; should Council lean on the side of 
being flexible, the City will be accommodating 5,300 units; expressed concern for being 
flexible.  
 
The Planning, Building and Transportation Director stated it is premature to decide the 
densities; the City does not yet know the RHNA allocation due to the appeal and should 
not be deciding the density until the allocation is known; a year-long planning process is 
needed in order to make some of the recommended decisions; the one thing driving the 
issue is staff cannot afford to have disagreements at the end of the Housing Element 
process; should the State deadline be missed, penalties are immediately paid; Council 
must be convinced over the coming year that the City has a good plan to accommodate 
the RHNA allocation; Council is currently going beyond where is needed; a Housing 
Element will be adopted; judgement should be reserved for where and how high the 
densities should be until the numbers can be presented; should Council wish to set an 
absolute cap and constrain the process over the coming year, staff will work with the will 
of Council however, the action is not recommended.  
 
Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft stated that she cannot imagine Council will vote to adopt a 
Housing Element which does not comply with State law; the penalties are steep for non-
compliance.  
 
Councilmember Herrera Spencer stated that she does not know the density of The 
Willows housing; expressed support for comparative density being shared as the 
process moves along; stated that she does agree with Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft’s comments 
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in providing housing units which are affordable by design; expressed concern for the 
price of housing at Alameda Point; she does not think the pricing supports the majority 
of Alamedans; many people cannot write a check for one million dollars; most of the 
housing at Alameda Point is worth over one million dollars; Council needs to come up 
with a way to build housing so people can buy property and not have to pay rent for life; 
the problem is serious; questioned how small a unit has to be in order to bring the price 
point lower; outlined the pricing for smaller homes; there is a problem with smaller units 
having a high price tag; the City must work with a developer that can build housing to 
buy for a price which is significantly under one million dollars; the City is performing 
gentrification; outlined turn of the century housing prices; stated that she is a long-term 
renter in Alameda and she cannot pay one million dollars for a home; she is interested 
in looking at different densities; the densities must be reflected in the price point to 
purchase; expressed support for being flexible; stated that she would like to strike the 
reference to Encinal Terminals from the document; she has yet to put her name on the 
project and she might not do so; she is still negotiating the project and including Encinal 
Terminals is not appropriate; a plan has been approved without the swap; outlined 
project viability and costs per unit; she does not know how much revenue developers 
actually make on projects; a plan has been approved for Encinal Terminals, should the 
developer want a swap, negotiations will need to occur; any reference to Encinal 
Terminals in the resolution document alludes to an already Council-approved project 
swap.  
 
Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft stated there is a difference between properties which require four-
affirmative Council votes and properties which require three-affirmative Council votes to 
approve; should the City be told by the State to build housing units at either 2,650 or 
5,300, the units must be placed somewhere; the City will look elsewhere if it is not able 
to use the Encinal Terminals site,; the question to Council is whether or not to approve 
vacant City-owned land.  
 
Councilmember Knox White stated that he has not heard a broad commitment for what 
a multi-family overlay will look like; he understands flexibility is needed; expressed 
concern for moving forward with a flexible multi-family overlay; he wants to be clear in 
his agreement with housing comments provided by Councilmember Herrera Spencer 
however, the housing policies being pushed including the approval to file an appeal, are 
the reason why housing costs are so high; the Housing Authority is spending one million 
dollars per unit to build housing units; 200-square foot homes can be built in Alameda 
however, they will not sell for $400,000; smaller units will still be extremely expensive; 
new houses are never cheap; Alameda is not building new houses so the costs cannot 
filter down the housing costs as traditionally done; the City will continue to ensure the 
high cost of housing should units not be built; he is lucky to own his home in Alameda 
and could not afford to live in Alameda in today’s rates; his goal is to try to stop the 
problem occurring to allow others the privilege of living in Alameda; he would like to 
know there is more; the voters have clearly stated the want for housing to be limited to 
the greatest extent possible in Alameda; voters want Council to honor the Charter; 
noted that he is in a difficult place should he vote to violate the Charter and ignore the 
community which voted; he will be honoring the voters which may cause the City to be 
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non-compliant; it is ok for the City to end up in Court; a long-term answer to the question 
will result; the multi-family overlay is not a magic concept to duck State allocations; staff 
came up with the multi-family overlay in order to sell and ignore the Charter based on 
State laws and calculations; the concept had been pitched to Council and was not 
fought by Councilmembers; Measure A is illegal and the multi-family overlay is a way for 
the City to pretend the matter is being addressed; now the City must address the matter 
in having a multi-family overlay which is placed at well over 30 units per acre; the 
housing units will need to be everywhere; he does not feel comfortable being one of the 
Council votes to ignore the will of the voters; expressed support for Council votes being 
flexible and an understanding that the multi-family overlay will be more than 30 units per 
acre in some places; for encouraging staff to work on the matter; expressed concern for 
what will occur in six months’ time; expressed concern for proposed units on Park Street 
being small and over 30 units per project and non-compliant; stated that he is ok with 
being non-compliant should it mean the ability to be ethically aligned with the previous 
question posed at the election; he will not be part of a majority which rams through 
multi-family overlays; the full Council needs to be the adult in the room.  
 
Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft stated the discussion can be tabled for the time being due to there 
being no majority vote on anything.  
 
Vice Mayor Vella stated Councilmembers are City fiduciaries; one of the biggest 
problems with the State of California is the previous allowing of zoning via the ballot 
box; the result is the current housing conundrum being faced; the majority of people that 
turned out to vote cast the winning ballots; the resulting decisions have shown the City 
of Alameda does not want to comply with regulations and will limit the ability to have 
local control and project-by-project decision making; Council and many jurisdictions 
have allowed for limiting local control through different measures; Alameda is not unique 
in the issues being faced; outlined uniqueness arguments from cities across the state; 
stated many different jurisdictions have exclusionary zoning provisions or limits on 
amounts of density and construction types; expressed concern for Council having 
conflicting obligations; she would like to hear the options for Council; noted the 
resolution is before Council for consideration however, a decision does not have to be 
made at the current meeting; it is important to have a discussion about available 
options; she does not want to cause or push a lawsuit to be filed against the City one 
way or another; the elephant in the room must be addressed; expressed concern for the 
legacy of zoning by the ballot box which has caused current limitations.  
 


*** 
(21-459) Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft stated a vote is needed to consider new items after 11 
p.m. 
 
Councilmember Knox White moved approval of hearing all of the remaining agenda 
items that can be heard before midnight. 
 
Vice Mayor Vella seconded the motion, which carried by the following roll call vote: 
Councilmembers Daysog: Aye; Herrera Spencer: No; Knox White: Aye; Vella: Aye; and 
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Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft: Aye.  Ayes: 4. Noes: 1.  
*** 


Vice Mayor Vella stated that she would like to hear from the City Attorney on the 
fiduciary obligations for Council; she agrees that an attempt at unanimity relative to the 
multi-family overlay is needed; expressed support for City staff providing possible 
approaches to the matter.  
 
Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft expressed support for staff providing implications of having a 
Housing Element which is not in compliance with State law.  
 
The City Attorney stated there is no pressing deadline due to the approval of appealing 
the allocation; the Housing Element does not need to be certified until the end of next 
year; Council has time and the matter will return with updates; one option for Council is 
to continue the matter and allow the Planning, Building and Transportation Director to 
bring back new information based on the appeal process; the new information can 
inform the Council discussion; recommended allowing the Planning, Building and 
Transportation Director to perform work with the community; Council may also take a 
number of other actions including making commitments about allowing multi-family 
overlays, prioritizing City-owned land or Council may decide not to take action; staff 
recommends any Council direction for litigation be brought forth in Closed Session; 
Council has a wide range of options with a lot of time.  
 
Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft inquired when Council can anticipate an update on the appeal 
process.  
 
The Planning, Building and Transportation Director responded that an update on the 
appeal should be available by the end of the calendar year; an e-mail follow up to 
Council with a more definitive date will be sent in the coming days.  
 
Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft outlined the timeline for the anticipated appeals schedule; noted 
the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) will adopt the final RHNA plan in 
December.  
 
The Planning, Building and Transportation Director stated staff will approach the work 
as a series of steps which will play out over the next nine months; staff understands 
roughly 1,500 units have already been approved in projects; outlined Encinal Terminals 
project timeline; staff plans to be back to Council in the near future for Encinal Terminals 
discussion and evaluation; should Council vote to approve the project, 589 units will be 
added to the 1,500 already approved units; staff plans to come before Council in 
September for a project at Alameda Point to gain a better understanding of the 
allowable units for the space; by the end of the year, staff will know how many units to 
anticipate between Encinal Terminals, Alameda Point and others; staff will know the 
final RHNA allocation by the end of the year and will be able to determine the gap to fill 
with the multi-family overlay; staff will then be able to get into specifics with Council; 
noted updates on locations for multi-family overlays and densities will be provided; 
updates on overlays and density will be difficult to provide until the final RHNA allocation 
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is provided; staff anticipates a series of meetings with Council over the following nine 
months; the process allows staff to keep moving and informing Council; emphasized the 
need for smoothness at the end of the process.  
 
Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft stated the Measure Z ballot measure elections results have been a 
resounding no; the campaign was not well-run and educating voters was not adequately 
performed; expressed support for an informative public process; Council decided late in 
the game to place the measure on the ballot; answers to public questions were not 
given enough of a chance; the City fell short in communicating and now has a second 
chance at bringing the public along; Council cannot pretend as though there is no 
housing crisis; Council must solve housing problems realistically; expressed support for 
Council providing clear direction on what to include in the returning report; questioned 
the matters which Council would like addressed.  
 
Councilmember Daysog stated that he will need to know the final RHNA allocation 
before he signs off on the Housing Element and multi-family zoning strategies; he will 
need to determine whether or not the allocation is fair to the island; the public and 
Council will need a thorough analysis regarding densities of new General Plan land use 
categories and the relationship to multi-family overlays; he will find it difficult to support 
any kind of Housing Element or zoning overlay change should there be no reduction in 
the RHNA allocation; the City is unique and is one of two California islands; the City 
cannot support any allocation near the 5,300 units; he will put out more of his thoughts 
between now and the returning report.  
 
Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft inquired whether Councilmember Daysog prefers the matter not 
return to Council until after the November or December determination of the RHNA 
allocation, to which Councilmember Daysog responded in the affirmative.  
 
Vice Mayor Vella stated it makes sense to wait until the final RHNA allocation is 
provided; there are a number of questions that will need to be answered by Council; the 
anticipated response will not be in agreement to the appeal, and larger Council 
decisions will need to be made; a decision will need to be made for multi-family overlays 
and densities; other cities are grappling with similar matters; noted the City of Berkeley 
is also looking at exclusionary housing provisions and the resulting impacts; a robust 
conversation with the public needs to occur; the matter can be confusing and the 
density should be visualized; there are many high opportunity neighborhoods in 
Alameda; expressed support for the decision of the Housing Element being centered on 
Council priorities which address housing needs and equity; she will approach 
discussions on the topic from the lens of equity; expressed support for a Housing 
Element which is compliant.  
 
Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft requested clarification on the repercussions of a non-compliant 
Housing Element.  
 
The Planning, Building and Transportation Director stated should the City miss the 
deadline for submitting a compliant Housing Element, the City will automatically and  
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immediately be cut-off from a range of State funding sources; the funding applies to 
transportation, open space, affordable housing and homeless project money; the City 
relies on all the related funding which could be cut-off.  
 
Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft inquired the due date, to which the Planning, Building and 
Transportation Director responded January 2023.  
 
The Planning, Building and Transportation Director stated that he would like to come 
back to Council in the fall with projects related to the Housing Element; the projects may 
be voted up or down; staff will be clear and inform Council of the projects in relation to 
the Housing Element; the General Plan will be coming to Council in the fall; noted the 
General Plan is designed to support a Housing Element however, the General Plan 
does not predetermine the RHNA allocation; stated the General Plan represents the 
coming 20 years; noted three Housing Elements will occur in the General Plan time 
frame; the General Plan will allow decisions for multi-family overlay and densities; by 
the end of the fall, staff will find out the RHNA allocation; he will continue to work with 
the Planning Board and the community on the multi-family overlays and will return to 
Council for a study session style update report on the final RHNA allocation plans; the 
report will come to Council between January and February providing time to continue 
working; Council may provide feedback and fine tuning on the plan but will not need to 
make a final determination.  
 
Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft expressed support for workshops taking place in different parts of 
the City with access for all and for conducting walking tours; noted the matter will return 
in the future.  
 
(21-460) Recommendation to Authorize the Chief of Police to Update the Existing 
Alameda Police Department Policy Manual to be Current with Existing Best Practices 
and Statutory Requirements.  Not heard. 
 
(21-461) Introduction of Ordinance Approving a Third Amendment to the Greenway Golf 
Lease Agreement for Operation of the Corica Park Golf Complex. Introduced; and  
 


(21-461 A) Recommendation to Authorize the City Manager to Execute the Third 
Amendment to the Jim’s on the Course Concession Agreement for Food and Beverage 
Services at the Corica Park Golf Complex.   
 
The Recreation and Parks Director gave a brief presentation.  
 
Councilmember Daysog expressed concern for the reference to open-ended 
restaurants; stated Council should consider language which places parameters 
ensuring Council will always have the final say on restaurant numbers; expressed 
support for the language to state “14. Reservation of City Rights: The additional uses 
potentially contemplated by this Third Amendment, including but not limited to snack 
shacks, take-out Food and Beverage Service facilities, new Golf Complex restaurants, 
and event center facilities, are each subject to future City review and approvals both in 
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its regulatory and proprietary capacities. This Third Amendment shall not be construed 
to limit the City’s future discretion to approve, conditionally approve, or deny such uses;” 
stated the language indicates Council will review items as they arise.  
 
Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft inquired whether the language is to be included in the settlement 
agreement.  
 
Councilmember Daysog responded the language will be inserted as section 14.  
 
The City Attorney stated Councilmember Daysog is recommending an additional 
provision to the third amendment to Greenway Golf lease.  
 
Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft inquired whether the recommended language has been discussed 
with Greenway Golf, to which the City Attorney responded in the affirmative.  
 
Councilmember Herrera Spencer requested clarification on the claim against the City 
from Greenway Golf; stated that she would like to know the monetary risk to those 
named in the claim.  
 
The City Attorney stated the claim in a nutshell states that Greenway Golf has alleged 
Jim’s on the Course has breached its obligations to build an event center, and that the 
City has been complicit in the breach with Greenway Golf and has incurred damages in 
the range of tens of millions of dollars.  
 
Councilmember Herrera Spencer stated the amount of the claim is tens of millions of 
dollars; inquired whether Jim’s on the Course has filed a claim against the City of 
Alameda, to which the City Attorney responded in the negative. 
 
Councilmember Herrera Spencer stated the response has confirmed that Greenway 
Golf has filed a claim for tens of millions of dollars against the City and Jims on the 
Course; noted Jims on the Course has not filed a claim against the City.  
 
Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft inquired the proposed location of the referenced restaurant at the 
golf course.  
 
The Recreation and Parks Director responded the location has yet to be determined; 
stated there are a number of City requirements to be worked through on Greenway 
Golf’s part, including Gold Commission, Planning Board and City Council.  
 
Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft inquired whether the event center tent could be sold at a 
reasonable price; stated there is a rent structure which allows the $315,000 losses to be 
whole again; she wants to be fair however, she does not want the City to be providing 
financial windfall.  
 
The Recreation and Parks Director responded sale of the tent has been attempted; 
stated the pandemic has created additional issues; she is confident Mr. Tom Geanekos 
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will continue attempting to sell the tent; Mr. Geanekos might not be able to recoup the 
costs.  
 
Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft inquired what will happen should the costs be able to be 
recovered.  
 
The Chief Assistant City Attorney responded Council may request staff to draft a 
provision to stagger the rent recovery provision outlined in option B should Jims on the 
Course be able to sell back the event tent.  
 
Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft expressed support for a provision to stagger rent recovery.  
 
Expressed support for the third amendment; stated that he is excited to continue 
partnering with the City to improve the golf course; city staff, Jim’s on the Course and 
Greenway Golf have worked hard to find a path forward that works for all parties; he 
and Mr. Geanekos are committed to working together in a manner which is mutually 
beneficial and in turn, benefits the City; having more food and beverage options at the 
course will bring more patrons thus increasing business for both Greenway Golf and 
Jim’s on the Course; having expanded offerings will provide an opportunity to bring in 
other Alameda food vendors during tournaments; the amendment will allow Greenway 
Golf to bring larger tournaments to Corica Park; outlined a ranking of 12th best course 
provided by Golf Magazine; discussed the annual golf tournament; stated having more 
choices at Corica Park will enable the annual tournament to come home to the City’s 
golf course; discussed letters of support; stated that he hopes the amendment will allow 
Greenway Golf to host bigger tournaments in the coming years; urged Council support 
the amendment: Umesh Patel, Greenway Golf. 
 
Discussed operations of locations; stated many first job opportunities are provided at 
Jim’s; the golf course has undergone many transformations since 2006 and the only 
stable factor has been Jim’s on the Course; prior to 2006, a food and beverage cart 
provided limited service to golfers only; he has since invested large sums of money to 
improve kitchen facilities and dining areas; the full service restaurant can serve 
hundreds of customers per day; the revenues paid to the City since 2006 have 
quadrupled to roughly $100,000 per year; Jim’s has been a stable revenue stream to 
the City with zero City investment; Jim’s has done everything in its power to fulfil 
contractual obligations to the City related to the events center; the City, Greenway Golf 
and Jim’s have come to an agreement to bring closure to the matter; Jim’s has agreed 
to relinquish a portion of the food and beverage exclusivity in exchange for contractual 
stability and needed rent relief; urged Council bring the chapter to a final closure, and 
vote for option B; discussed the event tent structure: Tom Geanekos, Jim’s on the 
Course. 
 
Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft outlined the matter; stated the Golf Commission had unanimously 
supported option B. 
 
Councilmember Herrera Spencer moved approval of accepting option B for both 
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Greenway Golf and Jim’s on the Course. 
 
Councilmember Daysog inquired whether the amendment will include the language he 
recommended.  
 
Councilmember Herrera Spencer stated that she is happy to accept the language as a 
friendly amendment.  
 
In response to Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft’s inquiry, the City Attorney stated Council may 
approve the language as part of the motion; both parties may verbally agree that the 
language is acceptable in order to implement.  
 
Councilmember Daysog seconded the amended motion.  
 
Under discussion, Councilmember Herrera Spencer outlined the settlement agreement; 
requested clarification for the vote on the settlement agreement.  
 
The City Attorney stated the report out included a 3-2 vote, with Councilmember Knox 
White, Vice Mayor Vella and Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft voting yes, and Councilmembers 
Daysog and Herrera Spencer voting no.  
 
Councilmember Herrera Spencer stated that she had been on Council in 2016 when the 
concession agreement had been made with Jim’s on the Course; noted there had been 
debate on providing exclusivity to Jim’s; outlined Jim’s right of first refusal; stated that 
she is disappointed that Greenway Golf has filed a claim against the City, naming 
Councilmembers as well as Jim’s on the Course; filing the claim is poor form; the land is 
City property, is a park and is not private property; the City needs tenants which can 
work together amicably; outlined the risks involved with Jim’s on the Course; stated 
support for the restaurant and long-term tenants are good for the City; she feels as 
though she does not have a choice in the matter; expressed support for an operator that 
is focused on golfing; stated Greenway Golf is not set up to be a restauranteur; she 
hopes for a golf course operator that is willing to honor working together with Jim’s on 
the Course; expressed support for the motion; expressed concern for Greenway Golf as 
an operator; stated that she will be looking at Greenway Golf closely moving forward; 
she has heard complaints about the golf course; it is important that both parties be held 
to honor the original agreement as much as possible; she expects the operator to be 
good within the community.  
 
On the call for the questions, the motion carried by the following roll call vote: 
Councilmembers Daysog: Aye; Herrera Spencer: Aye; Knox White: Aye; Vella: Aye; and 
Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft: Aye.  Ayes: 5. 
 
CONSENT CALENDAR (CONTINUED) 
 
(21-462) Recommendation to Approve Amended Employment Agreement for the City 
Attorney.  
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Councilmember Herrera Spencer stated public comment has raised the issue of 
whether or not the contract is similar to other City staff; her understanding is that the 
contract is similar; requested clarification for the contract details.  
 
The Human Resources Director stated the provisions in the City Attorney’s contract 
allow for employees to cash out vacation, up to two weeks, after being with the City for 
15 years; not all employees have the provision; the provision is negotiated; vacation 
accruals are different based on years of service; the accruals allowed are higher than 
other City employees however, the amount is nothing higher than seen at other 
organizations.  
 
Councilmember Herrera Spencer inquired whether any other City employees have the 
same level of vacation cash-out. 
 
The Human Resources Director responded other employees have the 80 hours of cash-
out option after 15 years of service.  
 
Councilmember Herrera Spencer moved approval of the employment agreement. 
 
Councilmember Knox White seconded the motion, which carried by the following roll call 
vote: Councilmembers Daysog: Aye; Herrera Spencer: Ayes; Knox White: Aye; Vella: 
Aye; and Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft: Aye. Ayes: 5. 
 
(21-463) Adoption of Resolution Amending Resolution Nos. 15728 and 15739 
Amending the 2021 Regular City Council Meeting Dates.  [Continued to 7/20 at 6:59 
p.m.] 
 
The City Clerk gave a brief presentation.  
 
Councilmember Knox White stated moving the dates back would be problematic; 
expressed support for the September meeting dates being the 8th and the 22nd.  
 
Mayor Ezzy Aschraft requested clarification on selecting certain religious holidays to re-
schedule.  
 
The City Attorney stated Council has a wide range of discretion on when to meet; 
should Council choose to meet, the reasons would not be due to favoring one religion 
over another.  
 
Councilmember Knox White stated no meetings are scheduled for December 25th which 
is a Christian holiday; Council can make a determination that meetings can be moved 
based on conflicts for a large portion of the community; expressed support for not 
moving the Council meeting dates back; stated that he would like the dates to be 
September 8th and 22nd to ensure no conflict.  
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Councilmember Herrera Spencer stated that she has an issue with the September 22nd 
meeting date; the date is posed for a League of California Cities conference in 
Sacramento and she plans to attend; noted September 14th is not a holiday; expressed 
support for the meeting dates being September 1st and 14th. 
 
Vice Mayor Vella stated that she has a work commitment on September 14th; schedules 
are created far in advance due to meeting dates; inquired whether there has been an 
instance where Christmas has landed on a scheduled Council meeting.  
 
The City Clerk responded in the negative; stated the date is a holiday where City Hall is 
closed and meetings would not be scheduled.  
 
Councilmember Herrera Spencer inquired whether the current September meeting 
dates are the 1st and the 15th.  
 
The City Clerk responded in the affirmative; stated the dates had been adopted in 
January; noted the proposed dates revert back to the original meeting schedule; stated 
a Transportation Commission meeting is scheduled for September 22nd.  
 
Councilmember Herrera Spencer stated that her preference is to keep the dates already 
voted on by Council which would be September 1st and 15th.  
 
Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft stated that she has trouble selecting one religion to move Council 
meetings for; a survey should be provided through the Social Services Human Relations 
Board (SSHRB); there are many different dates which are important to different religious 
groups; Council should not favor one religion over another; expressed support for 
sticking to the regular schedule of the 1st and 3rd Tuesday of each month; SSHRB is 
likely the most appropriate Board for the matter.  
 
Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft moved approval of continuing the matter to July 20, 2021 at 6:59 
p.m.   
 
Vice Mayor Vella seconded the motion, which carried by the following roll call vote: 
Councilmembers Daysog: Aye; Herrera Spencer: Ayes; Knox White: Aye; Vella: Aye; 
and Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft: Aye. Ayes: 5. 
 
CITY MANAGER COMMUNICATIONS  
 
Not heard. 
 
ORAL COMMUNICATIONS, NON-AGENDA  
 
Not heard. 
 
COUNCIL REFERRALS 
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(21-464) Consider Adoption of Resolution Supporting the Goal of Reaching 100% Zero 
Emission Vehicle Sales in California by 2030. (Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft) Not heard. 
 


(21-465) Considering Having an Introduction and Update from the New Police Chief 
regarding Strategies to Address Crimes. (Councilmember Herrera Spencer) Not heard. 
 
(21-466) Considering Directing Staff to Provide an Update on License Plate Readers. 
(Councilmember Herrera Spencer) Not heard. 
 
(21-467) Consider Directing Staff to Publicly Share Information on Parking Recreational 
Vehicles. (Councilmember Herrera Spencer) Not heard. 
 
(21-468) Consider Directing Staff to Address Representation for Below Market Rate 
Homeowners on Homeowner Association (HOA) Boards and with Property 
Management. (Councilmember Herrera Spencer) Not heard. 
 
COUNCIL COMMUNICATIONS  
 
Not heard.   
 
ADJOURNMENT  
 
There being no further business, Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft adjourned the meeting at 12:01 
a.m. 
 
      Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
      Lara Weisiger 
      City Clerk 
 
 
 
The agenda for this meeting was posted in accordance with the Sunshine Ordinance. 





		2021-07-06 Continued 2021-06-15 Regular CC Minutes.pdf

		2021-07-06 Special 658 CC Minutes

		2021-07-06 Special CC SACIC Minutes

		2021-07-06 Regular CC Minutes














































City Council – Call for Review 7/6/21
https://alameda.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=4973949&GUID=CB331A8B-D177-48D4-
95EE-AFC7D2079A56&Options=&Search=
 
Please let me know if you have further questions.  Thank you.
 
Allen Tai, AICP | City Planner
City of Alameda
Planning, Building and Transportation Dept.
510-747-6888
alamedaca.gov/planning

https://alameda.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=4973949&GUID=CB331A8B-D177-48D4-95EE-AFC7D2079A56&Options=&Search
https://alameda.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=4973949&GUID=CB331A8B-D177-48D4-95EE-AFC7D2079A56&Options=&Search
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Allen Tai

From: Allen Tai
Sent: Tuesday, April 26, 2022 12:03 PM
To: Polanco, Julianne@Parks
Cc: Celena Chen; Yibin Shen; Eric Levitt; Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft; beth.savage@gsa.gov; Jane 

Lehman - 9PCD; rob.bonta@doj.ca.gov; audrey.momoh@sen.ca.gov; 
robert.gammon@sen.ca.gov; jackie.perl@asm.ca.gov; Burg, William@Parks

Subject: Mayor's Objection to United States Maritime Service Officers School Nomination to the 
National Register of Historic Places

Attachments: Mayor of Alameda Letter 4-26-2022.pdf; City of Alameda Comment Letter 
04-12-2022.pdf

Dear Ms. Polanco, 
 
Please find attached a letter from The Honorable Mayor Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft of the City of Alameda in reference to the 
subject line above.   This letter and the City of Alameda’s prior letter dated April 12, 2022 (also attached) satisfy the 
Certified Local Government reporting procedures for the nomination. Given the City’s objection, we appreciate your 
confirmation that the nomination will be removed from the April 29, 2022 State Historical Resources Commission 
agenda pursuant 54 U.S.C Section 302504(c)(2).   
 
Thank you.  
 
Allen Tai, AICP | City Planner 
City of Alameda 
Planning, Building and Transportation Dept. 
510-747-6888 
alamedaca.gov/planning 
 
 
 

From: Burg, William@Parks <William.Burg@parks.ca.gov>  
Sent: Wednesday, April 20, 2022 3:53 PM 
To: Allen Tai <ATai@alamedaca.gov>; Henry Dong <HDong@alamedaca.gov> 
Cc: Correia, Jay@Parks <Jay.Correia@parks.ca.gov>; Polanco, Julianne@Parks <Julianne.Polanco@parks.ca.gov>; 
Saunders, Jenan@Parks <Jenan.Saunders@parks.ca.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Response letter regarding United States Maritime Service Officers School Nomination to the 
National Register of Historic Places 
 
Mimecast Attachment Protection has deemed this file to be safe, but always exercise caution when opening files. 

Please find attached a letter in response to the City of Alameda's letter of April 12, 2022 regarding the above 
named nomination. Also find attached, at your request, the current draft of the staff report for this 
nomination. 
 

William Burg 

State Historian II 
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California Office of Historic Preservation 

1725 23rd Street, Suite 100 

Sacramento CA 95816 

(916) 445-7004 



City  of  Alameda  California

April  26, 2022

Julianne  Polanco

State  Historic  Preservation  Officer

Department  of  Parks  and  Recreation

Office  of  Historic  Preservation

1725  23'd  Street,  Suite  100

Sacramento,  CA 95816-7100

BY ELECTRONIC  MAIL

RE: State  Historic  Preservation  Commission  Review  and  Objection  to  Nomination  of  US Maritime

Service  Officers  School  to National  Register  of  Historic  Places

Dear  Ms.  Polanco,

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to comment  on the  proposed  nomination  of  the  u.s. Maritime  Service

Officers  School  to the  National  Register  of Historic  Places  (NRHP)  scheduled  before  the  State  Historical

Resources  Commission  (Commission)  on  April  29, 2022.  This  letteris  provided  as a supplement  to  the  City

of  Alameda's  (City)  previous  letter  dated  April  12,  2022.  I reiterate  the  comments  previously  submitted  to

you  by City  staff  Allen  Tai in the  April  12,  2022  letter  from  the  City.  In 2021,  the  Alameda  Historical

Advisory  Board  and  the  City  Council  held  multiple  public  hearings  to evaluate  the history  of  the  entire

former  US Merchant  Marine  School  site,  ultimately  leading  to a decision  to approve  demolition  of  the

buildings  under  General  Services  Administration  (GSA) ownership.  These  actions  by the  City  support  a

critically  important  development  project  to provide  housing  and  health  services  for  frail,  elderly  homeless

seniors,  the  Alameda  Wellness  Center.

In 2003,  GSA and  the  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer  (SHPO)  determined,  as part  of  the  Section  106

process  for  GSA disposal  of  the  subject  property,  that  the  site  was  ineligible  for  the  NRHP due  to loss of

integrityfrompriordemolition.  Bythen,keyadministrationbuildingsthatwerepartoftheformercampus

had been  replaced  with  residential  condominiums  and  a shopping  center.  In accordance  with  the  2003

GSA/SHPO determination,  GSA proceeded  to further  demolish additional  buildings based upon that

finding.  As a result,  the integrity  of  the  site  was  further  significantly  diminished  to the  point  that  the

remnants  cannot  physically  convey  its former  significance.  Purported  new  evidence  of  the  association  of

renowned  architects  have been  found  to be inaccurate  by City  experts  and requires  much  further

research.  By comparison  with  the  expert  analysis,  the  nomination  appears  to borrow  from  previous

written  analysis,  but  purposely  omits  key  evidence  regarding  the  property's  lack  of  integrity,  in order  to

bolster  the  nomination.

Office  of  the  Mayor

2263 Santa Clara  Avenue,  Room  320

Alameda,  California  94501

5 10.747.4';ro'r
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In 2021,  both  the  Historical  Advisory  Board  and  City  Council  re-studied  the  entire  former  US Merchant  Marine

School  property,  including  the  non-GSA  controlled  buildings  that  have  been  added  in the  current  district

nomination  (Building  14  and Building  15 under  East Bay Regional  Park District  ownership)  and found  it

ineligible  for  NRHP listing  under  any  criteria,  either  individually  or  collectively.  This  conclusion  is supported

by professional  staff  and  experts  in the  field  with  extensive  experience  in historic  preservation,  along  with

documentation,  as provided  in Mr.  Tai"s  April  12'h  letter.

Based on the comprehensive  analysis, City staff and expert analysis reaffirm the 2003 GSA/SHPO

determination  that  the  entire  site  is not  eligible  for  NHRP listing  under  any  criteria.  As the  Chief  Elected

Official  of  the  City  of  Alameda,  and  on behalf  of  the  Alameda  City  Council  and Historical  Advisory  Board,  I

express  the  City  of  Alameda"s  objection  to  this  nomination.  As a result  of  my  objection,  this  nomination  shall

be pulled  from  the  April  29'h SHRC meeting  and  no further  action  shall  be taken  on this  nomination  pursuant

to  54 u.s.c.  Section  302504(c)(2).

Although  we express  our  objection  to this  nomination  based  on National  Register  criteria  and integrity

analysis,  it should  be noted  that  the  City  of  Alameda  continues  to honor  and  recognize  its rich naval  and

maritime  history,  and  the  immense  contributions  and  sacrifices  made  by our  veterans  to  this  country.  Not

far from  the  subject  site is the 400-acre  NAS Alameda  National  Register  Historic  District  in which  158

buildings,  site,  and  landscape  are actively  being  preserved  in memory  of  the  significant  contributions  and

history  of  World  War  II veterans.  Additionally,  the  City  stewards  over  4,000  individual  historic  and  cultural

resources  in Alameda.

I look  forward  to  your  confirmation  that  this  nomination  has been  removed  from  the  upcoming  SHRC agenda.

If you  have  any  questions  about  this  correspondence,  please  contact  Alien  Tai at 510-747-6888.

Sincerely,

l'Er-k  ai<
Marilyn  Ezzy Ashcraft

Mayor,  City  of  Alameda

MEA:mk

CC: Beth L. Savage,  Federal Preservation  Officer,  GSA, beth.savage@gsa.gov

Jane Lehman, Regional Historic  Preservation  Officer,  GSA Pacific Rim Region, jane.lehman@zsa.Hov

Rob Bonta, State Attorney  General, rob.bonta@doj.ca.zov

Audrey  Momoh,  District  Director,  Sen. Nancy Skinner, audrey.momoh@sen.ca.@ov

Robert Gammon,  Communications  Director,  Sen. Nancy Skinner, robert.@ammon@sen.ca.@ov

Jackie Perl, District  Director,  Assemblymember  Mia Bonta, jackie.perl@asm.ca.@ov

Eric Levitt, City Manager,  elevitt@alamedaca.zov

Yibin Shen, City Attorney,  yshen@alamedacityattorney.orH

Celena Chen, Assistant  City Attorney,  cchen@alamedacityattorney.orz

Alien Tai, City Planner, ATai@alamedaca.@ov
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Allen Tai

From: Jane Lehman - 9PCD <jane.lehman@gsa.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, April 27, 2022 2:16 PM
To: Julianne Polanco; calshpo.ohp@parks.ca.gov; Mark Beason; Correia, Jay@Parks; Burg, 

William@Parks; Laura Lavernia; Beth Savage; Allen Tai; dbiggs@apcollaborative.org
Cc: Joan Brierton; Natalie Loukianoff; Jocelyn Chan - 9Pcd; Anita Lee - 9PZ; David Haase - 

9PZ; Marilyn Paik - LD9
Subject: [EXTERNAL] GSA Opposition to United States Maritime Service Officers School 

Nomination to the National Register of Historic Places
Attachments: We sent you safe versions of your files; SHPO 2022-04-27 Opposition to 

Nomination.pdf

Mimecast Attachment Protection has deemed this file to be safe, but always exercise caution when opening files. 

Hello, 
 
Attached is GSA's electronic submittal for the above-mentioned facility.  Please contact me if you have any 
questions or issues with the document. 
 
Thank you, Jane 

To help protect you r priv acy, Microsoft Office prevented automatic  
download of this pictu re from the Internet.
Visit the GSA Pacific Rim Region page

 

Jane Lehman, Architect, LEED AP 
Regional Historic Preservation Officer 
Design and Construction 
Office: (415) 522-3098   Cell: (415) 310-6584 
50 United Nations Plaza 
Mailbox #9, Suite 3411 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
Pacific Rim Region  
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Allen Tai

From: Momoh, Audrey <Audrey.Momoh@sen.ca.gov>
Sent: Thursday, April 28, 2022 6:21 PM
To: calshpo.ohp@parks.ca.gov; julianne.polanco@parks.ca.gov; Jay.Correia@parks.ca.gov; 

william.burg@parks.ca.gov; calshpo.shrc@parks.ca.gov
Cc: julianne.polanco@parks.ca.gov; beth.savage@gsa.gov; jane.lehman@gsa.gov; Marilyn 

Ezzy Ashcraft; Allen Tai
Subject: [EXTERNAL] From Senator Skinner: Opposition to Nomination of U.S. Maritime Service 

Officers School to National Register of Historic Places
Attachments: We sent you safe versions of your files; Senator Skinner Letter to SHRC 4-28-2022.pdf

Importance: High

Mimecast Attachment Protection has deemed this file to be safe, but always exercise caution when opening files. 

Dear Chair Adams and Commissioners Hansen, Brandes, Hess, Hoyos, Sriro, and Vellanoweth, 
 
I hope you are well. On behalf of Senator Nancy Skinner, I am sending the attached letter in opposition to the 
nomination of U.S. Maritime Service Officers School to National Register of Historic Places. Please reach out 
with any questions.  
 
Respectfully, 
 
Audrey 
 
Audrey Olushola Momoh 
Pronouns: She/Her 
District Director 
Office of Senator Nancy Skinner 
California State Senate 
audrey.momoh@sen.ca.gov 
District Office: (510) 286-1333 
Capitol Office: (916) 651-4009 
 

The linked 
image cannot 
be d isplayed.  
The file may  
have been 
mov ed, 
renamed, or  
deleted. 
Verify that  
the link 
points to the  
correct file  
and location. 

Keep up with the Senator on her Website and follow her on Facebook & Twitter. Sign up for the Senator's 
newsletter!  
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Allen Tai

From: Polanco, Julianne@Parks <Julianne.Polanco@parks.ca.gov>
Sent: Friday, April 29, 2022 6:07 AM
To: Momoh, Audrey
Cc: beth.savage@gsa.gov; jane.lehman@gsa.gov; Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft; Allen Tai; Correia, 

Jay@Parks; Burg, William@Parks; OHP, CALSHPO@Parks; SHRC, CalSHPO@Parks; 
Saunders, Jenan@Parks

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Re: From Senator Skinner: Opposition to Nomination of U.S. Maritime 
Service Officers School to National Register of Historic Places

Ms Momoh, 
 
Thank you for your letter. I want to acknowledge that it has been received, will be provided to the members of 
the Commission and made part of the public record.  
 
Sincerely, 
Julianne Polanco  
 
Julianne Polanco 
State Historic Preservation Officer 
California Office of Historic Preservation 
1725 23rd Street, Suite 100 
Sacramento, CA 95816 
916-445-7000 
www.ohp.parks.ca.gov 
 

From: Momoh, Audrey <Audrey.Momoh@sen.ca.gov> 
Sent: Thursday, April 28, 2022 6:21:16 PM 
To: OHP, CALSHPO@Parks <CALSHPO.OHP@parks.ca.gov>; Polanco, Julianne@Parks <Julianne.Polanco@parks.ca.gov>; 
Correia, Jay@Parks <Jay.Correia@parks.ca.gov>; Burg, William@Parks <William.Burg@parks.ca.gov>; SHRC, 
CalSHPO@Parks <CalSHPO.SHRC@parks.ca.gov> 
Cc: Polanco, Julianne@Parks <Julianne.Polanco@parks.ca.gov>; beth.savage@gsa.gov <beth.savage@gsa.gov>; 
jane.lehman@gsa.gov <jane.lehman@gsa.gov>; MEzzyAshcraft@alamedaca.gov <MEzzyAshcraft@alamedaca.gov>; 
ATai@alamedaca.gov <ATai@alamedaca.gov> 
Subject: From Senator Skinner: Opposition to Nomination of U.S. Maritime Service Officers School to National Register 
of Historic Places  
  

Dear Chair Adams and Commissioners Hansen, Brandes, Hess, Hoyos, Sriro, and Vellanoweth, 
 
I hope you are well. On behalf of Senator Nancy Skinner, I am sending the attached letter in opposition to the 
nomination of U.S. Maritime Service Officers School to National Register of Historic Places. Please reach out 
with any questions.  
 
Respectfully, 
 
Audrey 

 Some people who received this message don't often get email from audrey.momoh@sen.ca.gov. Learn why this is important  



2

 
Audrey Olushola Momoh 
Pronouns: She/Her 
District Director 
Office of Senator Nancy Skinner 
California State Senate 
audrey.momoh@sen.ca.gov 
District Office: (510) 286-1333 
Capitol Office: (916) 651-4009 
 

To help 
protect your 
privacy, 
Micro so ft 
Office 
prevented 
auto matic  
download of 
this pictu re  
from the  
In ternet.
16077990654
43  

Keep up with the Senator on her Website and follow her on Facebook & Twitter. Sign up for the Senator's 
newsletter!  
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Allen Tai

From: Polanco, Julianne@Parks <Julianne.Polanco@parks.ca.gov>
Sent: Monday, May 2, 2022 1:33 PM
To: Doug Biggs
Cc: David Haase; BHolt@ebparks.org; Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft; Allen Tai; Audrey Momoh; 

robert.gammon@sen.ca.gov; Perl, Jackie; laura.stuber@doj.ca.gov; Burg, William@Parks; 
Adams, Lee@Parks; Saunders, Jenan@Parks; Correia, Jay@Parks

Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: AAPS nomination submission to SHRC

Mr. Biggs, 
 
I want to acknowledge receipt of your email and information.  It will be made part of the public record for this 
nomination. 
 
I also want to note that I have changed the email address for Chairman Adams to his parks.ca.gov address for the 
purposes of his duties on the State Historical Resources Commission. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Julianne Polanco 
 
 
 
Julianne Polanco 
State Historic Preservation Officer 
California Office of Historic Preservation 
1725 23rd Street, Suite 100 
Sacramento, CA 95816 
916-445-7000 
www.ohp.parks.ca.gov 
 

From: Doug Biggs <dbiggs@apcollaborative.org>  
Sent: Monday, May 2, 2022 1:18 PM 
To: Polanco, Julianne@Parks <Julianne.Polanco@parks.ca.gov>; Burg, William@Parks <William.Burg@parks.ca.gov>; 
supervisor1@sierracounty.ca.gov 
Cc: David Haase <david.haase@gsa.gov>; BHolt@ebparks.org; Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft <MEzzyAshcraft@alamedaca.gov>; 
Allen Tai <ATai@alamedaca.gov>; Audrey Momoh <Audrey.Momoh@sen.ca.gov>; robert.gammon@sen.ca.gov; Perl, 
Jackie <Jackie.Perl@asm.ca.gov>; laura.stuber@doj.ca.gov 
Subject: RE: AAPS nomination submission to SHRC 
 
My apologies, in the email below I incorrectly identified the chair as Mr. Allen when I should have said Mr. Adams. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Doug Biggs 
510-898-7849 
 

From: Doug Biggs  
Sent: Monday, May 2, 2022 1:15 PM 
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To: julianne.polanco@parks.ca.gov; Burg, William@Parks <William.Burg@parks.ca.gov>; 
supervisor1@sierracounty.ca.gov 
Cc: David Haase <david.haase@gsa.gov>; BHolt@ebparks.org; Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft <MEzzyAshcraft@alamedaca.gov>; 
Allen Tai <ATai@alamedaca.gov>; Audrey Momoh <Audrey.Momoh@sen.ca.gov>; robert.gammon@sen.ca.gov; Perl, 
Jackie <Jackie.Perl@asm.ca.gov>; laura.stuber@doj.ca.gov 
Subject: FW: AAPS nomination submission to SHRC 
 
Dear Ms. Polanco, Mr. Burg, SHRC Chair Mr. Allen and those cc’ed on this email who raised legitimate concerns about 
the process engaged in by SHRC and its staff in considering the nomination of the Maritime School to the National 
Registry of Historical Placed. The commission made the correct decision to remove the item from the agenda. 
 
I am forwarding an email I received from the Chair of the Alameda Architectural Preservation Society asserting that 
AAPS had not submitting the nomination, despite the applicant claiming that they did, and despite the staff report also 
citing AAPS as the applicant. While this was not the only false and misleading made in the nomination form, falsifying 
the identity of the applicant with intent to assign greater credibility to the nomination is the most egregious act of deceit 
in this process and should render the rest of the application inadmissible.  To do anything but reject out of hand an 
applicant fraudulently submitted will tarnish the integrity of the Commission, and also invite close scrutiny of the level of 
due diligence done by staff. 
 
We, the leaseholder of a large portion of the site, as an entity that would be harmed by delays caused by approving a 
fraudulent application ask you to take the only honorable and legal course of action available and reject the application 
and take no further action on it.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
Doug Biggs 
Executive Director 
Alameda Point Collaborative 
510-898-7849 
 

From: Karen Lithgow <karen@vintagehomesalameda.com>  
Sent: Thursday, April 28, 2022 12:14 PM 
To: Doug Biggs <dbiggs@apcollaborative.org>; Christopher Buckley <cbuckleyaicp@att.net> 
Subject: Re: AAPS nomination submission to SHRC 
 
Hello Doug and Christopher, 
 
AAPS did not submit a nomination to the State Historic Resources Commission regarding the McKay property. AAPS did, 
however, vote at its March 17th Board meeting to provide a letter of support to the applicant. I hope that clarifies the 
situation. 
 
Best, 
Karen 
 
Karen Lithgow, MBA 
Your Vintage Home Specialist in Alameda! 
REALTORⓇ  | SRES | CalBRE # 01984101 
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510.846.7288 
Karen@VintageHomesAlameda.com 
www.VintageHomesAlameda.com 
 
Click here to learn more about Compass Concierge 
Click here to learn more about our Bridge Loan services 
Ask me about helping someone move to or from anywhere in the US! 
  
6211 LaSalle Ave  | Oakland, CA 94611 

 

 

From: Doug Biggs <dbiggs@apcollaborative.org> 
Sent: Thursday, April 28, 2022 9:57 AM 
To: Karen Lithgow <karen@vintagehomesalameda.com>; Christopher Buckley <cbuckleyaicp@att.net> 
Subject: AAPS nomination submission to SHRC  
  
Good morning Karen and Christopher, as you are probably aware, the State Historic Resources Commission is holding a 
hearing tomorrow to consider a nomination supposedly submitted by the AAPS regarding the McKay Ave. property. I 
have heard from several AAPS that there was no formal action taken by AAPS to make the submission, can you please 
confirm with me that AAPS either did or did not approve submission of the nomination, and also at which member 
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meeting it was approved. I note on your website that it is not one of the current preservation issues you have taken a 
stand. Any info you can provide would be helpful, thanks! 
  
Sincerely, 
  
Doug Biggs 
Executive Director 
Alameda Point Collaborative 
510-898-7849 
www.apcollaborative.org 
  



From: Burg, William@Parks
To: Allen Tai
Subject: United States Maritime Service Officers School Nomination for the National Register of Historic Places
Date: Monday, June 6, 2022 11:23:12 AM
Attachments: CA_Alameda_Maritime Services Officers School_CLG Response Letter_5-31-2022_final.pdf

Your attachments have been security checked by Mimecast Attachment Protection. Files where no threat or
malware was detected are attached.

Mr. Tai,
 
Please find attached a PDF copy of a response letter from State Historic Preservation Officer Julianne
Polanco regarding the United States Maritime Service Officers School nomination to the National
Register of Historic Places. A hardcopy will be sent to your office today via USPS.
 
William Burg
State Historian II
California Office of Historic Preservation
1725 23rd Street, Suite 100
Sacramento CA 95816
(916) 445-7004
 

mailto:William.Burg@parks.ca.gov
mailto:ATai@alamedaca.gov



 State of California • Natural Resources Agency Gavin Newsom, Governor 


DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION 
OFFICE OF HISTORIC PRESERVATION 
Julianne Polanco, State Historic Preservation Officer 
1725 23rd Street, Suite 100,  Sacramento,  CA  95816-7100 
Telephone:  (916) 445-7000             FAX:  (916) 445-7053 
calshpo.ohp@parks.ca.gov         www.ohp.parks.ca.gov 


Armando Quintero, Director 


May 31, 2022 
 
 
Allen Tai, AICP 
Planning Services Manager 
Department of Community Development, City of Alameda 
2263 Santa Clara Ave., Room 190 
Alameda, CA 94501 
 
RE: United States Maritime Service Officers School Nomination for the National Register 
of Historic Places 
 
Dear Mr. Tai: 
 
I am writing in reply to the City of Alameda’s letters of April 12 and 26 of 2022 regarding 
the City of Alameda’s position regarding the United States Maritime Service Officers 
School Nomination for the National Register of Historic Places nomination (property.)  
 
The National Historic Preservation Act, Section 302504 states: 
 
(a)  Before a property within the jurisdiction of the certified local government may be 
considered by a State to be nominated to the Secretary for inclusion on the National 
Register, the State Historic Preservation Officer shall notify the owner, the applicable 
chief local elected official, and the local historic preservation commission. 
 
(b)  The local historic preservation commission, after reasonable opportunity for public 
comment, shall prepare a report as to whether the property, in the Commission’s 
opinion, meets the criteria of the National Register. Within sixty days of notice from the 
State Historic Preservation Officer, the chief local elected official shall transmit the 
report of the commission and the recommendation of the local official to the State 
Historic Preservation Officer. 
 
(c)(1)  Except as provided in paragraph (2), after receipt of the report and 
recommendation, or if no report and recommendation are received within 60 days, the 
State shall make the nomination pursuant to section 302104 of this title. The State may 
expedite the process with the concurrence of the certified local government. 
 
(2)  If both the commission and the chief local elected official recommend that a 
property not be nominated to the National Register, the State Historic Preservation 
Officer shall take no further action, unless within 30 days of the receipt of the 
recommendation by the State Historic Preservation Officer, an appeal is filed with the 
State. If such an appeal is filed, the State shall follow the procedures for making a 







Allen Tai 
May 31, 2022 
Page 2 
 
nomination pursuant to section 302104 of this title. Any report and recommendations 
made under this section shall be included with any nomination submitted by the State to 
the Secretary. 
 
As such, specific to the property subject to this nomination, I request the following:   
 
1.  Please confirm that the Mayor is the Chief Local Elected Official for the purposes of 
the section above; if not, please indicate who fills this role. 
 
2.  Based on the record provided with the April 12 and 26, 2022 letters, it is unclear that 
the Alameda Historical Advisory Board (Board) opined whether the property, in the 
Board’s opinion, meets the criteria of the National Register and if the Board made a 
recommendation whether or not the property should be nominated.  Please clarify these 
two points. If previously provided, please indicate where this information specifically 
occurs in the Board’s meeting record. 
 
3.  Please clarify what is the recommendation of the Chief Local Elected Official 
regarding this property and its nomination to the National Register.   
 
If at all possible, please respond as soon as possible as the notification letter date for 
our next State Historical Resources Commission meeting is June 3, 2022.  
 
If you have any questions, please contact William Burg at (916) 445-7004 or 
william.burg@parks.ca.gov.  
 
Sincerely,  
 


 
 
Julianne Polanco  
State Historic Preservation Officer  
California Office of Historic Preservation 











From: Allen Tai
To: Burg, William@Parks; Polanco, Julianne@Parks
Cc: Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft; Dirk Brazil; Momoh, Audrey; Celena Chen; Andrew Thomas; Brian Holt; Jane Lehman -

9PCD; rob.bonta@doj.ca.gov; Megan.Kirkeby@hcd.ca.gov; Henry Dong; Yibin Shen; Doug Biggs
(dbiggs@apcollaborative.org)

Subject: RE: United States Maritime Service Officers School Nomination for the National Register of Historic Places
Date: Thursday, June 2, 2022 2:05:56 PM
Attachments: Exhibit 2 Resolution HAB-21-01 - PLN20-0431 Mckay Certificate of Approval Reso.pdf

Exhibit 1 - CA_Alameda_Maritime Services Officers School_CLG Response Letter_5-31-2022_final.pdf
SHPO City Response Letter June 2 2022.pdf

Importance: High

Ms. Polanco and Mr. Burg,
 
Please find attached the City’s response to your May 31, 2022 letter along with exhibits.  Please note
Exhibit 3 is a weblink to the City’s public record on this matter.   
 
Thank you.
 
Allen Tai, AICP | City Planner
City of Alameda
Planning, Building and Transportation Dept.
510-747-6888
alamedaca.gov/planning
 
 
 

From: Burg, William@Parks <William.Burg@parks.ca.gov> 
Sent: Tuesday, May 31, 2022 1:13 PM
To: Allen Tai <ATai@alamedaca.gov>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] United States Maritime Service Officers School Nomination for the National
Register of Historic Places
 
Mimecast Attachment Protection has deemed this file to be safe, but always exercise caution when opening files.

Mr. Tai,
 
Please find attached a PDF copy of a response letter from State Historic Preservation Officer Julianne
Polanco regarding the United States Maritime Service Officers School nomination to the National
Register of Historic Places. A hardcopy will be sent to your office today via USPS.
 
William Burg
State Historian II
California Office of Historic Preservation
1725 23rd Street, Suite 100
Sacramento CA 95816
(916) 445-7004
 

mailto:ATai@alamedaca.gov
mailto:William.Burg@parks.ca.gov
mailto:Julianne.Polanco@parks.ca.gov
mailto:MEzzyAshcraft@alamedaca.gov
mailto:dbrazil@alamedaca.gov
mailto:Audrey.Momoh@sen.ca.gov
mailto:cchen@alamedacityattorney.org
mailto:ATHOMAS@alamedaca.gov
mailto:BHolt@ebparks.org
mailto:jane.lehman@gsa.gov
mailto:jane.lehman@gsa.gov
mailto:rob.bonta@doj.ca.gov
mailto:Megan.Kirkeby@hcd.ca.gov
mailto:HDong@alamedaca.gov
mailto:yshen@alamedacityattorney.org
mailto:dbiggs@apcollaborative.org
mailto:dbiggs@apcollaborative.org
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CITY OF ALAMEDA 
HISTORICAL ADVISORY BOARD 


RESOLUTION HAB-21-01 
  
A RESOLUTION OF THE HISTORICAL ADVISORY BOARD OF THE CITY OF ALAMEDA 
GRANTING A CERTIFICATE OF APPROVAL, PLN20-0431, FOR THE DEMOLITION OF 
TWO MAIN BUILDINGS (BUILDINGS 1 AND 2) AND FOUR ACCESSORY STRUCTURES 
(BUILDINGS 8, 9, 10, AND 13) WITHIN THE ALAMEDA FEDERAL CENTER SITE AT 620 
CENTRAL AVENUE 
 


WHEREAS, the applicant, Alameda Point Collaborative, made an application on 
December 22, 2020, for a Certificate of Approval for the demolition of two main buildings 
(Buildings 1 and 2 (including Buildings 2A, 2B, 2C, and 2D)) and four accessory structures 
(Building Nos. 8, 9, 10, and 13) on a 3.65-acre portion of the Alameda Federal Center 
property located at 620 Central Avenue; and 


 
WHEREAS, the application was deemed complete on February 15, 2021; and 


 
WHEREAS, the Alameda Federal Center property is listed on the Alameda 


Historical Building Study List with an “s” category designation; and 
 
WHEREAS, pursuant to Alameda Municipal Code (AMC) Section 13-21.7, the 


demolition of the structures on a property listed on the Historical Building Study List 
requires a Certificate of Approval by the Historical Advisory Board; and  
 


WHEREAS, the Historical Advisory Board conducted a duly noticed public hearing 
on May 6, 2021 and examined the entirety of the record, including all submitted materials 
and public comments regarding the application. 
 


NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, in December 2018, the City Council by 
Resolution No. 15461 adopted a Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) and Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) in compliance with CEQA for the McKay 
Wellness Center (Alameda Federal Center Reuse Project). In accordance with Section 
15164 of the CEQA Guidelines, an Addendum to the Mitigated Negative Declaration has 
been prepared in the manner required and as authorized under CEQA, and the Historical 
Advisory Board has considered the MND, MMRP and Addendum, all of which are 
incorporated by reference as though fully set forth herein, prior to making a decision on the 
Certificate of Approval application.  The Historical Advisory Board finds and determines 
that approval of the Certificate of Approval application does not raise important new issues 
about the potentially significant impacts on the environment that have not been previously 
disclosed in the MND and no further environmental review is required; and 


 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Historical Advisory Board has made the 


following findings relative to the Certificate of Approval request: 
1. Site: The April 28, 2021 memorandum from Page & Turnbull confirmed the 


conclusions of a 1996 historic evaluation that the subject  buildings (Building 
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1 and Building 2 and accessory buildings 8, 9, 10, and 13) were either built 
after the site’s historic period of significance (1942-1957) or have lost 
considerable integrity of design, materials, setting, feeling, and association 
with the period of significance through demolitions and redevelopment of the 
original training facility on adjacent parcels, and significant alterations to the 
existing buildings. The demolition of southern wings of Building 2 within the 
subject parcel, and Buildings 3, 4, 5 and 6 in the neighboring parcel, have led 
to an additional loss of integrity of the complex since Page & Turnbull’s 1996 
evaluation. The subject buildings on the subject 3.65-acre parcel are unable 
to convey their significant associations with either their historic use as the 
Maritime Service Officers School, or as an architectural example of a modern 
campus. They do not convey the special nature of this property’s historic 
maritime training mission during and after World War II, or yield scientific or 
historic information to future researchers. Page & Turnbull concludes that the 
heavily modified buildings and accessory structures do not retain sufficient 
integrity of setting, location, design, materials, workmanship, feeling, or 
association to be considered a historic resource. 
 


2. Buildings 1 and 2: Building 1 and Building 2 (including Buildings 2A, 2B, 2C, 
and 2D), located at 620 Central Avenue / 1245 McKay Avenue were 
originally constructed in 1942-1943 as part of the Maritime Service Officers 
School, Alameda. They were later part of a group of buildings referred to as 
the Alameda Federal Center, leased by various federal agencies beginning 
in the late 1960s. Both have been significantly altered in the nearly seven 
decades since the closure of the school in 1953. Page & Turnbull reviewed 
existing documentation regarding buildings within the subject property to 
provide its opinion of their eligibility for historic resource designation at the 
national, state, and local levels. Based on the lack of integrity of the original 
Maritime Service Officers School campus as a whole, and the lack of 
individual integrity of each of these buildings, they are not eligible for listing 
on the National Register, California Register, on the Alameda Historic 
Monuments List, or on the Historical Building Study List at any level.   
 


3. Accessory Buildings 8, 9, 10, 13: Four additional accessory buildings within 
the 3.65-acre parcel, Buildings 8, 9, 10 and 13, are not directly associated 
with the operation of the Maritime Service Officer’s School, and do not 
possess significance in their own right. 


 
4. Approval of the Certificate of Approval would not result in the demolition of a 


historically significant building or structure.  Although the property is listed on 
the Alameda Historical Building Study List, the subject buildings (Building 1 
and Building 2 (including Buildings 2A, 2B, 2C and 2D) and Accessory 
Buildings 8, 9, 10 and 13) are not historic resources under CEQA (as defined 
by Public Resources Code section 21084.1).  Said buildings have been 
evaluated and the preponderance of the evidence demonstrates that the 
subject buildings are not historically or culturally significant. 
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BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Historical Advisory Board hereby approves 


the Certificate of Approval to allow the demolition of the two main buildings (Buildings 1 
and 2 (including Buildings 2A, 2B, 2C and 2D)) and four accessory buildings (Buildings 8, 
9, 10, and 13) subject to the following conditions: 


 
(1) This Certificate of Approval shall expire three (3) years after the date of approval or 


by May 6, 2024, unless demolition has begun under valid City permits prior to the 
date of expiration. This Certificate of Approval may be extended by the Planning 
Director for up to (2) additional years from the date of expiration upon submittal of 
an extension request and the associated fee.  


(2) This Certificate of Approval is not a Demolition Permit.  The applicant shall 
separately apply for a demolition permit issued by the Building Official.  


(3) Prior to issuance of a demolition permit for the first main building (Building 1 or 
Building 2), the applicant shall first obtain Design Review approval by the City for a 
replacement building. 


(4) Mitigation Measures Required Prior to Demolition. Prior to issuance of any 
demolition/ building permits or certificate of occupancy, the applicant shall 
demonstrate compliance with the McKay Wellness Center Project Mitigation 
Measures Air Quality AQ-1, Biological Resources BR-1, Cultural Resources CR-1, 
CR-2, CR-3, CR-4, Geology and Soils GS-1, Hazardous Materials HM-1, HM-2, 
Water Quality WQ-1, WQ-2, WQ-3, as applicable. 


INDEMNIFICATION. To the maximum extent permitted by law, the applicant (or its 
successor in interest) shall defend (with counsel acceptable to the City), indemnify, and 
hold harmless the City of Alameda, its City Council, City Planning Board, officials, 
employees, agents and volunteers (collectively, “Indemnitees”) from and against any and 
all claims, actions, or proceedings against Indemnitees to attack, set aside, void or annul 
an approval by Indemnitees relating to this project.  This indemnification shall include, but 
is not limited to, all damages, losses, and expenses (including, without limitation, legal 
costs and attorney’s fees) that may be awarded to the prevailing party arising out of or in 
connection with an approval by the Indemnitees relating to this project.  The City shall 
promptly notify the applicant of any claim, action or proceeding and the City shall cooperate 
in the defense.  The City may elect, in its sole discretion, to participate in the defense of 
said claim, action, or proceeding and the applicant (or its successor in interest) shall 
reimburse the City for its reasonable legal costs and attorneys’ fees. 
 
NOTICE. No judicial proceedings subject to review pursuant to California Code of Civil 
Procedure Section 1094.5 may be prosecuted more than ninety (90) days following the date 
of this decision plus extensions authorized by California Code of Civil Procedure Section 
1094.6 
 
NOTICE. The conditions of project approval set forth herein include certain fees and other 
exactions.  Pursuant to Government Code Section 66020 (d) (1), these Conditions constitute 
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written notice of a statement of the amount of such fees, and a description of the dedications, 
reservations and exactions.  The applicant is hereby further notified that the 90-day appeal 
period, in which the applicant may protest these fees and other exactions, pursuant to 
Government Code Section 66020 (a) has begun.  If the applicant fails to file a protest within 
this 90-day period complying with all requirements of Section 66020, the applicant will be 
legally barred from later challenging such fees or exactions. 
 
NOTICE. The decision of the Historical Advisory Board shall be final unless appealed to the 
City Council, in writing and within ten (10) days of the decision, by filing with the Planning 
Building and Transportation Department a written notice of appeal stating the basis of 
appeal and paying the required fees 
 
  


* * * * * 
 


I, the undersigned, hereby certify that the foregoing Resolution was duly and 
regularly adopted and passed by the Historical Advisory Board of the City of Alameda 
during the Regular Meeting of the Historical Advisory Board on the 6th day of May, 2021, 
by the following vote to wit: 


 
AYES: (4) Jones, Wit, Lau, and Sanchez 
 
NOES: (1) Saxby 
 
ABSENT: (0)  
 


ATTEST: 
 
 
     
Allen Tai, Secretary 
City of Alameda Historical Advisory 
Board 

















City of Alameda ● California 
 


Planning, Building and Transportation Department 


2263 Santa Clara Avenue, Room 190 


Alameda, California 94501-4477 
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June 2, 2022 


 


Julianne Polanco 


State Historic Preservation Officer  
California Office of Historic Preservation 
1725 23rd Street, Suite 100  
Sacramento, CA 95816-7100 
 


SENT VIA EMAIL 


RE: United States Maritime Service Officers School Nomination for the National Register of 
Historic Places 


Dear Ms. Polanco, 


Thank you for your letter dated May 31, 2022, requesting clarification on three items pertaining to 
the United States Maritime Service Officers School Nomination for the National Register of 
Historic Places (Nomination) (Exhibit 1).  Please see below for the City’s responses: 


1. Please confirm that the Mayor is the Chief Local Elected Official for the purposes of 
the section above; if not, please indicate who fills this role. 


The City of Alameda, a Certified Local Government, confirms that Mayor Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft is 
the Chief Local Elected Official for purposes of the National Historic Preservation Act, 54 U.S.C. 
Section 302504. 


2. Based on the record provided with the April 12 and 26, 2022 letters, it is unclear that 
the Alameda Historical Advisory Board (Board) opined whether the property, in the Board's 
opinion, meets the criteria of the National Register and if the Board made a 
recommendation whether or not the property should be nominated. Please clarify these 
two points. If previously provided, please indicate where this information specifically 
occurs in the Board's meeting record. 


On March 4 and May 6, 2021, the Historical Advisory Board (Board) held public hearings and 
adopted Resolution No. HAB-21-01 (Exhibit 2).  Page 2 of the Resolution contains the following 
finding: 


“Based on the lack of integrity of the original Maritime Service Officers School campus as a 
whole and the lack of individual integrity of each of the buildings, they are not eligible for 
listing on the National Register.” 


The Board considered the historical significance of the Site during its discussion whether to allow 
demolition of buildings on the General Services Administration (GSA) property.  The GSA property 
also contains the majority of the remnant buildings from the former campus.  The Board’s finding 
that the entire former Maritime Service Officers School site lacked integrity, and is therefore not 
eligible for the National Register, served as the basis for the Board’s approval to demolish 
buildings on the GSA property. The record shows that the Board’s approval for demolition was 
made with specific knowledge of the Nomination (Exhibit 3, pp. 29, 531).   







 
 


  


3. Please clarify what is the recommendation of the Chief Local Elected Official 
regarding this property and its nomination to the National Register.   


In a letter dated April 26, 2022, Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft, the Chief Local Elected Official of the City 
of Alameda, a Certified Local Government, notified the State Historic Preservation Officer of the 
City’s formal objection to the Nomination based on National Register criteria and integrity analysis.  
Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft’s recommendation is that the State Historic Preservation Officer take no 
further action on the Nomination in accordance with 54 U.S.C. Section 302504(c)(2).  


Please contact me at atai@alamedaca.gov or 510-747-6888 for questions. 
 
 
Sincerely,  
 


 


Allen Tai, AICP 
City Planner 
 


Exhibits: 


1. May 31, 2022 Letter from the State Historic Preservation Officer  


2. City of Alameda Historical Advisory Board Resolution No. HAB-21-01 


3. McKay Certificate of Approval PLN20-0431 Public Record 


(https://www.alamedaca.gov/files/assets/public/departments/alameda/building-planning-


transportation/planning/mckay-certificate-of-approval-pln20-0431-public-record-


reduced.pdf) 


 


cc:  Mayor Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft 


Rob Bonta, State Attorney General  


Audrey Momoh, Chief of Staff for Senator Nancy Skinner 


Brian Holt, Chief of Planning, East Bay Regional Park District 


Jane Lehman, GSA Regional Historic Preservation Officer, Pacific Rim Region 


Megan Kirkeby, Deputy Director, Department of Housing and Community Development 


Doug Biggs, Alameda Point Collaborative 


Dirk Brazil, Interim City Manager 


Andrew Thomas, Planning Director 


Yibin Shen, City Attorney 


Celena Chen, Chief Planning Counsel 


Henry Dong, Secretary to the Historical Advisory Board 



mailto:atai@alamedaca.gov

https://www.alamedaca.gov/files/assets/public/departments/alameda/building-planning-transportation/planning/mckay-certificate-of-approval-pln20-0431-public-record-reduced.pdf





City of Alameda ● California 
 

Planning, Building and Transportation Department 

2263 Santa Clara Avenue, Room 190 

Alameda, California 94501-4477 

510.747.6800 • TTY510.522.7538 

 

 

June 2, 2022 

 

Julianne Polanco 

State Historic Preservation Officer  
California Office of Historic Preservation 
1725 23rd Street, Suite 100  
Sacramento, CA 95816-7100 
 

SENT VIA EMAIL 

RE: United States Maritime Service Officers School Nomination for the National Register of 
Historic Places 

Dear Ms. Polanco, 

Thank you for your letter dated May 31, 2022, requesting clarification on three items pertaining to 
the United States Maritime Service Officers School Nomination for the National Register of 
Historic Places (Nomination) (Exhibit 1).  Please see below for the City’s responses: 

1. Please confirm that the Mayor is the Chief Local Elected Official for the purposes of 
the section above; if not, please indicate who fills this role. 

The City of Alameda, a Certified Local Government, confirms that Mayor Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft is 
the Chief Local Elected Official for purposes of the National Historic Preservation Act, 54 U.S.C. 
Section 302504. 

2. Based on the record provided with the April 12 and 26, 2022 letters, it is unclear that 
the Alameda Historical Advisory Board (Board) opined whether the property, in the Board's 
opinion, meets the criteria of the National Register and if the Board made a 
recommendation whether or not the property should be nominated. Please clarify these 
two points. If previously provided, please indicate where this information specifically 
occurs in the Board's meeting record. 

On March 4 and May 6, 2021, the Historical Advisory Board (Board) held public hearings and 
adopted Resolution No. HAB-21-01 (Exhibit 2).  Page 2 of the Resolution contains the following 
finding: 

“Based on the lack of integrity of the original Maritime Service Officers School campus as a 
whole and the lack of individual integrity of each of the buildings, they are not eligible for 
listing on the National Register.” 

The Board considered the historical significance of the Site during its discussion whether to allow 
demolition of buildings on the General Services Administration (GSA) property.  The GSA property 
also contains the majority of the remnant buildings from the former campus.  The Board’s finding 
that the entire former Maritime Service Officers School site lacked integrity, and is therefore not 
eligible for the National Register, served as the basis for the Board’s approval to demolish 
buildings on the GSA property. The record shows that the Board’s approval for demolition was 
made with specific knowledge of the Nomination (Exhibit 3, pp. 29, 531).   



 
 

  

3. Please clarify what is the recommendation of the Chief Local Elected Official 
regarding this property and its nomination to the National Register.   

In a letter dated April 26, 2022, Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft, the Chief Local Elected Official of the City 
of Alameda, a Certified Local Government, notified the State Historic Preservation Officer of the 
City’s formal objection to the Nomination based on National Register criteria and integrity analysis.  
Mayor Ezzy Ashcraft’s recommendation is that the State Historic Preservation Officer take no 
further action on the Nomination in accordance with 54 U.S.C. Section 302504(c)(2).  

Please contact me at atai@alamedaca.gov or 510-747-6888 for questions. 
 
 
Sincerely,  
 

 

Allen Tai, AICP 
City Planner 
 

Exhibits: 

1. May 31, 2022 Letter from the State Historic Preservation Officer  

2. City of Alameda Historical Advisory Board Resolution No. HAB-21-01 

3. McKay Certificate of Approval PLN20-0431 Public Record 

(https://www.alamedaca.gov/files/assets/public/departments/alameda/building-planning-

transportation/planning/mckay-certificate-of-approval-pln20-0431-public-record-

reduced.pdf) 

 

cc:  Mayor Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft 

Rob Bonta, State Attorney General  

Audrey Momoh, Chief of Staff for Senator Nancy Skinner 

Brian Holt, Chief of Planning, East Bay Regional Park District 

Jane Lehman, GSA Regional Historic Preservation Officer, Pacific Rim Region 

Megan Kirkeby, Deputy Director, Department of Housing and Community Development 

Doug Biggs, Alameda Point Collaborative 

Dirk Brazil, Interim City Manager 

Andrew Thomas, Planning Director 

Yibin Shen, City Attorney 

Celena Chen, Chief Planning Counsel 

Henry Dong, Secretary to the Historical Advisory Board 

mailto:atai@alamedaca.gov
https://www.alamedaca.gov/files/assets/public/departments/alameda/building-planning-transportation/planning/mckay-certificate-of-approval-pln20-0431-public-record-reduced.pdf


From: Burg, William@Parks
To: Allen Tai
Subject: Nomination of United States Maritime Services Officers School to the National Register of Historic Places
Date: Monday, June 6, 2022 9:54:58 AM
Attachments: NR_CLG Commission_Final Allen Tai.pdf

August 2022 Meeting Notice.pdf
CA_Alameda_Maritime Services Officers School_Photos_Small.pdf
CA_Alameda_Maritime Services Officers School_DRAFT_Aug2022.pdf

Your attachments have been security checked by Mimecast Attachment Protection. Files where no threat or
malware was detected are attached.

Mr. Tai,
 
Please find attached meeting notice, notification letter, nomination draft and photographs regarding
the above named National Register of Historic Places nomination, scheduled to be heard at the
August 5, 2022 State Historical Resources Commission meeting. A hardcopy of these documents will
be sent to you via USPS today.
 
Please contact me if you have any questions.
 
William Burg
State Historian II
California Office of Historic Preservation
1725 23rd Street, Suite 100
Sacramento CA 95816
(916) 445-7004
 

mailto:William.Burg@parks.ca.gov
mailto:ATai@alamedaca.gov



               Enclosures:  Nomination, Meeting Notice                                              NR_CLG Commission_Final 
 


 State of California • Natural Resources Agency Gavin Newsom, Governor 


DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION 
OFFICE OF HISTORIC PRESERVATION 
Julianne Polanco, State Historic Preservation Officer 
1725 23rd Street, Suite 100,  Sacramento,  CA  95816-7100 
Telephone:  (916) 445-7000             FAX:  (916) 445-7053 
calshpo.ohp@parks.ca.gov         www.ohp.parks.ca.gov 


Armando Quintero, Director 


June 3, 2022 
 
Allen Tai, Planning Services Manager 
Dept: Community Development 
2263 Santa Clara Ave, Rm 190 
Alameda, CA 94501 
 
RE:   Historic Preservation Commission Review and Comment on the Nomination of  


The United States Maritime Service Officers School to the National Register of Historic Places  
 
Dear Mr. Tai: 
 
Pursuant to the Certified Local Government Agreement between the Office of Historic Preservation (OHP) 
and your governmental entity, we are providing your historic preservation commission with a sixty (60) day 
review and comment period before the State Historical Resources Commission (SHRC) takes action on the 
above-stated National Register of Historic Places (National Register) nomination at its next meeting.  Details 
on the meeting are enclosed.  
 
As a Certified Local Government under the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, your 
commission may prepare a report as to whether or not such property, in its opinion, meets the criteria for the 
National Register.  Your commission’s report should be presented to the Chief Elected Local Official for 
transmission, along with their comments, to California State Parks, Attn:  Office of Historic Preservation, 
Julianne Polanco, State Historic Preservation Officer, 1725 23rd Street, Suite 100, Sacramento, California 
95816.  So that the SHRC may have adequate time to consider the comments, it is requested, but not 
required, that OHP receives written comments fifteen (15) days before the SHRC’s meeting.  If you have 
questions or require further information, please contact the Registration Unit at (916) 445-7008. 
 
As of January 1, 1993, all National Register properties are automatically included in the California Register 
of Historical Resources and afforded consideration in accordance with state and local environmental review 
procedures. 
 
Supplemental information on the National Register is available at our website at the following address:  
www.ohp.parks.ca.gov. Please note that staff revises nominations throughout the nomination 
process; the nomination enclosed includes revised Statement of Significance, expanded boundary, 
new photos and a new contributor. This notice thus represents a new request for CLG review. 
 
Thank you for your assistance in this program. 
 
Sincerely, 
 


 
 
Julianne Polanco  
State Historic Preservation Officer 
 



http://www.ohp.parks.ca.gov/






 State of California • Natural Resources Agency Gavin Newsom, Governor 


DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION 
OFFICE OF HISTORIC PRESERVATION 
STATE HISTORICAL RESOURCES COMMISSION 
Julianne Polanco, State Historic Preservation Officer 
1725 23rd Street, Suite 100,  Sacramento,  CA  95816-7100 
Telephone:  (916) 445-7000             FAX:  (916) 445-7053 
calshpo.ohp@parks.ca.gov          www.ohp.parks.ca.gov 


Armando Quintero, Director 
 


COMMISSION MEMBERS 
Lee Adams III, Chair 


Adam Sriro 
Bryan K. Brandes 


Janet Hansen 
Alan Hess 


Luis Hoyos 
René Vellanoweth, PhD 


 
MEETING NOTICE 


 
Pursuant to Executive Order N-29-20, board members/commissioners of a state body may 
participate in public meetings remotely. The public may observe, provide public comment 
during the public comment periods, and otherwise observe remotely in accordance with 


Bagley-Keene Open Meeting Act. 
 


FOR: State Historical Resources Commission Quarterly Meeting 
 
DATE: Friday, August 5, 2022 
 
TIME: 9:00 A.M. 
 
PLACE: California Natural Resources Headquarters Building 
 Auditorium 
 715 P Street 
 Sacramento, California 95814 
 
 
If you are in need of special accommodations pursuant to the Americans with Disabilities Act, 
please call Jessie Ochoa Diaz at (916) 445-7049. Questions regarding the meeting should be 
directed to the Registration Unit (916) 445-7008. In accordance with the Bagley-Keene Open 
Meeting Act an agenda for this meeting will be published on the Office of Historic Preservation 
website no later than July 25, 2022.  
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expiration date 03/31/2022 
     


1 
 


United States Department of the Interior 
National Park Service 


National Register of Historic Places Registration Form 
 
This form is for use in nominating or requesting determinations for individual properties and districts.  See instructions in National Register 
Bulletin, How to Complete the National Register of Historic Places Registration Form.  If any item does not apply to the property being 
documented, enter "N/A" for "not applicable."  For functions, architectural classification, materials, and areas of significance, enter only 
categories and subcategories from the instructions.   
 


1. Name of Property 
Historic name:  _________United States Maritime Service Officers School DRAFT _____ 
Other names/site number: United States Maritime Service Training Station/Alameda Federal 


Center 
      Name of related multiple property listing: 
      __________________________________N/A_________________________ 
      (Enter "N/A" if property is not part of a multiple property listing 
____________________________________________________________________________ 


2. Location  
Street & number: _620 Central Ave./ 1251 McKay Ave./ 1252, 1231 + McKay Ave 
City or town: _Alameda__ State: __CA________ County: __Alameda_  
Not For Publication:   Vicinity:  


____________________________________________________________________________ 
3. State/Federal Agency Certification   
As the designated authority under the National Historic Preservation Act, as amended,  
I hereby certify that this        nomination  ___ request for determination of eligibility meets 
the documentation standards for registering properties in the National Register of Historic 
Places and meets the procedural and professional requirements set forth in 36 CFR Part 60.  
In my opinion, the property  ___  meets   ___ does not meet the National Register Criteria.  I 
recommend that this property be considered significant at the following  
level(s) of significance:      
 ___national                  ___statewide           ___local  


  Applicable National Register Criteria:  
___A             ___B           ___C           ___D         
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______________________________________________________________________________ 
4. National Park Service Certification  


 I hereby certify that this property is:  
       entered in the National Register  
       determined eligible for the National Register  
       determined not eligible for the National Register  
       removed from the National Register  
       other (explain:)  _____________________                                                                                    


 
                     
______________________________________________________________________   
Signature of the Keeper   Date of Action 


____________________________________________________________________________ 
5. Classification 


 Ownership of Property 
 (Check as many boxes as apply.) 


Private:  
 


 Public – Local 
 


 Public – State  
 


 Public – Federal  
 


 
 Category of Property 
 (Check only one box.) 


 
 Building(s) 


 
 District  


 
 Site 


 
 Structure  


 
 Object  


 
 


 
 
 
 
 


 
  


x
 
  


x
 
  


x
 
  


 
  


 
  


x
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 Number of Resources within Property 
 (Do not include previously listed resources in the count)              


Contributing   Noncontributing 
______8_______   _______5______  buildings 


 
_____________   _____________  sites 
 
_____________   _____________  structures  
 
_____1________   _____________  objects 
 
______9_______   _______5_______  Total 


 
 
 Number of contributing resources previously listed in the National Register _________ 
____________________________________________________________________________ 


6. Function or Use  
Historic Functions 
(Enter categories from instructions.) 


 DEFENSE/Military Facility 
 COMMERCE/TRADE/Organizational 
 TRANSPORTATION/Water-related 
 EDUCATION/Schools 
 ___________________ 
 ___________________ 
 ___________________ 


 
Current Functions 
(Enter categories from instructions.) 


 VACANT/Not in Use 
 RECREATION AND CULTURE/Outdoor 
 ___________________ 
 ___________________ 
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_____________________________________________________________________________ 


7. Description  
 


 Architectural Classification  
 (Enter categories from instructions.) 
 MODERN/Moderne-Second Bay Tradition Style 
 ___________________ 
 ___________________ 
  
Materials: (enter categories from instructions.) 


Principal exterior materials of the property: _Concrete, asbestos shingles, asphalt _ 
 


Narrative Description 
(Describe the historic and current physical appearance and condition of the property.  Describe 
contributing and noncontributing resources if applicable. Begin with a summary paragraph that 
briefly describes the general characteristics of the property, such as its location, type, style, 
method of construction, setting, size, and significant features. Indicate whether the property has 
historic integrity.)   
______________________________________________________________________________ 
Summary Paragraph 
 
Contributions by the U.S. Merchant Marine and associated U.S. Maritime Service to the Allies’ 
victory in World War II have historically been under-acknowledged. It wasn’t until 1988 that 
those serving in this capacity were recognized as Veterans, despite suffering the highest casualty 
rate in WWII (1 in 26 were killed in action). A Congressional Gold Medal of Honor was 
attributed to the entire group of Mariners serving in WWII in March 2020 (H.R. 5671 in 116th 
Congress) and recently awarded on May 18, 2022. In addition to enumerating the myriad 
contributions made by this group and listing important quotes from leaders at the time, the text of 
the resolution also states: “The feats and accomplishments of the Merchant Marine are deserving 
of broader public recognition.” It is in the spirit of this quote that we present to you a case for 
inclusion of the U.S. Maritime Service Officers School in Alameda, CA, on the National 
Registry of Historic Places.  
  
The U.S. Maritime Service Officers School is located on the south-central shoreline of the island 
of Alameda on the San Francisco Bay. While the School originally occupied 32 acres, the 
remaining buildings sit on three adjacent parcels totaling an approximate 13.5 acres on G.S.A. 
and East Bay Regional Parks property, and across McKay Avenue on Crown Memorial State 
Beach land by the San Francisco Bay. Designed in 1942 and constructed in 1942-43, it was one 
of just two schools established during World War II specific to training deck and engineering 
officers for duty on American merchant vessels (the other was at Fort Trumbull, CT, which has 
no remaining physical evidence from this period). Over 6500 officers were trained in Alameda 
during 4-month intensive courses, after which graduates were immediately dispatched for duty. 
During the Korean conflict (1950-53) this was the only such officers’ school which identifies this 
property as a very rare extant example of a military campus. After the Officers School was 
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closed in 1957, the site served various purposes for federal agencies including the Office of Civil 
Defense Mobilization and Food and Drug Administration. Buildings 1, 2A-D, and 7 are currently 
unused. Buildings 14, 15 are owned by California State Parks and managed by East Bay 
Regional Parks. Of the original 25 structures, 13 remain--8 Buildings are identified in this 
application and 1 Object. These eight buildings include an Engineering Building, several 
barracks, a mess hall and galley, a custom Seamanship instruction building shaped like the prow 
of a ship, the Infirmary and a War Memorial monument. For the purpose of this application, 
please refer to the map where these remaining original buildings are identified: 
 
Contributing: 
Building 1: Engineering 
Building 2A: Barracks 
Building 2B: Barracks 
Building 2C: Barracks 
Building 2D: Mess Hall and Galley 
Building 7: Barracks 
Building 14: Seamanship/Navigation 
Building 15: Infirmary 
Object 1: War Memorial Monument 
Non-Contributing 
Building 8: Storage/Workshop 
Building 9: Storage 
Building 10: Storage 
Building 12: Sewage Pumping Station 
Building 13: Equipment 
 
The facility was built with concrete foundations, wood-post framing, and asbestos shingles. The 
architectural design is in the International “moderne" Second Bay Tradition style. Significant 
features include a very early and rare example of military use buildings that included consecutive 
bands of uninterrupted horizontal, awning-style windows and covered walkways between 
structures that strongly influenced later post-war institutional architecture.  
 
SEVEN ASPECTS OF INTEGRITY 
Below is a commentary on the seven aspects of integrity and how they are applied to the U.S. 
Maritime Officer Training School in Alameda, CA. The seven aspects are: Location, Design, 
Setting, Materials, Workmanship, Feeling, Association. 


Location 


The location of the US Maritime Service Officers School in Alameda, California, was 
intentionally selected by the War Shipping Administration to support emergency WWII 
Merchant Marine Officer training on America's west coast. The training center operated 
successfully from early 1943 through the Allied force's declaration of victory in 1945 until its 
deactivation in 1953 after the Korean War. This is the site where the school operated from 1942-
1953, and the buildings have not been moved. 
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Textual records indicate that the level 32-acre building site, which included a peninsula jutting 
out into the San Francisco Bay, made it ideal for constructing a sizable maritime campus. There 
was enough acreage to erect twenty buildings, including several barracks and separate buildings 
dedicated to varied aspects of skilled instruction. Also, its bayside position added the ability to 
conduct necessary water-based training. 
 
Within a larger context, the location also supported proximity to other WWII mobilization efforts 
around the San Francisco Bay Area, including the manufacture of Merchant Marine vessels at 
the Kaiser Shipyards in Richmond, and the US Maritime Service Cadet training schools at 
Coyote Point, San Mateo, and Government Island in the Oakland Estuary.  
 
In addition, the new school was within a mile of the Alameda Naval Air Station and near the US 
Army Supply Center. At the campus' north end, there was an easy connection to Alameda City 
streets and a six-mile drive east to the Naval Transport Service and Army Air Force supply 
operations at the Oakland Airport. The War Shipping Administration and Department of 
Commerce closely collaborated with the US Army and US Navy in securing essential goods and 
equipment during the war. 
 
The landscape of the defined district retains its original integrity. McKay Avenue, oriented 
north-south, was created and named during the USMS Officer School's construction and still 
exists in its original form. McKay was the central axis around which the entire campus was built 
and also served as a staging area for drills and formations. Today, as you proceed south on 
McKay looking west, you pass the Engineering building and then the Barracks, standing just as 
they did for the officer candidates as they got off the bus in 1943. As you proceed south on 
McKay past the Mess Hall, no non-contributing structures are visible in the district, and open 
space replaces where any demolished buildings once stood. Finally, you arrive at the end of 
McKay with the Red Cross building on your left and the once state-of-the-art Seamanship 
building on our right, forming a gateway to the location of the school's water-training facilities 
on the Bay. That site remains unencumbered by any development and only lacks the school's 
wharf and training equipment. 
 
Despite losing some structures within the district's boundaries, more than 50% of the space 
occupied by school buildings remains usable by those original buildings today. And the existing 
building types are varied, including two unique once state-of-the-art training buildings—
engineering and seamanship—four barracks, a mess hall, and an infirmary. The flat open 
location of this district stretches nearly the entire length of the original campus. It leads 
uninterrupted to the Bay and retains its original integrity established during a significant and 
historical period of rapid WWII war-mobilization, specific to Merchant Marine officer training. 
 
Design 


The design of the U.S. Maritime Officers Training School reflects a unique and rare surviving 
example of California military architecture, influenced by the local Second Bay Tradition and the 
emerging design principles of the International Modern movement. The campus was laid out 
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with thoughtful intention, specific to maritime training, as evidenced by the combination and 
relevance of instructional buildings, living quarters and recreational areas with direct relation and 
orientation to the San Francisco Bay. The design retains integrity as a planned maritime campus 
laid out and organized with streets named after well-known captains, and sizable buildings 
named after famous Clipper ships, an inspirational nod to maritime legacy and visual resonance 
of the purpose of the 4-month training mission. The eight contributing buildings serve to visually 
anchor the size and scope of the original site starting from the northern point at McKay Ave, 
where the gate was once located, looking southward toward the uniquely designed instructional 
Navigational/Seamanship building, and widening the visual experience to include the 
recreational area that once included a softball field, graduation bell and picnic area for 
celebrations and later a war memorial monument added by the officer candidates adjacent to the 
San Francisco Bay. The late art deco style memorial, designed in 1945, also appropriately 
complements the time and period of the buildings. 


The open spaces between the living quarters provide a respite landscape, retained today between 
buildings 2A, 2B and 2C (barracks). The canopied walkway adjacent to Building 7 (barracks) is 
a good example and visual marker of this unique design element that sheltered the officer 
candidates between buildings and once connected throughout the campus. The present buildings 
retain integrity of design with expansive horizontal modern lines, prominent roof overhangs, and 
repeating continuous ribbon awning windows, a stylized and unique pattern, that allowed both 
air and light to flow freely into the instructional and living spaces faithful to a maritime 
experience and overall campus. The recessed entries (Buildings 1, 2A, 2B, 2C, 2D) also convey a 
sense of historical design. The foundations were built with Portland cement, appropriate for an 
earthquake area. The exterior asbestos shingles are original, a faithful reminder of rapid and 
durable construction materials that were readily available during wartime. The original white 
wooden framed windows were replaced with aluminum in the 1960s, but the design elements 
and integrity and style were retained. The paint color, originally dark chestnut brown to represent 
natural redwood shingles, was subsequently painted beige. The integrity of the design as a 
campus spanning both sides of McKay Avenue, and including the street as part of campus, used 
during daily line-ups and parades, retains its special maritime historical feel and association and 
resonates an architectural value of this significant period and time in our nation’s history.  


Setting 


Nominated buildings sit on an open campus astride the San Francisco Bay, which formed an 
integral part of the purpose of the buildings (training mariners to become ships’ officers, thus 
requiring immediate proximity to water for many activities). The campus’ north boundary begins 
next to a hill with a gradual slope to the south approaching the shoreline of the Bay, so that 
Maritime Service seamen, upon approaching the facility, could drive south on McKay Avenue 
and see the water below. Beaches to the south, and an open field to the east of the campus–still 
present today–provide a visual reference that a reserved space was utilized for training purposes. 
When standing in the middle of this adjacent field (used for recreation such as for softball when 
the school operated), one can see the east and south facades of Sovereign of the Seas Hall, the 
Mess Hall/Galley (Building 2D) to the northwest, and the Glory of the Seas, 
Seamanship/Navigation (Building 14), and War Memorial Monument in the former school 







United States Department of the Interior  
National Park Service / National Register of Historic Places Registration Form  
NPS Form 10-900     OMB Control No. 1024-0018      
 
United States Maritime Service Officers School  Alameda, CA 
Name of Property                   County and State 


Section 7 page 8 
 


ballfield southwest, thus endowing a sense of the expansive scale of the campus as it was in 
1943. These spatial relationships retain integrity and are appropriately placed such that open 
spaces created by demolished buildings serve as a reminder of the scale—those spaces have not 
been built upon with the exception of building 3 and an auditorium, demolished in the 1960s to 
create a shopping center plaza and apartment complex at the far north end of the original 
campus. These buildings do not visually conflict with the current proposed historic district. 
While a reduction from 32 acres to approximately 13.5 acres seems diminished, in fact, what 
remains of the structures represents approximately 30% of the land area, and 50% (roughly 
100,000 square feet remaining) of the overall square footage of the original campus buildings, 
supporting a strong indication of integrity of setting.  


Materials 


The materials used to build the maritime campus included post and beam construction and 
asbestos shingles, an economical, durable, and modern material at the time that was easily 
paintable to mimic organic redwood material. The use of modern prefabrication technology in 
construction materials during the four years of the nation’s active involvement in WWII speaks 
to the innovative spirit of the historic time period. The deliberate choice of simple materials, free 
of ornamentation, blended seamlessly into the existing natural landscape. Buildings rest on 
substantial cement foundations, a decision made in foresight to anticipate the permanence of a 
west coast maritime training facility. The combination of these simple materials reflects the 
wartime period of construction where contractors worked under tight budgets and timelines to 
rapidly build the training school. Fred J. Early, Jr., San Francisco noted builder of the site, 
advertised in the publication, Architect and Engineer, that his projects were completed in “record 
time”, conscious of a collective effort in construction to contribute to the war. Key exterior 
features of the campus such as the shingles, window dimensions and roof overhangs with 
wooden shiplap soffits are original and retain integrity throughout the contributing buildings. 


Workmanship 


The district maintains subtle yet significant elements of workmanship specific to rapid wartime 
construction methods, and retains integrity as illustrated by the aesthetic modern and streamlined 
principles of the historic time period. The flat horizontal overhanging eaves are constructed with 
repeated narrow v-notch wooden slat soffits, a detail that required precision and enhanced the 
overall architectural design. The Mess Hall/Galley includes hand-riveted welded steel beams 
crafted in an unusual and rare Y-shape, evocative of the structure of a branched tree, serving as 
both functional and aesthetically reminiscent of a modern translation of nature to an industrial 
material. The aesthetic principles of the Second Bay Tradition are strongly evidenced, including 
the painted dark brown asbestos shingles, as an inherent reminder of the fusion between the 
natural and the built environment. The workmanship is further displayed in the Glory of the Seas 
building, a curved building facing the San Francisco Bay, expertly crafted to serve an unusual 
and specific purpose. The modern application of technological practices coupled with the 
aesthetic principles central to the mission and purpose of the training school, acknowledges 
evidence of workmanship within the constraints specific to rapid war mobilization and the 
materials available. 
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Feeling 


Upon entering McKay Avenue, a small cement island divides the two entering and existing 
lanes. A “Welcome to Crab Cove” sign greets the visitor near where the Maritime School gate 
house was once located. An immediate impression and awareness of its maritime history is 
bestowed upon the visitor as the street slopes slightly downwards toward the bay waters. 
Immediately to the right one is greeted by the first of several historic buildings. Seemingly 
discreet, yet remarkably large, its presence begs curiosity—what is this place? Curiosity peaks 
one’s interest. Continuing down the tree-lined road, branches swaying, leaves rustling, a campus 
begins to unfold. Prominent two story rectangular barracks lined with continuous ribbon 
windows emerge. Behind a wrought iron gate, the Mess Hall/Galley hails as a focal point, a 
second story balcony facing south to the bay. An open space between where an academic 
building once stood and the back of a boathouse further provides a visual dimension of the site. 
To the east, the view widens to include the Infirmary building, now Visitor’s Center, 
appropriately a one story low-profile building so as not to impede the visual experience adjacent 
to the shore. The open space around the area has remained mostly unaltered for over 80 years. 
 
The site meets the “Feeling” aspect of integrity in several ways. The proximity to the San 
Francisco Bay immediately places the visitor in a maritime landscape. The salty air and bay 
breeze are relatable elements, and the estuarine reserve with migratory birds are reminders of the 
sensitive marine environment, susceptible to change. The well-designed “timeless” buildings live 
in harmony with the landscape, allowing the contributing structures to resonate with the 
association and purpose of the maritime training. The Glory of the Seas (Building 14), is itself 
uniquely designed and constructed for a bespoke purpose- to resemble the prow of a ship for 
seamanship and navigational training purposes, and rests at the terminus of the tree lined street, 
overlooking the bay waters. It stands out with its porthole windows and curved façade. The 
upper balconies place the visitor at an elevated vantage point, an expansive view in all directions, 
offering an opportunity to feel as if one is on a ship.  


The Engineering building, a long one and half story building, provides a sense of instructional 
purpose, with wide recessed entryways, double doors and a loading dock. The feeling of hands-
on learning is present throughout the building. 


Three of the remaining two storied barracks are laid out in a symmetrical rectangular pattern 
which resonates a feeling of institutional normalization and rigor. The spacing between the 
buildings are similarly designed with a grassy footprint intended for taking in the sun and 
sheltered by the wind. The low-slung Infirmary welcomes the injured - not requiring them to 
climb too many steps to seek assistance. The visual distance to the war memorial monument 
serves as a reminder of the expansive campus, allowing the visitor to imagine the officer 
candidates enjoying an afternoon game on the recreational field or a celebratory victory picnic. 
The main street, McKay Avenue, retains the original shape and sidewalks, directionally oriented 
to the bay, and feels intimate and private. One can get a sense the scale of the hundreds of officer 
candidates lined-up on a daily basis, assembled in orderly formation, filling the space with 
purpose and intention. Taken as a whole, the district’s buildings retain sufficient integrity to 
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convey a sense of productivity and industry as seamen were energetically training for promotion 
to then rejoin the war effort.  


Association 


The historic identity of the campus relates directly to the purpose and mission of the WWII era 
officers training school. The full scope of activity and importance of the training that took place 
here retain significant integrity with two key instructional buildings extant—Engineering 
(Building 1), Seamanship/Navigation (Building 14)—specialized in training the two pathways 
for maritime officers, engineers and deck officers. These two buildings retain their original 
footprints and design, and provide a sense of the strong association with hands-on maritime 
training. The remaining four barracks, highly visible and strongly relatable, further the 
association with military mobilization. The proximity to the San Francisco Bay and campus 
dimension—from the center of the ballfield where the war memorial monument was later 
appropriately placed, to the top of the Engineering building—faithfully convey the scale of the 
facility.  


 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
Narrative Description  
(see Continuation Sheet) 
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_________________________________________________________________ 
8. Statement of Significance 


 
 Applicable National Register Criteria  
 (Mark "x" in one or more boxes for the criteria qualifying the property for National Register  
 listing.) 


 
A. Property is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the 


broad patterns of our history. 
  


B. Property is associated with the lives of persons significant in our past.  
 


C. Property embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of 
construction or represents the work of a master, or possesses high artistic values, 
or represents a significant and distinguishable entity whose components lack 
individual distinction.  
 


D. Property has yielded, or is likely to yield, information important in prehistory or 
history.  


 
 
 


 
 
 Criteria Considerations  
 (Mark “x” in all the boxes that apply.) 


 
A. Owned by a religious institution or used for religious purposes 


  
B. Removed from its original location   


 
C. A birthplace or grave  


 
D. A cemetery 


 
E. A reconstructed building, object, or structure 


 
F. A commemorative property 


 
G. Less than 50 years old or achieving significance within the past 50 years  


 
 
 
 
 


x
 
  


x
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Areas of Significance 
(Enter categories from instructions.)  


      MARITIME HISTORY 
 MILITARY 
 EDUCATION 
 ARCHITECTURE 


___________________  
___________________  
___________________ 


 
 


Period of Significance 
_____1942-1953____ 
___________________ 
___________________ 


 
 Significant Dates  
 ___________________  
 ___________________ 
 ___________________ 


 
Significant Person 
(Complete only if Criterion B is marked above.) 
___________________  
___________________  
___________________ 


 
 Cultural Affiliation  
 ___________________  
 ___________________  
 ___________________ 


 
 Architect/Builder 
 _Early, Fred J., Jr. (builder)____ 
 _Esherick, Joseph (architect)_  
 _Bruno, Harry (architect)_ 
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Statement of Significance Summary Paragraph (Provide a summary paragraph that includes 
level of significance, applicable criteria, justification for the period of significance, and any 
applicable criteria considerations.)  
 
The United States Maritime Service Officers School is eligible for the National Register of 
Historic Places under Criterion A at the local level of significance for its association with efforts 
of the United States to train Merchant Marine officers during the Second World War and the 
early phases of the Cold War and the Korean War, in the areas of Maritime, Military, and 
Education. In addition, the property is eligible under Criterion C as a locally significant example 
of Moderne/Second Bay Tradition architecture as executed by Harry Bruno, who designed the 
initial 1942 phase of the complex. The property’s period of significance is 1942-1953. 
 
 
 
 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
Narrative Statement of Significance (Provide at least one paragraph for each area of 
significance.)   
 
The Maritime Service Officers School, Alameda is eligible for the National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP) due to its significance under National Register Criteria A and C. No other edifice 
serving a similar purpose remains extant today, and very few examples of this architectural style- 
particularly the “western” version of early WWII construction in the International “moderne” 
Second Bay Tradition style- are extant. The district possesses significance under both Criteria A 
and C for the period 1943 to 1953, encompassing World War II and the Korean War. After 
1953, the property was utilized for Civil Defense training during the Cold War. 
 
While the site in its entirety has been reduced in scope, the remaining structures - particularly 
Buildings 1, 2A, 2B, 2C, 2D, and 7 effectively convey the planned layout in which buildings do 
not predominate over others, thus sharing a common focality, as well as the perpendicular 
squared orientation of the primary living structures (mess hall and barracks). Building 1 
functioned as the Engineering building and has historical significance in the specific training that 
took place here, preparing officer mariners for critical hands-on work related to war vessels. 
Building 14 on its own is very rare and unique in its purpose in navigational training and 
Building 15 conveys that the original site spanned both sides of the present-day McKay Avenue. 
Object 1, the war memorial monument, built while the school was still in operation, is located by 
a recreational field of the original campus, and further conveys a visual expansiveness of the 
district. Thus, while from a total structure and acreage count perspective, site integrity for the 
U.S. Maritime Officers School may appear to have been dramatically impacted, in fact the 8 
structures and one object enumerated here, when taken as a whole, provide effective and 
meaningful visual reminders of the important function the site once served, its prior scope, as 
well as its influence on post-war institutional architecture.    
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Regarding Criterion A, the U.S. Maritime Service Officers School in Alameda was one of only 
two officers training schools in the WWII era (1943-1946) especially designed to train active 
experienced seamen preparing for promotion to officer, and the only one during the Korean War 
(1950-1953). It played a critical role in training 6,513 seamen to become deck and engineering 
officers to command the merchant fleet. This fleet provided critical supplies to fighting ships and 
armies across all theaters of war in these conflicts. Long overlooked, the U.S. Merchant Marine 
has over time garnered more recognition - including formal recognition of Veterans’ status in 
1988 and receiving as a group the Congressional Medal of Honor in 2020. Mariners experienced 
the highest fatality rates of any branch of service during WWII. Extant buildings on the site 
today represent a mix of “working” buildings (the Engineering Building, and the Glory of the 
Seas Seamanship Building) as well as “living” buildings- the Infirmary and 5 barracks. Four of 
the barracks - 2A-D maintain the original campus design in terms of perpendicular buildings 
connected via covered walkways. Building 7 barracks maintain a portion of the adjacent 
walkway. While “living” buildings are sometimes considered less relevant to significance, we 
think in this case the preserved campus layout serves as a visual reminder of the broader scope of 
the facility. The challenge faced by these seamen and officers was distinctive amongst service 
branches, in that a much-reduced crew was expected to manage a ship which would otherwise be 
crewed with a much larger staff in other branches such as the U.S. Navy. For example, a Liberty 
Ship with a crew of 50 mariners, when converted for naval use would carry a crew of over 200 
sailors. As a result, this group had a unique camaraderie in the history of naval warfare and 
logistics. This is an important distinction to make in that the relevant training correlated with 
closer relationships amongst the mariners. This tight-knit community is reflected in the compact 
campus of the officer training facility. Thus, the district has substantial historical significance in 
terms of Criterion A.   
 
Regarding Criterion C, the U.S. Maritime Service Officers School is a significant example of 
WWII rapid design and construction, but also a rare example of the International “moderne” 
style of the Second Bay Tradition, particularly unique to our Bay Area and rooted in influential 
architects such as Bernard Maybeck. Architects such as Joseph Esherick (1946: blueprint of an 
addition to U.S. Maritime Officer Training School in Alameda, CA- razed), Gardner Dailey 
(1942: U.S. Maritime Cadet School, San Mateo, CA–razed), Carl Warnecke (1942: Atchison 
Village, Richmond, CA; 1942: Lockwood Gardens, Oakland, CA), Donald Olsen (1942: Kaiser 
Shipyards, Richmond, CA), Henry Hill (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers), all received contracts 
for war housing and mobilization. William Wurster was charged with overseeing war-housing 
commissions in 1942 for the Advisory Committee for the National Housing Agency and was 
likely influential in connecting local architects to these regional projects. Of note is an article 
referencing Gardner Dailey who designed the U.S. Maritime Cadet School in San Mateo, CA. 
This style of architecture was recognized in 1944 by the Modern Art Museum in New York and 
highlighted in their Built in USA:1932-1944 exhibition. The U.S. Maritime Officer School in 
Alameda has a strong visual resemblance to this site. Furthermore, 1956 blueprints from 
modifications signed by Harold A Onstad were found recently on the property. Onstad was 
employed by William Wurster and his associates Emmons and Bernadi. Recent research and 
discovery of the original drawings in the Alameda Museum warehouse has uncovered that the 
architect was Harry A. Bruno, a contemporary and colleague of those cited above. Harry A. 
Bruno was a notable and prolific architect, graduated from U.C. Berkeley in 1932, and received 
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the highest distinction of “Fellowship” by the American Institute of Architects. According to the 
A.I.A., Fellowship status is awarded when an architect “has a body of work and contributions to 
the profession and society that they are elevated to the college.” Harry A. Bruno was also 
designated President of the East Bay Chapter of the A.I.A., and his membership file includes 
references from the Governor of California (Ronald Reagan) as well as several other respected 
architects such as Vincent Raney, Vernon DeMars, Don Hardison, Henry Wright, Lee Stuart 
Darrow, and others, hence demonstrating strong support of his work. Two of his residential 
projects have been included within properties listed in the National Register: Patrick Rodgers 
Farm, 315 Cortsen Rd. Pleasant Hill, CA and the Stanley Dollar Residence in Walnut Creek, CA. 
 
His work includes both institutional and residential projects, including prominent maritime 
developments such as Jack London Square, Oakland, CA, Watergate at Emeryville, CA and 
Marina at Ballena Bay, Alameda, CA. His institutional projects include two elementary schools 
in Oakland--Jefferson School and Santa Fe School. His residential projects include dozens of 
homes in prominent neighborhoods in Alameda, Piedmont, Oakland, Berkeley, El Cerrito. His 
work has been recognized in Sunset Magazines as exemplary design of modern homes (1938 and 
1946), and his work has been cited in publications related to early mid-century modern Bay Area 
architecture.  
 
The facility was intentionally designed as a modern campus which combines the international 
modernist movement with local features such as wood frames, and an egalitarian design which 
doesn’t place auxiliary buildings in a subservient visual position when compared to a central 
focal point (e.g., an administrative building). Most larger-scaled rapid construction projects from 
this era (early WWII) have been demolished or reconfigured to such an extent as to no longer 
resemble the original look and feel of the structures. That this district’s buildings served in 
numerous capacities beyond the Maritime School for decades after the U.S. Maritime 
Commission closed its school is a testament to the unusual durability of this site. Its significant 
concrete foundations suggest that unlike many of the “instant cities” built at this time, structures 
here were intended for more sustained use. In particular, the Glory of the Seas Seamanship 
building is notable in its unique design for a bespoke training purpose.    
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American Merchant Marine at War 
---www.usmm.org 
 
---http://www.usmm.org/alameda.html 
 
---http://www.usmm.org/postermisc2b.html#pm1 William Morris Thomas, Jr. US Merchant 
Marine from Alameda, cover of the Heed their Call/ War Bonds Ad. 
 
B. NEWSPAPERS 
 
Alameda Times Star 
“Final Day of Sea School”, November 27, 1953. 
“Memorial to Blackie-Maritime School’s Dog,” August 15, 1974. 
 
Appeal-Democrat. Marysville, CA.  
“Miss Edna Fisher and Harry Bruno Will Wed Feb. 21,” Feb. 13, 1943. p. 4. 
 
Bakersfield Californian, Bakersfield, CA. 
“Architects to Display New Designs,” May 5, 1955. 
 
Daily Independent Journal (San Rafael, CA) 
“Paradise Cove Man Named to Reed Board”, May 23, 1951. 
 
Oakland Tribune 
“Candidates Sign Up for California Varsity Eleven,” Sept. 3, 1930, p. 32. 
"Oakland Gets Marine School," Sept. 1, 1938. 
"Proposed Development of Government Island," March 12, 1939. 
"Coast Guard To Expand Alameda Base," April 2, 1941. 
“Many Visitors View Lafayette Oaks Home,” Sept. 21, 1941, p. 27. 
"New Maritime Office To Be Opened Here By May 1," April 17, 1942. 
"Ship Training School To Be Dedicated," July 7, 1943. 
"Maritime School Is Dedicated," July 11, 1943. 
"Alameda's...Maritime School To Be Continued After War," Aug. 19, 1943. 
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"Maritime School At Alameda Wins Praise...," Dec. 15, 1943. 
"Maritime School Head Moved," Jan. 11, 1944. 
"New Maritime Head Inspects Alameda Base," Jan. 20, 1944. 
"Alameda Maritime School's Fate Rests With Congress," March 24, 1947. 
"Maritime School Closing Urged," July 13, 1947. 
“Home Design Lecture,” May 27, 1949, P. 83. 
"New Planetarium To Aid Training At Maritime Station," Dec. 12, 1950. 
“Architects to Hold Forum Panel Monday,” April 1, 1953, p. 12.  
"Congressman Miller Protests Closing of Maritime School," Oct. 21, 1953. 
"Alameda Fights For U.S. Maritime School," Oct. 28, 1953. 
"Fate Of Maritime Schools To Be Aired At Washington," Nov. 19, 1953. 
"U.S. Maritime School In Alameda Closes Tonight," Jan. 31, 1954. 
“A Chi O's Move to New Home,” April 24, 1955, p. 97. 
"Ruling Asked On Training School," July 31, 1955. 
“Clubhouse Plan Faces Defeat,” May 18, 1956, p. 32. 
“Banquet Hall Plans Approved,” June 19, 1956, p. 33. 
"Alameda Seeks Idle U.S. Academy," Oct. 15, 1957. 
"Alameda Maritime School Held Surplus, Ordered Sold," Dec. 1, 1957. 
"Maritime School Park Proposed," March 9, 1958. 
“Walk of the Town,” Jan. 16, 1958. p. 25.  
"Former Marine Center Valued at $1 ,745,000," Aug. 14, 1959. 
"Alameda Will Pass UP Station--Now," Feb. 3, 1960. 
"Maritime Station Bids Submitted," June 30, 1960. 
"G.S.A. Receives Six Bids For Defunct...Station," October 20, 1960. 
"Apartments To Cover Fabled Playground," Feb. 5, 1961. 
"New Neptune Beach Takes Shape." Feb. 5, 1961. 
“Board Backs Boatel Plan for Estuary,”  Feb. 7, 1961. p. 23. 
“Sea Food Grotto Plan Approved,” Nov. 17, 1964. p. 9. 
"Half Way House For Alameda," Jan. 31, 1967. 
"Alameda's Seaside Celebration," June 9, 1967. 
"12 Indians Arrested In Alameda Protest," March 24, 1970.  
“Harry Bruno Named President of Oakland Chamber of Commerce,” June 16, 1970. p. 13. 
“Bruno Elected Fellow By A.I.A.” April 23, 1972. p. 65. 
"Blast Rips Bay Indian Bureau," June 27, 1975. 
 
San Francisco Chronicle 
"SchooI For Seamen," Jan. [-] 1948. 
"Maritime School Shuts November 30," Oct. 20, 1953. 
“Something's Afoot in Oakland,” July 10, 1977. 
 
San Francisco Examiner 
"Training School For U.S. Seamen" (Shipping News), Sept. 2, 1938. 
"Alameda Site For New U.S. Navy School," Sept. 15, 1942. 
“Storage Walls for Space,” April 19, 1953. p. 51. 
“Gets Full Sun,” May 3, 1953. 
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“Build In Your Television Set,” Oct. 25, 1953. p. 59. 
“California Spring Garden Show--'Vacation in the Redwoods',”  
April 25, 1954. p. 53.  
“Elegant Piedmont Living,” October 15, 1995. p. 126. 
“Real Estate Listing” 6642 Longwalk Drive by Harry Bruno, Oct. 15, 1995.  p. 124. 
 
State of California. Division of Beaches and Parks. "Alameda Memorial State Beach-
Topography." Site plan, one sheet, surveyed April 1961, drawn Nov. 1962. State of California. 
Division of Beaches and Parks. "Alameda Memorial State Beach--Acquisition Map." Showing 
property lines, one sheet, drawn May 10, 1961, rev. May 4, 1964. 
 
C. ORAL HISTORIES 
Library of Congress. American Folklife Center. Veterans History Project.  
 
---Bernard W. Clayton. Tyler, Texas. Oct. 1 2003. 
https://stream-media.loc.gov/vhp/video/afc2001001_015760_mv0001001_640x480_800.mp4 
 
---Louis Tullio Schiavon. California. June 6 2007.  
http://memory.loc.gov/diglib/vhp/story/loc.natlib.afc2001001.65386/#vhp:official 
 
---Arnold DeHeus. Olympia, WA. December 30, 2003.  
http://memory.loc.gov/diglib/vhp/story/loc.natlib.afc2001001.32499/ 
 
--Kenneth D. Blue. Grass Valley, CA. Oct. 30 2007. https://stream-
media.loc.gov/vhp/audio/afc2001001_054283_sr0001001.mp3 
 


D. LIBRARIES, ARCHIVES, AND PEOPLE CONSULTED  
 
American Institute of Architects, email assistance from A.I.A. Honors and Awards.  
 
Alameda Museum Archive, assistance from Valerie Turpen and Myrna VanLuntern. 
 
American Merchant Marine Veterans, assistance from Shela Sova. 
 
California State Bakersfield, Walter Stiern Library, Historical Research Center, email assistance 
from Donato Cruz. 
 
Connecticut State Parks, Fort Trumbull, assistance from Michael McKenna.  
 
Crab Cove Visitor Center, Robert W. Crown Memorial State Beach, Alameda. 
 
EHDD Architects, email assistance from Glennis Briggs and Chuck Davis. 
 
MARAD, Maritime Administration, email assistance from Andrew Larimore. 
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Minor, Woodruff. Alameda Historian. Email assistance. 
 
National Archives, San Bruno, assistance from Aaron Seltzer.  
 
National Archives 2, College Park, MD, assistance from Supervisory Archivists, William Wade 
and Amy Reytar. 
 
National Maritime Museum, J. Porter Shaw Library, San Francisco, assistance from Gina Bardi. 
 
Seamen's Church Institute Archive: Oral histories. 
 
Serraino, Pierluigi. Architect. Email assistance.  
 
Stanford University. Department of Art and Art History, assistance from Professor V. Turner.  
Stanford University. Special Collections, assistance from Tim Noakes. 
 
U.S. Coast Guard, Pacific Area Historian, Pacific Area Public Affairs Office, assistance from 
David S. Rosen.  
 
University of California at Berkeley, College of Environmental Design Archives, assistance from 
Katie Riddle.  
---Joseph Esherick Collection. Entry 4632. U.S. Maritime Service Training Station, 
Alameda.1946. 
 
University of Washington. College of Built Environments, assistance from Professor Alan 
Michelson.  
 
Warnecke & Warnecke Archive. Healdsburg, CA., assistance from Margo Warnecke Merck. 
 
Watts, Ian, Ph.D. Historian on the U.S. Merchant Marines.  
https://ianewatts.org/blog/2012/09/15/u-s-naval-reserve-insignia/ 
 


E. OTHER  
 
Notable Projects by Harry Alexander Bruno, F.A.I.A. Include: 
*Denotes project included in National Register property 
 
1939*  Residence of author Alice Tisdale: 315 Cortsen Rd. Pleasant Hill, CA 
 
1940  Smith Residence: 6642 Longwalk Drive, Oakland, CA  
 
1941   Lafayette Oaks Home development, Lafayette, CA 
 







United States Department of the Interior  
National Park Service / National Register of Historic Places Registration Form  
NPS Form 10-900     OMB Control No. 1024-0018      
 
United States Maritime Service Officers School  Alameda, CA 
Name of Property                   County and State 


 
 


1942  U.S. Maritime Officers Training School, Alameda, CA 
 
1945  Residence: 1240 Hawthorne St, Alameda, CA 
 
1948  Residence: 1417-19 Walnut St, Alameda, CA 
1948  Residence: 5551 Country Club Rd. Oakland, CA 
 
1949  El Cerrito Library, El Cerrito, CA 
1949  McLeod Residence: 55 Sierra Ave., Piedmont, CA 
1949  Residence: 138 Wildwood Gardens, Piedmont, CA 
 
1950  Residence: 1401 Atwell Rd. El Cerrito, CA 
1950  Commercial Building: 1417-9 Webster St, Alameda, CA 
 
1951  Residence: 77 Eucalyptus Rd. Berkeley, CA 
1951  Residence: 1517 La Vereda, Berkeley, CA 
 
1952  Medical (front addition): 2238 Santa Clara Ave., Alameda, CA 
 
1952-1964 Sea Wolf Restaurant,(Jack London Square) Oakland, CA  
  (later became Scott’s Restaurant) 


Grotto Restaurant, (Jack London Square) Oakland, CA 
(later became Kincaid’s Restaurant) 
Convention and Banquet Building, (Jack London Square) Oakland, CA 
Oakland Port Administration Building (66 Jack London Square- F-107) 
The Boatel (Jack London Square), Oakland, CA 
(later Waterfront Plaza Hotel) 


 
1953  Medical: 2219 Santa Clara Ave., Alameda, CA  
1953  Ranch House, Mendocino County, CA 
1953  Residence: 119 Dudley Ave. Piedmont, CA 
 
1954  McDonnell Nursery, Walnut Creek, CA 
1954*  Stanley Dollar Residence: Walnut Creek, CA 
1954  East Contra Costa College Student Building, with John C. Warnecke,  
  (Diablo Valley College) 
 
1955  Alpha Chi Omega, Sorority, Berkeley, CA 
1955  Medical: 2223 Santa Clara Ave,. Alameda, CA 
1955  Jefferson School, Oakland, CA 
 
1956  Residence: 108 Dudley Drive. Piedmont, CA 
 
1957  Alameda Municipal Golf Course Clubhouse, Alameda, CA 
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1959  Residence: 4859 Geranium Place, Oakland, CA 94619 
 
1960  Santa Fe School, Oakland, CA 
 
1964  Oakland Title Insurance and Guarantee Co./ Title Insurance and Trust Co.,  


1700 Webster St. Oakland, CA 
 
1968  Trans International Airlines Building, Oakland, CA 
 
1969  Marina at Ballena Bay, Alameda, CA 
 
1972  Watergate, Emeryvilla, CA (in collaboration with William Wurster) 
 
From A.I.A. Membership File: 
Projects cover a wide range: schools, residences, restaurants, marinas, office buildings. His 
design is free from passing fads while at the same time it is as new as tomorrow. Nominee 
received from A.I.A. in 1969 “Citation for Excellence in Community Architecture: in the design 
of the individual buildings and the overall planning at Jack London Square. 
 
President of East Bay Chapter A.I.A. 
Vice-President of the East Bay Chapter A.I.A. 
Member of local and State committees. 
Chapter Delegate to California Council, A.I.A.  
 
President, Oakland Chamber of Commerce 
Commissioner, Bay Conservation and Development Commission (appointed by the governor) 
Vice Chairman, Board of Examiners and Appeals, Oakland Building Department 
Chairman, Construction Industries Committee 
Member, Oakland Economic Development Council 
Member, Board of Governors, Oakland Cultural Foundation 
President, North Oakland Kiwanis Club 


 
 
 
 
___________________________________________________________________________ 
  
Previous documentation on file (NPS):  
 
____ preliminary determination of individual listing (36 CFR 67) has been requested 
____ previously listed in the National Register 
____ previously determined eligible by the National Register 
____ designated a National Historic Landmark  
____ recorded by Historic American Buildings Survey   #____________ 
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____ recorded by Historic American Engineering Record # __________ 
____ recorded by Historic American Landscape Survey # ___________ 
 
Primary location of additional data:  
_x__ State Historic Preservation Office 
____ Other State agency 
_x__ Federal agency 
____ Local government 
____ University 
____ Other 
         Name of repository: ______General Services Administration _______ 
 
Historic Resources Survey Number (if assigned): ________________ 
 
 


______________________________________________________________________________ 
10. Geographical Data 


 
 Acreage of Property ____13.5 acres_______ 


 
 


Use either the UTM system or latitude/longitude coordinates 
 
Latitude/Longitude Coordinates 
Datum if other than WGS84:__________ 
(enter coordinates to 6 decimal places) 
1. Latitude: 37.770890  Longitude: -122.280033 


 
2. Latitude: 37.768153  Longitude: -122.280089 


 
3. Latitude: 37.768117  Longitude: -122.276578 


 
4. Latitude: 37.770862  Longitude: -122.276584 
 
 
 
Or  
UTM References  
Datum (indicated on USGS map):  
 


           NAD 1927     or        NAD 1983 
 
 


1. Zone:  Easting:    Northing:   
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2. Zone: Easting:    Northing: 
 


3. Zone: Easting:   Northing: 
 


4. Zone: Easting :   Northing: 
  
 
 


 
 
 
Verbal Boundary Description (Describe the boundaries of the property.) 
 
North South parallel to McKay Ave, west as far as the property boundary encompassing 
Buildings 1 and 7, and east to encompass Building 15 (Visitor’s Center) and Object 1 (War 
Memorial Monument). North as far as Building 1 northern border, South as far as the 
southern border of Building 14.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
Boundary Justification (Explain why the boundaries were selected.) 
 
In order to encompass all surviving buildings on the west side of McKay Ave (1, 2A-2D, 7, 
14) as well as those on the east side of McKay Ave (15), including the war memorial 
monument (object 1) located in extant recreational field. 


 
 
______________________________________________________________________________ 


11. Form Prepared By 
 
name/title: ____Carmen Reid___________________________ 
organization: _ Alameda Architectural Preservation Society___ 
street & number: _____1811 Clinton Ave.______________ 
city or town:  __Alameda__________ state: _____CA_____ zip code:___94501___ 
e-mail____anthrospeak@yahoo.com______ 
telephone:_____(510) 864-2991____ 
date:_____May 26, 2022_________ 
 
 
___________________________________________________________________________ 


 
Additional Documentation 
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Submit the following items with the completed form: 


Maps:   A USGS map or equivalent (7.5 or 15 minute series) indicating the property's
location.


Sketch map for historic districts and properties having large acreage or numerous
resources.  Key all photographs to this map.


Photographs 
Submit clear and descriptive photographs.  The size of each image must be 1600x1200 pixels 
(minimum), 3000x2000 preferred, at 300 ppi (pixels per inch) or larger.  Key all photographs 
to the sketch map. Each photograph must be numbered and that number must correspond to 
the photograph number on the photo log.  For simplicity, the name of the photographer, 
photo date, etc. may be listed once on the photograph log and doesn’t need to be labeled on 
every photograph. 


Photo Log 


Name of Property:  United States Maritime Service Officers School 


City or Vicinity: Alameda 


County: Alameda    State:  CA 


Photographer:  Carmen Reid  


Date Photographed:  April 2021 
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Description of Photograph(s) and number, include description of view indicating direction of 
camera: 
 


Photo 1. Building 1.  
Photo 2. Building 2A.  
Photo 3. Buildings 2B and 2C.  
Photo 4. Building 2C.  
Photo 5. Building 2D.  
Photo 6. Building 7.  
Photo 7. Building 14.  
Photo 8. Building 15.  
Photo 9. Monument (Object 1, Marker 16).  
Photo 10. Plaque (Marker 16).  
Photo 11.Monument and field looking east. 
Photo 12. Monument and field looking west. 
Photo 13. McKay Ave. looking north. 
Photo 14. McKay Ave. looking south. 
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Figures Log 
(See Continuation Sheets, Additional Documentation) 


See attached. 
 


Figure 1. Map of contributing buildings.  
Figure 2. Map of area, satellite view.   
Figure 3. Map of Alameda and shore. 
Figure 4. Map of area. 
Figure 5. Map, parcel map.   
Figure 6. Map of Alameda and Oakland.  
Figure 7. Map of Alameda.  
Figure 8. Historic photo, building 14 to right. 
Figure 9. Historic photo, building 1 to right. 
Figure 10. Historic photo, building 18. 
Figure 11. Historic photo, main gate. 
Figure 12. Historic photo, building 1 - engineering.  
Figure 13. Historic photo, building 18. 
Figure 14. Historic photo, looking north along McKay Ave, building 2d in background. 
Figure 15. Historic photo, aerial view of school. 
Figure 16. Historic photo, building 1, Engineering 
Figure 17. Historic photo, buildings 2A, 2B: Young America Hall, Hurricane Hall 
(Barracks) 
Figure 18. Historic photo, building 2C, Golden Light (Barracks) 
Figure 19. Historic photo, building 2D, Sovereign of the Seas (Mess Hall/Galley) 
Figure 20. Historic photo, building 7, Lightning Hall (Barracks) 
Figure 21. Historic photo, building 14, Glory of the Seas (Seamanship) 
Figure 22. Historic photo, building 15, Red Cross Hall (Infirmary) 
Figure 23. Historic photo, building 8, Paint Locker (non-contributing)  
Figure 24. Historic photo, building 9, Storage (non-contributing) 
Figure 25. Historic photo, building 10, Storage (non-contributing) 
Figure 26. Historic photo, building 12, Sewer Pump (non-contributing) 
Figure 27. Historic photo, McKay Ave., building 2D, Orders of the Day 
Figure 28. Historic photo, McKay Ave., Orders of the Day 
Figure 29. Historic photo, building 2A (McKay Ave.), blues uniform lineup 
Figure 30. Historic photo, flag signals 
Figure 31. Historic photo, Officer candidates march along McKay Ave. 
Figure 32. Historic photo, McKay Ave., arrival by bus 
Figure 33. Historic photo, recruiting bus 
Figure 34. Historic photo, near Building 14 
Figure 35. Historic photo, license examinations 
Figure 36. Historic photo, building 2D, mess hall/galley 
Figure 37. Historic photo, building 1, engineering instruction 
Figure 38. Historic photo, building 1, engineering instruction 
Figure 39. Historic photo, issuing new uniforms 
Figure 40. Historic photo, building 1, Engineering, Steam Engine Theory 
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Figure 41. Historic photo, fire training 
Figure 42. Historic photo, Lifeboat training 
Figure 43. Historic photo, boat training, San Francisco Bay 
Figure 44. Historic photo, anti-aircraft training 
Figure 45. Historic photo, class in passive defense to chemical warfare 
Figure 46. Historic photo, Officer candidates participate in Pacific Coast Merchant 
Marine rowing regatta 
Figure 47. Historic photo, view from Building 14, Glory of the Seas, Seamanship 
building 
Figure 48. Historic photo, Officer candidates donate blood to Red Cross  
Figure 49. Historic photo, building 1, Engineering, welding for the pony break of the 
triple expansion Reciprocating Engine 
Figure 50. Historic photo, McKay Ave. looking south 
Figure 51. Historic photo, water safety skills 
Figure 52. Historic photo, building 14 (Glory of the Seas), Navigational Training 
Figure 53. Historic photo, memorial plaque 
Figure 54. Historic photo, recreational field, southeast view 
Figure 55. Historic photo, Victory Day picnic in recreational area  
Figure 56. Historic photo, assembly, looking southeast 
Figure 57. Historic photo, Memorial monument.  
Figure 58. Historic photo, building 1, Engineering, boiler room addition by Joseph 
Esherick 
Figure 59. Historic photo, detail of Building 1, Engineering, boiler room addition by 
Joseph Esherick 
Figure 60. Historic photo, cover page of architectural blueprints by Harry A. Bruno 
Figure 61. Historic photo, detail of cover page of architectural blueprints by Harry A. 
Bruno 
Figure 62. Historic photo, Harry A. Bruno, architect, resume 
Figure 63. Map view of parcels. 
Figure 64. Geographic Location of Nomination. 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 
 
 
Paperwork Reduction Act Statement:  This information is being collected for nominations to the National Register of Historic 
Places to nominate properties for listing or determine eligibility for listing, to list properties, and to amend existing listings.  Response 
to this request is required to obtain a benefit in accordance with the National Historic Preservation Act, as amended (16 U.S.C.460 
et seq.). We may not conduct or sponsor and you are not required to respond to a collection of information unless it displays a 
currently valid OMB control number. 
Estimated Burden Statement:  Public reporting burden for each response using this form is estimated to be between the Tier 1 
and Tier 4 levels with the estimate of the time for each tier as follows: 
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Tier 1 – 60-100 hours 
Tier 2 – 120 hours 
Tier 3 – 230 hours 
Tier 4 – 280 hours 


 
The above estimates include time for reviewing instructions, gathering and maintaining data, and preparing and transmitting 
nominations. Send comments regarding these estimates or any other aspect of the requirement(s) to the Service Information 
Collection Clearance Officer, National Park Service, 1201 Oakridge Drive Fort Collins, CO 80525. 
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Narrative Description  
 
INTRODUCTION 
The proposed district, 13.5 acres, is comprised of eight contributing buildings of the former U.S. Maritime Service Officers 
School, and one object, a war memorial monument, currently located on three adjacent parcels, all government owned. Five 
buildings (1, 2A, 2B, 2C, and 2D) are part of the former Alameda Federal Center complex owned by the General Services 
Administration (3.67 acres). Building 7 is on East Bay Regional Park District land (3.89 acres at 1252 McKay Ave, purchased 
in 2015). Buildings 14, 15 and Object 1 span both sides of McKay Avenue and are managed by East Bay Regional Parks as a 
Visitor’s Center and offices but are located on State-owned Crown Memorial Beach land (5.93). The U.S. Maritime Service 
Officers School was one of only two schools specifically established by the United States Maritime Service during World War II 
to train deck and engineering officers for duty on American merchant vessels.  
 
The Maritime Officers school was built in 1942 and designed in the style of Joseph Esherick, Gardner Dailey, Eldridge T. 
Spencer and John Carl Warnecke—prominent architects who were very active in west coast military construction at the time.  
Gardner Dailey designed a similar but smaller U.S. Maritime Cadet Training School in nearby San Mateo in 1942 (razed) with 
brown shingled exteriors that blended into the landscape complemented by canopied walkways. Textual records from the San 
Mateo school indicate collaborative correspondence between the War Shipping Administration, U.S. Maritime Commission, 
Coast Guard Engineering, local contractors and architect to bring the project into fruition. Likely a similar process, the Alameda 
campus for officer candidates would have required close collaboration amongst all parties.  
 
Original blueprint drawings of U.S Maritime Officers Training School were recently discovered in 2021 uncatalogued in the 
warehouse of the Alameda Museum. The architect listed on the cover sheet is Harry A. Bruno, a contemporary of the 
aforementioned architects and graduate of U.C. Berkeley in 1932. His projects later included other maritime projects such as 
the development at waterfront Jack London Square and well-known restaurants, Watergate at Emeryville and Marina at 
Ballena Bay in Alameda. The school was built to function as a pre-war mobilization training site. Construction on the 32-acre 
site began on October 29 1942 and was completed three months later on January 29 1943 by San Francisco construction firm 
Fred J. Early, Jr. A blueprint drawing from the U.C. Berkeley archives states Joseph Esherick as the architect of an addition 
that was made to the facility in 1946 (razed). Esherick notes in his oral history that he also worked on the U.S. Maritime Cadet 
School alongside Gardner Dailey. The strong collaboration of notable Bay Area architects during WWII, particularly those 
connected with U.C. Berkeley, left a permanence of modern design that forever changed the architectural landscape in the 
Bay Area. This pivotal point in our nation’s history, rapid mobilization for both military training and housing, cemented 
California’s contribution to those efforts and left a legacy of industrious and hard-working individuals who had arrived from 
across the United States and transformed the fabric of modern society in the Bay Area. 
 
When the officers school became decommissioned, the G.S.A. sought to make alterations in the 1950s to accommodate 
further training during the Korean War. In 1947 the site was renamed the U.S. Maritime Service Training School as its purpose 
was no longer focused mostly on officers but encompassed a wider curriculum for seamen and officers seeking to advance 
their knowledge in additional courses to support advanced training. The school officially closed in 1953 and was deactivated in 
1954. A portion of the property was then declared surplus, and in 1961 the G.S.A. sold over 20 acres to private developers 
and one portion to the State to incorporate into the existing Crown Memorial State Beach. At this time, several buildings were 
demolished, and the G.S.A. retained a 7.6-acre parcel.  
 
Of the original twenty-five structures, twelve have been removed. Today, the district is comprised of a total of thirteen original 
one- and two-story buildings. The wood-framed buildings were designed with flat roofs and concrete foundations, typical in 
style of the International “moderne” Second Bay Region style, unique to this geographical area. This design is rooted in the 
First Bay Region style influenced by Bernard Maybeck. The architects mentioned above had close affiliations and/or 
apprenticed with Maybeck. This style harks back to a uniquely northern California natural landscape with dark redwood 
shingled siding, contrasted with painted white trim awning windows. The campus was designed in this style, but with modern 
asbestos shingles painted to resemble natural redwood, and similarly contrasted with painted white trimmed awning windows. 
This influence is clearly visible and retains visual integrity despite the change in paint color and alterations to the window 
casing.  
 
It should be noted that this environmentally focused adaptation of European moderne - in which a northern California “woodsy” 
context is incorporated into the design aesthetic, would subsequently become standard in all Bay Area architecture.   
 
The mobilization efforts during WWII spawned perhaps the most intensive rapid construction boom of wartime infrastructure in 
United States history.  
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SETTING 
The district lies along McKay Avenue, a tree-lined road that ends at the San Francisco Bay, adjacent to an estuarine reserve. 
The remaining 13.5 acres as a district (of the original 32 acres) includes now three parcels--a northern parcel, southern parcel 
and a southeastern parcel that spans both sides of the street. The northern parcel includes Buildings 1, 2A, 2B, 2C, 2D, 8, 9, 
10, 12, (sewage pumping station-across the street on McKay Avenue) and Building 13. Within the complex of the northern 
parcel, the area includes three streets: Richardson Avenue running north to south, and S. Cressey Drive and North Cressey 
Drive, short parallel streets running east to west at the northernmost border of the parcel. The northern parcel is enclosed by a 
continuous black wrought iron fence with openings at both North Cressey Drive and South Cressey Drive as well as a wide 
double entry driveway into an extensive parking lot adjacent to Building 2D.  
 
The southern parcel, adjacent to the shoreline, includes one original building--Building 7 (Lighting Hall). This area managed by 
East Bay Regional Parks includes open space and black wrought iron fencing along McKay Avenue. Within the southern 
parcel is Gardener Drive, running east to west with an exit at McKay Avenue. Parallel to McKay Avenue is Richardson Avenue 
that extends north to south to the northern parcel. The southeastern parcel includes Building 14 (Glory of the Seas), Building 
15 (Infirmary), and Object 1 (War Memorial Monument), adjacent to the bay and State Parks land.  
 
The buildings within the district are stand-alone structures, with the exception of connected covered walkways between 
Buildings 2A, 2B, 2C and 2D, and another canopied walkway by Building 7. The landscaping includes a variety of mature trees 
on the easternmost side of both the northern and southern parcel, as well as mature oak and plane trees that line McKay 
Avenue. A pair of palm trees stand at the end of the McKay Avenue adjacent to the shoreline and the Glory of the Seas. The 
southeastern parcel includes an open recreational space surrounding the war memorial monument in the vicinity of where the 
school’s softball field was once located, as well as a tree-lined path. The landscaping is well cared for on all parcels.  
 
OVERALL BUILDING DESCRIPTION 
Note: Building numbers used herein refer to current building numbers referenced in the Figure 1 map. 
 
The district buildings were designed with not only a utilitarian function to train officers in navigation and seamanship skills to 
prepare for wartime activity, but intentionally conceived by a modern movement of architecture. This movement moved away 
from traditional forms and construction techniques and emphasized clean horizontal lines throughout the design, incorporating 
rapid construction methods representing a streamlined International style. The functional design lends itself to an aesthetic 
toward minimal intersecting planes. This style was influenced by European architects such as Mies Van de Rohe and Le 
Corbusier, considered today as the fathers of minimalist architecture and studied extensively by architecture students for the 
past decades. One of the characteristics of this design is to maximize space while maintaining a feeling of openness. This goal 
was clearly achieved at this site as the buildings are stand-alone yet interconnected through a series of walkways. The 
windows are an important element of this design as well. 


The International style with its starkly unornamented appearance of rectangular shapes, 
punctuated with bands of windows, announced a new "modern" view of the style and purpose 
of architecture. Inspired by the Cubism of modern art in Europe, the boxy shapes of 
International style buildings embodied a new social theory of architecture as well. With brave 
new shapes and forms utilizing new construction technologies of the time, the International 
style was portrayed as a new kind of architecture designed solely to meet the needs of the 
common people in the Machine Age. 
(http://www.phmc.state.pa.us/portal/communities/architecture/styles/modern-
movements.html)  


The architectural style of the district is a fine and rare example of this period in California military architecture, even as a 
reduced number of the original buildings remain. The overall square footage of extant buildings represents approximately 50% 
of the original. Not only have the buildings stood the test of time both in function and in style, but they are a rare existing 
example of a military training facility that incorporated these unique and modern design elements during the1940s pre-war 
mobilization efforts. The buildings are all of one and two-story wood frame construction and concrete foundation, with 
cantilevered roof overhangs and open walkways between the original living quarters (barracks). It is important to note that the 
concrete foundations are exposed, approximately 3 feet high, and appear structurally sound. The simple horizontal lines are 
accentuated by double, triple and quadruple rows of rectangular windows that pushed outward. These have been replaced 
with aluminum windows, the top and bottom which pivot outward; however, they could be restored to its original wood framed 
design. With the exception of the attic and north side of the Engineering building (Building 1), all of the windows have been 
replaced with aluminum windows. The windows in particular are a dominant feature of the International modern style and 
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unique in that this style remains both “timeless” and “period” today, even with its slight altering in materials. The exteriors are 
painted cement-asbestos shingles. Flat trim boards are simple finishing details throughout the structures. The original 
buildings were painted dark brown with white trim framing around the windows. This contrast further emphasized the stark, 
clean horizontal lines free of ornamentation. Currently the buildings are painted a beige color, with the exception of the Glory 
of the Seas which is two-toned in taupe and espresso brown. 
 
During the 1980s exterior staircases were added throughout the buildings at the east and west exits. These are built of 
lightweight steel and open concrete steps with reinforced steel guardrails. Landing and entry structures, including short flights 
of stairs up to the First Floor, are wood frame with wood finish materials. The original wood panel doors have been replaced 
with aluminum doors that include small glass peer-through windows.  
 
Of note are the windows in the Glory of the Seas (Buildings 14) and Red Cross Hall/Visitor’s Center (Building 15) which have 
not been altered. The Glory of the Seas in particular stands out as a distinctive architectural gem within the district. Its design 
replicates the prow of a Liberty Ship and its function as a navigational training center gave one the feeling and association of 
being on a ship. The original seamanship boathouse includes a unique two-story rounded bow design lined with double bands 
of rectangular windows and three porthole windows below. Red Cross Hall (Infirmary), now the park Visitor’s Center, is a one-
story rectangular building, similarly constructed with cement foundation, and a combination of asbestos-shingles, horizontal 
and vertical wood paneling.  
 
INDIVIDUAL BUILDING DESCRIPTIONS 
 
Building 1 (Engineering) is located on the northern parcel. It is a long one-and-a-half story stand-alone rectangular building 
running east to west. The front entrance with double doors is on McKay Avenue, an unusual and rare design for such a long 
building. This style was purposefully designed to accommodate the modern engineering open space within the structure, 
allowing for greater flexibility in maneuvering heavy machinery. Further supporting this evidence is the wide driveway and 
loading dock in the rear of the building. A boiler room addition was added in 1946 to accommodate hands-on training for 
massive C-2 engines (Esherick, architect); this appendage was later removed by the 1980s, restoring the original footprint and 
integrity of the building.  Additional changes to the building included interior modifications with subdivided laboratory space. 
Original wood columns and a truss system is evident within the attic space. The lighting throughout is fluorescent.  At the 
western end there is a two-story attached accessory building that once housed the main boiler, part of the original design.   
 
It is important to note that the function of the engineering building was an essential and key element to the training facility. Its 
modern design opened the way not only for a physical and tactile experience that replicated likely navigational challenges at 
sea, but also prepared the mariner for a new mindset as officers trained during an intensive four months at the facility. It is 
here where officers honed their skills that prepared them to tackle the challenges of wartime navigation. Furthermore, the 
significance of their intensive hands-on training, the intellectual transformation that took place within the walls of the building 
itself, is a testament to the commitment and drive that led the efforts to proceed with the determination necessary to support 
the U.S. and Allied troops during wartime.  
 
Buildings 2A-C, and 7 are similarly designed two-story rectangular barracks buildings interconnected through a series of 
walkways. Building 7 stands alone as it is on the southern parcel. Its attached wooden gabled walkway is a faithful reminder of 
the interconnection between the once adjacent living quarters. The dominant rows of banded windows throughout these 
structures are characteristic of the International movement style of architecture. The flat roofs and overhangs provide a 
dramatic design element. The second stories of Buildings 2A, 2B, 2C, include several covered porches and passageways. At 
the end of the barracks are a later modified addition of wooden staircases as well as open-cement steps with steel railings. 
What is particularly unique and interesting about the barracks is that they are the last remaining barracks in the country 
specific to training WWII U.S. Merchant Marine officers.  
 
Building 2D holds a prominent position on the northern parcel of the district. It was originally the mess hall and galley where 
the officers congregated and socialized. The First Floor was the mess hall, and the Second Floor was the assembly hall. It was 
a central location of the original complex with adjacent barracks and other training buildings nearby. The prominent location 
still holds true today, as the horizontal landscape of the windows features the International modern movement with visual 
elegance. The second story balcony is also an interesting feature as a social gathering covered outdoor space. Perhaps the 
officers would gather outside to socialize? Or share a few laughs while exchanging seafaring tales? While the windows were 
modified with aluminum casings, they could be restored to its original wooden framing. Nevertheless, the consecutive double, 
triple and quadruple lined windows serve as a reminder to both unify the complex as a centralized facility and express a 
modern approach to its focalized purpose as a pre-war training facility. The second floor of the building is an expansive open 
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room that functioned as an assembly hall. An adjacent smaller connecting area was used to serve food for the mess hall. The 
exterior of the building includes cross bracing and built-up wood girders. The historical integrity of the building is evident in its 
relevant placement and relationship to McKay Avenue. Its visual appeal resonates today despite modifications to the interior 
and minor alterations over the years to the exterior. This is also expected as the building is almost 80 years old and has 
served multiple functions over several decades. In fact, building 2D in particular, has a formidable presence due to its 
proximity to the street and the unobstructed vista along its southern flank.  
 
Building 14, commonly known as Glory of the Seas, is named after one of famed ship architect, Donald McKay’s 1869 last 
masterpieces- a medium clipper ship that sailed numerous voyages that included a 35-day record of passage between San 
Francisco and Sydney.  It is a two-story wooden concrete foundation asbestos-shingle building that was utilized to teach deck 
officers to use flag signals on the upper roof and navigate on the curved “flying bridge” on the second floor (EB Parks- 
https://www.ebparks.org/parks/vc/crab_cove/no5.htm). This unique one-of-a-kind building was designed to replicate the prow 
of a Liberty Ship. The rear of the building has a covered gabled carport/boathouse space. A successive row of double push-
out casement windows lines the upper portion of the curved south facing side of the building, with three portholes spaced 
below. The western and eastern sides of the building are lined with successive rectangular windows. It is currently used as the 
headquarters for park operations.  
 
Building 15 was originally called Red Cross Hall or the Infirmary and served the dental and medical needs of the maritime 
officers. It is also where officer candidates would go to donate blood for the war efforts. It is a single story long rectangular 
concrete foundation building with a combination of asbestos-shingles, horizontal and vertical wood paneled siding and post 
columns. The structure includes pivot windows, and a double aluminum door entrance that replaced original wooden doors. 
The building currently serves as the Visitor’s Center managed by East Bay Regional Parks on Crown Memorial State Beach 
land and includes living quarters for a park employee.  
 
Object 1 is a war memorial monument approximately 16’ tall, designed in 1945 by station artist Vale Wright and paid for 
through collective fundraising efforts by the officer candidates who attended the training school. (Vale Wright was later known 
as an architectural designer for his innovative fiberglass designs of sportscars.) It was dedicated to the 51 merchant mariners 
who trained in Alameda and lost their lives in WWII. An engraving on the statue reads, “In memory of the graduates of this 
station who gave their lives in the service of their country—1941-1945.” The design is a stylized late art deco three-
dimensional obelisk shape with a carved figurative American eagle and emblem of the Merchant Marine. The monument is 
located about 100 feet from Building 15, and placed near an open recreational field (former softball field), facing the San 
Francisco Bay. It was constructed in 1946 and originally located adjacent to the school’s outdoor graduation bell on the east 
side of McKay Ave. When the school closed in 1959, it was subsequently relocated to its current site in the nearby vicinity.   
 
Current Inventory of Buildings, including those managed by East Bay Parks- numbers correspond to map labels in 
APPENDIX.  
 


No.  GSA Bldg No. Current Use or Name Historic Use Name 


1 CA0761 KK Unused Engineering Building Savannah Hall 


2a CA0762KK Unused Barracks Building Young America Hall 


2b CA0763KK Unused Barracks Building Hurricane Hall 


2c CA0765KK Unused Barracks Building Golden Light Hall 


2d CA0773KK Unused Mess and Galley Sovereign of the Seas Hall 


2e 
 


[Demolished] Barracks Building Great Republic Hall 


2f 
 


[Demolished] Barracks Building Comet Hall 


2g 
 


[Demolished] Barracks Building Sterling Hall 
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3 
 


[Demolished] Academic Building Daniel Webster Hall 


4 
 


[Demolished] Equipment Building Palmyra Hall 


5 
 


[Demolished] Barracks Building Dreadnought Hall 


6 
 


[Demolished] Barracks Building Staghound Hall 


7 CA0772KK Unused Barracks Building Lightning Hall 


8 CA0774KK Unused Storage/Paint Locker 
 


9 CA0776KK Unused Storage 
 


10 CA0775KK Unused Storage 
 


11 
 


Unused 
  


12 CA0777KK Unused Sewage Treatment 
 


13 
 


Equipment 
  


14 
 


CA State Parks prop–East Bay Parks, 
Administration/Offices 


Seamanship Building Glory of the Seas Hall 


15 
 


CA State Parks prop–East Bay Parks, 
Visitor Center 


Infirmary Red Cross Hall 


16 
 


CA State Parks War Memorial 
 


17 
 


[Demolished] Gatehouse 
 


18 
 


[Demolished] Administration Building Flying Cloud Hall 


19 
 


[Demolished] Auditorium/Gymnasium Shenandoah Hall 


20 
 


[Demolished] Training Basin Westward Ho! Hall 


21 
 


[Demolished] Pumphouse 
 


22 
 


[Demolished] Firehouse Yosemite Hall 


23 
 


[Demolished] Ship’s Service Store Red Jacket Hall 


24 
 


[Demolished] Night-Vision Classroom Challenge Hall 


25 
 


[Demolished] Anti-Aircraft Training Celestial Hall 


26 
 


[Demolished] Mast Assembly 
 


27 
 


[Demolished] Pier 
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SUPPORTING PARAGRAPHS-HISTORY OF PROPERTY1 
 
Below are excerpted paragraphs outlining background history relevant to the district.   
 
Establishment of The U.S. Maritime Services Officers School, Alameda 
The U.S. Maritime Service Officers School at Alameda had its beginnings in December 1938, when the Maritime Commission 
established its first training station in the San Francisco Bay region. Originally a refresher school for licensed and unlicensed 
seamen, and later known as the U.S. Maritime Service Prospective Licensed Officers School, it was located on Government 
Island (now known as Coast Guard Island), a small, dredged island in the Oakland-Alameda estuary within Alameda city limits. 
The school shared buildings and other facilities with the Coast Guard and various federal agencies. Although one barracks 
building was eventually built for the school (in 1941), most students resided off the island, some in a riverboat moored on the 
Estuary, others in a hotel in downtown Oakland. Initially, three-month courses were offered for officer candidates as well as for 
unlicensed seamen. By 1941, the school's mission had changed to training officer candidates exclusively in intensive four-
month courses.  
 
With the growing wartime demand for trained maritime officers, the constricted Government Island facility was deemed 
inadequate. In August 1942, the War Shipping Administration authorized Commander Alfred G. Ford, USNR, superintendent 
of the Government Island school, to conduct a survey of other potential school sites in the region. After surveying a number of 
locations in northern California, Ford recommended purchase of a site on San Francisco Bay about one mile from Government 
Island, on the south shore of the island city of Alameda. 
 
The site chosen for the school had been occupied since the 1870s by a succession of bathing resorts, the best known and 
most recent of which was Neptune Beach. In business from 1917 to 1939, this large resort covered, at its height in the late 
1920s and 1930s, about 40 acres of mostly reclaimed land. Neptune Beach featured two large outdoor swimming pools, roller 
coasters, numerous other rides and concessions, picnic grounds. a dance hall, a movie theater, and year-round apartments 
and rental cottages. Extensive dredging operations in the mid-1920s had extended the resort to the south and west, into the 
bay. Neptune Beach went bankrupt in 1939, and most of the buildings were demolished in 1940 (the movie theater, an 
apartment building, and some bungalows were left standing). 
 
The property passed through several owners before being purchased by the federal government on September 14, 1942, at a 
cost of $97,500. Excluded from the transfer was a strip of former resort land fronting on Central Avenue (including the Neptune 
Palace movie theater and Neptune Court apartment building) and a rectangular parcel at the parcel's east end (containing the 
Neptune by the Sea bungalows), totaling about 8 acres. All in all, title to approximately 32 acres of upland and 75 acres of 
tideland passed to the federal government. In essence, the site consisted of a wide peninsula of level, reclaimed land 
connected to the mainland on the north and encompassed on three sides by shallow bay water.  
 
Construction began on October 29, 1942, and was 90 percent finished when the school first opened on January 29, 1943. The 
remaining construction was virtually completed in time for the formal dedication the following summer. Cost of construction 
when the facility was dedicated was approximately $2 million. The architect was Harry A. Bruno and the Fred J. Early, Jr. Co. 
of San Francisco served as general contractor.  
 
The campus contained three distinct sections demarcated by the north-south axis of McKay Avenue and the east-west axis of 
the parade grounds. McKay Avenue, the school's access road, ran south from Central Avenue to a terminus on the site's 
southern shore. West of this road were the school's barracks, mess halls, and academic facilities. The asphalt-paved parade 
grounds, occupying the site of the larger of Neptune Beach's swimming pools, extended east from McKay Avenue near its 
juncture with Central Avenue. North of the parade grounds was a row of three large buildings: the administration building, 
fronting on McKay, a combination auditorium and gymnasium, and an indoor swimming pool or training basin (adjoined by a 
small pump house). South of the parade grounds and east of McKay Avenue was an extensive landscaped area bordered by a 
curving beach on the south, the former Neptune Beach picnic grounds. This area, with its trees, was retained for open space 
and athletic fields. Fronting on the east side of McKay Avenue south of the parade grounds were three buildings: a firehouse, 
a ship's service store (snack bar, retail goods, barber, and tailor), and an infirmary. 
 


 
1 Page and Turnbull Associates, “Determination of Eligibility, National Register of Historic Places, Alameda Federal Center, 
Alameda, CA.” San Francisco: 1996. (note: this report was limited to a 7.6 acre parcel and did not include all remaining extant 
buildings of the historical U.S. Maritime Officers Training School.) 
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The school’s larger buildings were named for famous 19th-century clipper ships: Flying Could Hall (administration buildings), 
Shenandoah Hall (gymnasium/auditorium), Westward Ho! Hall (indoor pool), Red Jacket Hall (ship’s service store), Savannah 
Hall (engineering building [No. 1], Daniel Webster Hall (academic building), Challenge Hall (night-vision room), Celestial Hall 
(anti-aircraft training building), Glory of the Seas Hall (seamanship building/boathouse) [No 14], Palmyra Hall (equipment 
building/garage), Sovereign of the Seas Hall (mess and galley) [No 2D], Young America, Hurricane, Golden Light, Great 
Republic, Comet, Sterling, Dreadnought, Staghound, Lightning halls (barracks) [Nos. 2A-2C and 7], and Yosemite Hall 
(firehouse). Red Cross Hall (infirmary) [No. 15] was the only building not named for a ship. 
 
The school's principal street derived its name from Donald McKay, a famous 19th-century Boston shipbuilder (who built many 
of the clipper ships listed above), while the other streets on the campus--Anderson, Cressy, Gardner, Samuels, Richardson--
were named for well-known clipper captains. 
 
The formal dedication of the U.S. Maritime Service Officers School, Alameda, was held on Saturday, July 10, 1943. In 
attendance were Captain Edward Macauley, USN (ret.), deputy administrator of the War Shipping Administration, and Telfair 
Knight, assistant deputy administrator. The ceremony was broadcast live on national radio and by short-wave radio to 
American troops overseas. The school's first superintendent, Commander Alfred G. Ford, USNR, who had charge of all 
Maritime Service schools between San Francisco and Seattle, left in January 1944 to take command of the U.S. Maritime 
Service Officers School at Fort Trumbull, Connecticut. His replacement, Commander Malcolm E. Crossman, USNR, 
transferred from the superintendency of the maritime school on Hoffman Island, New York, would retain command of the 
Alameda facility until its closure in 1953. 
 
Curriculum of The U.S. Maritime Service Officers School, Alameda 
Students from the Government Island school moved into the new facility over the weekend of February 6-7, 1943 
(administrative staff began arriving a week earlier). The old school was closed, and its facilities were turned over to the Coast 
Guard. The new school's nine barracks could house up to 1,100 men (students and staff). At least 750 students attended the 
school at any one time, sewed by an administrative and instructional staff of between 100 and 200 persons. The first class at 
Alameda graduated in April 1943. From then until April 1946, when the last class was graduated prior to a change in mission, 
the school turned out approximately 200 licensed officers per month. During this three-year period, more than 6,000 maritime 
officers were commissioned. 
 
Enrollment in the U.S. Maritime Service Officers School, Alameda, was open to American citizens with a minimum of 14 
months experience in the deck or engine departments of ocean-going, coastwise, or Great Lakes merchant vessels of 
American registry. Once enrolled, a student was known as an "officer candidate" and was provided with food, lodging, 
textbooks, uniforms, and $126 monthly salary for the duration of his studies. Intensive, four-month courses were offered in two 
separate departments (deck and engine room). At the end of the training program, officer candidates sat for their licenses by 
taking examinations conducted by Coast Guard inspectors. Graduates of the deck officer's course received a Third Mate 
rating, engine-room graduates were rated Third Assistant Engineer. (Officer candidates with extensive sea-time could receive 
higher ratings upon graduation, i.e., as Second or First Mate, or as Second or First Assistant Engineer.) 
 
Engine-room instruction, which dealt with the construction, operation, and maintenance of various marine propulsion systems, 
was concentrated in the engineering building (Savannah Hail) [No. 1] at the north end of the campus. In this building were 
laboratories with working and cut-away models of diesel engines, reciprocating steam engines. turbines, pumps, refrigeration 
units, and boilers. Students learned to fabricate and repair engine parts in a machine shop equipped with lathes, power saws, 
mills, and welders. The school's heating plant, located at the west end of the building, sewed a pedagogic role as a functioning 
display boiler. Engineering students were also required to take classes in mathematics, physics, chemistry, thermodynamics, 
metallurgy, and mechanical drawing.  
 
The deck officer's course emphasized all aspects of seamanship not specifically related to the engine room. Among the 
subjects taught were navigation, ship handling, cargo handling, signaling, convoy procedure, elements of ship construction, 
and maritime law and regulations. The training of deck officer candidates took place in a cluster of buildings and outdoor 
facilities at the south end of the campus. Classroom instruction and lectures were given in the academic building (Daniel 
Webster Hall). The distinctive, bow-fronted seamanship building (Glory of the Seas Hall) [No. 14] was the deck student's 
version of the engineering laboratories. On the upper floor overlooking the bay was a mock-up of a ship's bridge equipped with 
a steering wheel, magnetic compass, gyro-repeater, chronometers, radio direction finder, chart tables, intercom telephone, 
engine-room telegraph, and a fire detection system. Atop the building was a flying bridge with binnacle, pelorus, and signal-
flag mast. The school's 12 lifeboats, two rafts, and launch were stored on the ground floor of the building. 
 







NPS Form 10-900-a  (Rev. 8/2002)                      OMB Control No. 1024-0018  
   


United States Department of the Interior      Put Here 
National Park Service 
 
National Register of Historic Places 
Continuation Sheet 
 
Section number   8  Page  3         
 


 


United States Maritime Service Officers School 
Name of Property 
Alameda, CA 
County and State 
       
Name of multiple listing (if applicable) 
 


Grouped around the seamanship building were other specialized training structures. To the north was a small building 
(Challenge Hall) opened late in 1943, containing the night-vision room (nicknamed the "black market" for its jet-black walls). 
Here students were placed on a revolving platform and taught to identify ship silhouettes in convoy conditions as bursts of light 
simulated the effects of gunfire, lightning, star shells. flares, and reflected fire from a burning ship. Next to this building was the 
anti-aircraft training building (Celestial Hall), a fall structure with a steeply sloping shed roof (which also was not completed 
until late in 1943). Inside was a Polaroid Sighting Trainer, consisting of a large concave screen onto which were projected 
moving images of aircraft, "bullets" from the training gun were seen as tracers, with the number of shells fired and hits made 
recorded electronically. West of the seamanship building, on the shore, was a full-scale ship's mast, with booms, set into a 
concrete base equipped with hatches. Steam-powered winches gave students realistic practice in the handling and stowage of 
cargo. During the war years, a barrage balloon of the type used in convoys flew from the mast. A small, L-shaped pier off the 
end of McKay Avenue was used to practice small-boat handling. The pier was equipped with a variety of davits for hoisting 
lifeboats, and exercises were held on the bay simulating conditions at sea, such as going alongside and abandoning ship. 
 
All students at the school were required to take swimming and survival classes in the "training basin," a 40'x100' swimming 
pool situated north of the parade grounds. Originally open-air, the pool was enclosed by a building late in 1943 or 1944 and 
named Westward Ho! Hall. Lifeboat drills and abandon-ship techniques. which involved diving from a high, canted platform 
resembling the deck of a sinking ship, were practiced in the pool. Students were also taught to swim through fire by setting 
kerosene ablaze on the water. Instruction at the school was supplemented by classes at the University of California and by 
field trips to various sites around the bay such as shipyards and refrigeration plants. Celestial navigation students made 
weekly visits to the Chabot Observatory. 
 
Facilities for rest and relaxation included the auditorium, the swimming pool, various outdoor facilities, a snack bar in the ship's 
service store, and a library stocked with novels, magazines, and newspapers. The 800-seat auditorium was used for weekly 
screenings of first-run movies, monthly dances at graduation time, and nationally broadcast performances by famous 
entertainers like Tommy Dorsey, Kay Kyser, and Jack Benny. The auditorium doubled as a gymnasium for indoor sports and 
exhibitions by wrestlers and boxers, with locker rooms and bowling alleys on the lower level. Outdoor facilities included tennis 
courts (installed in 1944 at the east end of the parade grounds) and athletic fields in the landscaped area for baseball and 
other sports. The lifeboats could be rigged for sailing, and the school sponsored rowing crews which competed on a regular 
basis with crews from other Maritime Service schools. 
 
Of the more than 6,000 officers graduated from the U.S. Maritime Officers School at Alameda during World War II at least 51 
were lost at sea in hostile action. A memorial in the form of a concrete stylized obelisk, designed by officer school artist, Vale 
Wright in 1945, was erected on the school grounds shortly after the war. Funds for the war memorial monument were raised 
by officer candidates at the Maritime Station. It reads: "In Memory of the Graduates of the Station Who Gave Their Lives In the 
Service of Their Country, 1941-1945.” 
 
After the War: U.S. Maritime Service Training Station, Alameda 
The surplus of trained men and ships after the war resulted in a changed curriculum for the U.S. Maritime Service Officers 
School, Alameda. The last class of officer candidates was graduated in April 1946. On January 1, 1947, the school was 
redesignated the U.S. Maritime Service Training Station, Alameda. So named, the facility would remain in operation for 
another seven years, until 1953, as a refresher and upgrading school for officers and seamen. The Alameda school was the 
only remaining Maritime Service training facility on the west coast after the war. 
 
Although attendance was lower than during the war, the curriculum was expanded to three departments by adding a program 
for cooks, bakers and stewards. Upgrade and refresher courses varied in duration from one week to two months. The 
traditional deck and engine room departments adapted to changes in technology. Courses in radar and Loran (Long Range 
Navigation) were offered for deck students, and new propulsion systems were studied in engineering. New facilities added 
during these years included a T-2 high-pressure diesel engine of the type used in modem tankers, installed in the engineering 
building in 1946, and a domed planetarium for celestial navigation instruction, constructed inside the anti-aircraft training 
building (unused since the war) in 1950-51. The number of students and staff at the school steadily decreased during these 
years. By 1952, the training station was operating on a curtailed basis, with a staff of about 60 and about 150 students 
attending the school at any one time. A number of buildings were no longer in use. In October 1953, the Maritime 
Administration announced the school’s closure and was placed on reserve status for reasons of economy and federal policy. 
The school closed on November 30, 1953. Remaining staff members were discharged on January 31, 1954, the date on which 
the U.S. Maritime Service Training Station, Alameda, was officially deactivated. 
 
Recent History of the Site 
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On November 30, 1957, the deactivated Alameda facility was formally declared surplus property by the Maritime 
Administration. The reasons cited for this action were the cost of maintaining the site and the failure to find a tenant. The 
General Services Administration (G.S.A.) assumed responsibility for the facility and began the dual process of securing 
tenants and disposing of property for which no tenants could be found. By 1959, G.S.A. had inventoried and appraised the site 
in three separate parcels: a 7.6-acre parcel west of McKay Avenue (including a small parcel east of McKay), containing most 
of the school buildings, a 7.4-acre parcel east of McKay Avenue and north of the greensward, containing several large school 
buildings, and an approximately 92-acre parcel with relatively few large buildings, comprising the remainder of the upland 
(about 17 acres) and all of the tideland (about 75 acres). The 7.4-acre and 92-acre parcels were sold in 1961, a 7.6- acre 
parcel remained under federal ownership and was known as the Alameda Federal Center. In 2015, the G.S.A. sold the 
southern parcel to East Bay Regional Parks (3.9 acres) and retained the northern parcel (3.7 acres).   
 
The first property to be sold was the 7.4-acre parcel east of McKay Avenue, comprising the northeast corner of the former 
campus. The City of Alameda had hoped to acquire this property for use as a civic and recreation center but was unable to 
fund the purchase. The eventual high-bid purchaser, Morrison Bros., Inc., an Oakland development firm, assumed ownership 
in January 1961. The rectangular parcel contained the administration building (Flying Cloud Hall), the auditorium/gymnasium 
(Shenandoah Hall), the indoor swimming pool (Westward Ho! Hall), a small pump house adjacent to the pool, and, bordering 
the buildings on the south, the parade grounds. As a means of reducing the property's tax liability, the new owners demolished 
all four buildings in February 1961. Five years later, on the northwest corner of the cleared parcel, Morrison Bros. built a 
supermarket for lease to Lucky Stores. The remainder of the parcel was subsequently sold and developed in 1969 as a 242-
unit apartment complex known as the Park Webster. 
 
Title to the 92-acre parcel that included tidelands was transferred in August 1961 to the State of California Division of Beaches 
and Parks. The State combined this acquisition with additional upland and tideland purchased (and leased) from the City of 
Alameda to create the Alameda Memorial State Beach. In 1967, the East Bay Regional Park District (EBRPD) entered into an 
agreement with the State to manage the beach park. Site development began that year, with a grand opening held on June 
10, 1967. The name was changed to Robert W. Crown Memorial State Beach in 1973 in honor of a state legislator who had 
been instrumental in its creation. Since the late 1970s, that portion of the state beach lying within the boundaries of the former 
maritime school has been known as Crab Cove. Bay fill projects from the 1950s and 1960S have enclosed the site on the east 
(parkland) and west (housing), only the site's southern shoreline remains intact. 
 
Robert W. Crown Memorial State Beach includes most of the former school site east of McKay Avenue together with a 
triangular parcel west of the street, lying south adjacent to EB Parks land. On the property when the State acquired it were 19 
buildings, mostly sheds, associated with the former school. Six of the buildings, however, had been integral to the school. 
West of McKay Avenue stood the seamanship building/boathouse (Glory of the Seas Hall) [No 14], the night-vision classroom 
(Challenge Hall), and the anti-aircraft/planetarium building (Celestial Hall). The principal buildings east of McKay, fronting on 
the street from north to south, were the firehouse (Yosemite Hall), the ship's service store (Red Jacket Hall), and the infirmary 
(Red Cross Hall) [No 15]. Four of these six buildings--the night-vision classroom, the anti-aircraft/planetarium building, the 
firehouse, and the ship's service store--were demolished in the mid-1960s by the State of California. Two buildings are still 
standing: the largely intact seamanship building, which serves as park offices and storage for the adjoining service yard, and 
the infirmary, which was remodeled by EBRPD in the 1970s as the Crab Cove Visitor Center (the building also houses a 
ranger's residence and the EBRPD's system wide exhibit laboratory). 
 
The State of California holdings also included the old school pier, at the south end of McKay Avenue, the mast assembly, at 
the southwest corner of the former campus, and the war memorial monument, presently located in the lawn area east of 
McKay Avenue. The pier and the mast assembly were demolished by the State of California in the mid-1960s. 
 
The current 3.67 acres of the northern parcel (previously 7.6 acres) retained by the federal government, known since the mid-
1960s as the Alameda Federal Center, has been administered by the General Services Administration since 1959. (The formal 
transfer of title and jurisdiction, from the Department of Commerce, Maritime Administration, to the General Services 
Administration, Public Buildings Service, occurred on June 29, 1962.) The Alameda Federal Center includes within its 
boundaries most of the larger buildings that comprised the U.S. Maritime Service Officers School Training Station. These 
consist of the engineering building, or Savannah Hall [No. 1], the Mess and Galley, or Sovereign of the Seas Hall [No. 2D], 
three barracks—Young America, Hurricane, Golden Light, [Nos. 2A-2C], and the garage/equipment buildings, [Nos. 8, 9, 10, 
12, 13]. Extensive interior alterations were first undertaken in 1968-69. Most windows were replaced with aluminum sash in 
1986. Five barracks, Great Republic, Comet, Sterling, Dreadnought, Staghound, and Palmyra Hall were demolished by the 
G.S.A. in 2007. The southern parcel owned by East Bay Regional Parks, 3.9 acres, includes one of the remaining barracks, 
Lightning Hall [No. 7]. EB Parks demolished Daniel Webster Hall in 2017-2018. 
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Under G.S.A. management, the facility has been leased to a succession of federal tenants over the past 63 years. The first 
tenant was the Office of Civil Defense and Mobilization (OCDM), which occupied the entire facility from November 1959 to 
November 1965. During this Cold War period, OCDM's Western instructor Training Center at Alameda, one of three such 
facilities in the nation, offered one-week courses in radiological defense and nonmilitary disaster response for civil-defense 
instructors residing in the western United States. Approximately 5,000 persons were trained at the center during its six years of 
operation. Following the training center's closure in 1965, GSA renamed the facility the Alameda Federal Center and began 
leasing space to a number of tenants concurrently. As stated in a 1979 G.S.A. survey report, the official mission of the 
Alameda Federal Center is "to provide general purpose space as required by Federal agencies in the geographical areas in 
which [they are] located." 
 
Tenants since the late 1960s have included a wide variety of agencies, bureaus, and offices of the Departments of Agriculture, 
Commerce, Defense, Interior, and Treasury. All branches of the military--Army, Air Force, Navy, Marine Corps, and Coast 
Guard--have maintained recruiting stations or other functions at the Alameda Federal Center. While most buildings were 
occupied by offices, Building No.1 has had a specialized use as a laboratory since the late 1960s. The Environmental 
Protection Agency operated a laboratory there until 1979 to monitor air and water pollution in Federal Region IX (the western 
United States and Pacific islands). In the 1980s, Building No. 1 was occupied by the Department of Agriculture's Western 
Laboratory.  
 
The most dramatic events in the history of the Alameda Federal Center have been associated with the Bureau of Indian Affairs 
(BIA), a tenant in Building No. 2A from about 1968 to about 1980. On separate occasions, BIA's Alameda office was picketed, 
occupied, and bombed. In June 1968, 20 Indians from 12 tribes marched in front of the bureau's offices and distributed leaflets 
denouncing BIA policies. In March 1970, the BIA offices were occupied for seven hours by a group of Indians led by Richard 
Oakes, one of the leaders of the Indian occupation of Alcatraz. Finally, in the early morning of June 27, 1975, a bomb blast 
caused considerable damage to the BIA offices. A group calling itself the New World Liberation Front claimed credit for the 
bombing. 
 
The site's recent physical history can be summarized as follows. The U.S. Maritime Service Training Station, Alameda, 
postwar successor to the U.S. Maritime Service Officers School, was deactivated in 1954 and declared surplus in 1957. The 
campus remained intact until 1961 when G.S.A. disposed of most of the property to two outside owners, keeping 7.6 acres of 
the original 32-acre upland campus under federal ownership. Most major school buildings and structures beyond the 
boundaries of the Alameda Federal Center and East Bay Regional Parks properties were demolished between 1961 and 
c.1985. The exception are the Seamanship building/boathouse (Glory of the Seas) [No. 14], the Infirmary (Red Cross Hall) 
[No. 15], and the War Memorial Monument [No. 16], which have been retained within Robert W. Crown Memorial State Beach 
and managed by East Bay Regional Parks. The landscaped area east of McKay Avenue and the original southern shoreline 
also survive as parkland. 
 
SUPPORTING PARAGRAPHS-HISTORICAL CONTEXTS 
 
The U.S. Government and The Merchant Marines- Background 
The officers and crew of non-military, commercial vessels of the United States, known as the merchant marine, were trained 
primarily by apprenticeship in the 19th and early 20th centuries. At the same time, a substantial number of officers were 
trained at state maritime academies. Prior to World War II, these were the New York Nautical School (later the New York State 
Maritime College) established in 1874 at Fort Schuyler, New York, the Massachusetts Nautical School (later the 
Massachusetts Maritime Academy) established in 1891 at Buzzards Bay, Massachusetts, the Pennsylvania Maritime Academy 
established in 1920 at Philadelphia, the California Nautical School (later the California Maritime Academy) established in 1929 
at Tiburon, California and re-established at Vallejo. California in 1942, and the Maine Maritime Academy established in 1941 at 
Castine, Maine. 
 
Federal involvement with merchant marine personnel began slowly. In 1891, Congress established standards for officers on 
merchant ships carrying U.S. mail. By 1907, federal shipping commissioners were appointed in port cities to operate recruiting 
offices for merchant seamen. On March 4, 1911, federal aid was first provided for training of the merchant marine by 
congressional support of the state maritime schools. In 1920, the U.S. Shipping Board (established in 1916) attempted to 
establish training stations for inexperienced seamen on the east coast and the west coast, but the program died. Despite these 
efforts, the performance of the American merchant marine during World War I was unfavorably compared to those of almost 
every other country involved. This was followed by a scandal involving ocean mail contracts investigated by the Black 
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Committee in 1928, and by the disasters of the ships Morro Castle and Mohawk in 1934, in which many people died. The 
merchant marine was implicated in each of these difficulties. 
 
The United States Maritime Service 
At a time when the merchant marine was widely viewed as professionally deficient, and at the height of the depression when 
jobs were scarce, Congress passed the Merchant Marine Act of 1936 (enacted into law June 26, 1936). The Merchant Marine 
Act established government policy toward the merchant marine and created the U.S. Maritime Commission within the 
Department of Commerce to carry out that policy. Section 101 of the Merchant Marine Act stated that a merchant marine was 
"necessary for the national defense and development of ... foreign and domestic commerce", that the merchant marine should 
be sufficient to carry all commerce on all routes at all times, that it be "capable of sewing as a naval and military auxiliary in 
time of war or national emergency", that the merchant marine be operated under the U.S. flag, that it consist of well-equipped, 
American-built ships and that it be "manned with a trained and efficient citizen personnel." Thus, the Merchant Marine Act 
covered a wide range of maritime issues including the training of maritime personnel. 
 
Under an amendment to the Merchant Marine Act enacted June 23, 1938, the Maritime Commission established the U.S. 
Merchant Marine Cadet Corps and the U.S. Maritime Service to train young men with experience at sea for positions in the 
merchant marine. The first two training stations established by the Maritime Commission, at Hoffman Island, near New York 
City and Government Island, next to Alameda, California, were in operation by the end of the year. A third training station 
opened at Fort Trumbull in New London, Connecticut in January 1939, at a former Coast Guard base. 
 
In August 1939, the Merchant Marine Act was amended again to embrace inexperienced seamen in the training programs of 
the Maritime Service. The first station for inexperienced seamen opened in September 1939 in St. Petersburg, Florida. In 
November 1939, American merchant ships were withdrawn from the European war zone and newly unemployed seamen 
sought places in the new maritime schools. Another training station opened at Gallups island in Boston Harbor by the end of 
the year and in July 1940, a sixth station opened at Port Hueneme, California. 
 
Parallel to and separate from the training program and institutions of the Maritime Service was the Merchant Marine Cadet 
Corps, also under the Maritime Commission. Under this program, the U.S. Merchant Marine Academy was established, with its 
students comprising the cadet corps (the use of Cadet Corps to refer to Merchant Marine Academy students altered the 
meaning of the term "cadet" within the merchant marine. The term previously referred to an apprentice to an officer on a ship. 
lt continued to refer to students in the state academies). The Merchant Marine Academy was first located at New London, 
Connecticut in 1940 and afterwards was at Fort Schuyler, New York before moving permanently to King's Point, New York in 
March 1942. As part of the Cadet Corps program, students at the Merchant Marine Academy spent a period of basic training 
at schools in Biloxi (opened 1940), followed by Pass Christian, Mississippi and Coyote Point in San Mateo, California. 
 
World War II 
With the outbreak of the war, and the awareness that the needs for ships and personnel would increase dramatically, the 
Maritime Service training programs were administratively relocated twice in a short period. On February 28, 1942, under 
Executive Order 9083, the programs were placed under the Coast Guard. Then on July 11, 1942, under Executive Order 
9198, they were placed under the War Shipping Administration. The War Shipping Administration was concerned with the 
operation of merchant vessels, including both the building of ships and the training of personnel. In the context of the war, the 
training programs of the Maritime Service rapidly expanded in size and scope. Merchant Marine officers and crew were 
needed to man the rapidly expanding fleet of merchant vessels which were in turn needed to supply the troops abroad. A 
program was developed to establish schools for officers, unlicensed seamen, radio operators, upgrading, and various 
specialties.  
 
Officers' schools would be at the existing training stations at Fort Trumbull, Connecticut and at a relocated station in Alameda, 
California. Fort Trumbull was already located in a long-established facility, but Alameda would move from Government Island 
to a new campus, opening in 1943. Unlicensed seamen’s schools would be at existing stations at St. Petersburg, Florida and 
Hoffman Island, New York, at a large new station at Sheepshead Bay, New York, and at Avalon, California on Santa Catalina 
Island which was a relocation of the earlier station at Port Hueneme. The unlicensed schools all opened by the end of 1942. 
Radio schools were established at the existing stations at Gallups Island, Maine and Hoffman Island, New York. Upgrading 
schools for advancing in rank were established in San Francisco (at 1000 Geary Street and at San Francisco Junior College), 
New York, Seattle, New Orleans, Baltimore, Boston, Wilmington, California, and Portland, Oregon. Specialist schools were 
established in the following areas: for turbo-electric and high pressure turbine propulsion in Syracuse, New York, Chester, 
Pennsylvania, and at the Marin Shipyard in Sausalito, California, for signaling in San Francisco (1000 Geary), New York, and 
New Orleans; for barrage balloons in New York and San Francisco (1000 Geary), for river pilot training in Saint Louis, for 
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diesel engines in Milwaukee, for high pressure geared turbines in Baltimore and Richmond, California (at the Kaiser 
shipyards). Maritime Service Centers in New York and San Francisco (1000 Geary) were the sites of many specialty schools 
and other activities. The U.S. Maritime Institute, established in New York City in January 1944, provided correspondence 
courses for seamen. 
 
The curriculum within the various types of schools of the Maritime Service varied according to their purposes. For example, the 
officer training schools of the Maritime Service at Fort Trumbull and Alameda, like the Merchant Marine Academy, prepared 
students to become officers on ships. At the end of the program, the graduate was prepared to serve as a Third Mate. on 
deck, or Third Assistant Engineer in the engine room. For admission, 14 months at sea was required in addition to Apprentice 
Seamen Training at Avalon, Sheepshead Bay, St. Petersburg, or Hoffman Island. Then, an officer candidate for the deck 
branch studied mathematics, trigonometric functions, instruments, operation and maintenance, gyro compass, navigation, 
piloting, communications and convoy procedure, international code, flag signals, seamanship, steering and sailing rules, 
inspection, cargo handling, first aid, drills, and watch standing. An officer candidate for the engine department studied 
mathematics, trigonometric functions, turbines, boilers, inspection and maintenance, reciprocating engines, auxiliary 
machinery, principles of heat, electricity, mechanical drawing, machine shop, diesel engines, and drills in one course, in a 
second course for the engine branch, the officer candidate studied diesel theory and auxiliaries, electricity, laboratory, and 
shipboard. Throughout the Maritime Service, training was compressed during the war. For officer candidates at Alameda and 
Fort Trumbull, training was reduced to 4 months, and was designed for mariners with at least 14 months of seafaring 
experience.  This curriculum was distinct from the other primary officer training school at the Merchant Marine Academy in 
Kings Point, NY, whose curriculum was designed for midshipmen (career mariners-in-training who begin with little to no 
seafaring experience).  At Kings Point, juniors and seniors saw their final year of training reduced to 9 months in order to be 
commissioned as officers.  Training for freshman and sophomores was reduced and they were sent to sea as non-
officers.  Thus the program undertaken at Fort Trumbull and Alameda was unique in the Maritime Service.   
 
 
From the establishment of training programs under the Merchant Marine Act as amended in 1938, until December 1, 1945, the 
U.S. Maritime Service graduated 21,988 officers (Ft. Trumbull: 15,475, Alameda: 6,513). With the Merchant Marine Academy 
(7,291 officers) and the state maritime academies (2,707 officers), the training programs of the War Shipping Administration 
played a substantial role in America's achievements in World War II. The critical challenge of producing ships to deliver 
supplies and manning those ships with competent officers and crews was met. By the end of the war, the United States had 
the largest merchant fleet and largest merchant marine in the world. The achievements of the shipbuilders were more 
spectacular and newsworthy than the equally necessary operation of the ships to support war efforts. At the same time, the 
activities of the merchant fleet put its operators in danger - 5,638 merchant seamen and officers died and 581 were taken 
prisoners of war. The report of the War Shipping Administration to President Truman of January 15, 1946, stated that industrial 
production, the merchant marine, and the military formed a single fighting unit, and "in this capacity, the United States 
Merchant Marine, possessing finally the largest number of merchant ships in the United Nations' pool of shipping, can probably 
be credited as the greatest single strategic factor in the defeat of the axis powers." 
 
After the War 
Almost as soon as the war ended in August 1945, many of the training programs of the Maritime Service were shut down. The 
major facilities at Hoffman Island and Gallups Island and the numerous small special schools around the country closed by 
December 1945. The officer training school at Fort Trumbull closed in May 1946 and its programs were moved to Sheepshead 
Bay. At the same time, the Maritime Service developed ambitious plans to provide up-to-date training for all seamen every 
year. New Radar-Loran schools were opened in New York and Alameda in March 1946, and a third in New Orleans in August 
1948. 
 
While the Maritime Service itself planned optimistically for its future, in the larger context of the national economy there was 
substantial uncertainty and disagreement about the entire issue. The Maritime Service returned to its peacetime role when the 
War Shipping Administration ceased to exist on September 24, 1946 and its ongoing programs, including its training programs, 
were returned to the jurisdiction of the U.S. Maritime Commission. In the second half of 1946, budget cuts forced another 
reduction in programs. Beginning January 1, 1947, the existing training programs were reorganized and reduced to six 
locations: Alameda and St. Petersburg, redesignated U.S. Maritime Service Training Stations for unlicensed seamen, Maritime 
Service Centers in New York and San Francisco for specialized short courses, the U.S. Maritime Institute in New York for 
correspondence courses, and officer and seamen training at Sheepshead Bay. 
 
To address the uncertainties about the Maritime Service, President Truman appointed an Advisory Committee on the 
Merchant Marine which recommended in its report of November 1, 1947, continuing the training program as a long-term effort. 
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By 1950, unemployment among merchant marine personnel had reached its peak. On May 24, 1950, under Reorganization 
Plan 21 of 1950, the U.S. Maritime Commission was abolished. Some of its programs were transferred to the Federal Maritime 
Commission, and others, including the Maritime Service and its training programs, were transferred to the Maritime 
Administration. Shortly after this reorganization, on June 30, 1950, St. Petersburg and Pass Christian (associated with the 
Merchant Marine Academy) were closed, and the Maritime Institute was moved from New York to Sheepshead Bay. On this 
same day, American troops landed in Korea, and there followed a temporary resurgence for the Merchant Marine and its 
training programs. With the end of the Korean War in sight (the treaty was signed July 27, 1953), the Committee on 
Appropriations of the House of Representatives commissioned an appraisal of what was then called the Maritime Training 
Program. Despite the recommendation of this report, on March 11, 1953, to maintain the program with few changes, Alameda 
was closed on November 30, 1953, and Sheepshead Bay was closed the following year. Only the Merchant Marine Academy 
was left in operation, of the many training facilities established under the Merchant Marine Act of 1936. Maritime training died 
out of a combination of budget problems, labor objections, and the indifference of the shipping industry. 
 
Architecture, Planning and Construction 
World War II was one of the major turning points in the development of the architecture of the United States, including that of 
the Bay Area. The architecture of the U.S. Maritime Service exemplified the enormous developments that were created or 
boosted by wartime conditions. The campus of the Maritime Service Officers School, Alameda, as it was built, exemplified 
those developments in the Bay Area. 
 
The war itself produced an unprecedented demand for buildings of all sorts in a short period of time. This put a strain on the 
supply of building materials, especially steel, which peaked in mid 1942. The needs of the military depleted the labor supply 
and in particular, the supply of skilled labor. The sheer size of the government effort in all areas produced a critical need for 
economy of costs. Of necessity, wartime building had to be uncomplicated in design and standardized in parts as much as 
possible. Construction firms were under pressure to achieve new levels of efficiency through management, prefabrication, and 
replication of tasks producing repeatable parts. Designers looked to new materials when traditional ones were hard or 
impossible to get. At the time when the Alameda school was planned, materials were in especially short supply. The asbestos-
cement siding (called by various brand names including cemesto and transite) used on the buildings was a common solution 
at the time. The 700 and 800 series standard plans developed by the Army in 1940 and 1941 provided an example of 
economical, rapidly buildable buildings.   
 
Many architects who had been to architecture school in the 1930s were predisposed to the kinds of solutions demanded by the 
war. Many schools had introduced new ideas into the curriculum, represented by European modernists like Walter Gropius, 
Mies van der Rohe, and Le Corbusier. The old Beaux-Arts traditions were fading, or in a few cases were rejected completely. 
During the depression of the 1930s when architectural work was scarce, there were a number of large government housing 
projects under the Farm Security Administration which provided relevant experience for wartime conditions. California was one 
of the principal centers of this work. A number of Bay Area architects, including Vernon De Mars, Henry Hill, and William W. 
Wurster, designed public housing before the war. Fred J. Early, Jr, contractor, also worked with Vernon De Mars on a housing 
project in Vallejo, and with Eldridge T. Spencer on a project for the Chermugie Corporation during the war period of rapid 
construction. 
 
Architects of wartime projects looked to the new images of modernism because old traditional images (of Gothic or classical 
design) were expensive and unnecessary, but mostly because the new images represented the new work that was being 
done. The new images reflected the rational design process, the use of new techniques and materials, the efficient 
construction process and the functions of large complexes with repeatable units of space and structure. 
 
For the schools of the Maritime Service, architects looked both to traditions of campus planning and to military traditions. In the 
years just before the war, several of the most prominent examples of modern architectural design were university projects. 
Among these were Goucher College in Towson Maryland (1938) by Moore and Hutchins, Florida Southern College (1938) in 
Lakeland by Frank Lloyd Wright, Black Mountain College (1939) in North Carolina by Walter Gropius and Marcel Breuer, and 
Illinois institute of Technology (1940) by Mies van der Rohe.  
 
In the Bay Area, there was already a developing regional version of modernism, exemplified in the work of William W. Wurster 
and others. This work softened the imagery of machinery and technology of the Europeans with colors and materials that 
harmonized with the California landscape. Harry A. Bruno graduated from U.C. Berkeley in 1932, and was likewise influenced 
by his mentors and peers. Vernon De Mars served as a reference when he obtained membership in A.I.A. in 1945. Harry A. 
Bruno’s designs are characteristic of the Bay Region architectural movement, incorporating low profile designs that blend 
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seamlessly into the landscape. The U.S. Maritime Officers Training School was one of his earliest projects, and its intentional 
design that mimicked redwood asbestos-shingles painted brown is an early indication of this inspiration. The use of continuous 
ribbon windows framed in a stark-contrast white that pushed outwards further exemplifies the modern airiness of the space, 
inviting the natural Bay breeze to inspire the mariners who trained there. His residential projects throughout the East Bay in 
prominent neighborhoods such as Piedmont, Oakland and Berkeley hills demonstrate a continued strong connection to natural 
materials and respect of the landscape. For the breadth and depth of his significant contributions to both institutional maritime 
and residential architecture, he was later elevated to the Fellowship distinction in 1972.  
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United States Department of the Interior 
National Park Service 

National Register of Historic Places Registration Form 

 
This form is for use in nominating or requesting determinations for individual properties and districts.  See instructions in National Register 
Bulletin, How to Complete the National Register of Historic Places Registration Form.  If any item does not apply to the property being 
documented, enter "N/A" for "not applicable."  For functions, architectural classification, materials, and areas of significance, enter only 
categories and subcategories from the instructions.   
 

1. Name of Property 
Historic name:  _________United States Maritime Service Officers School DRAFT _____ 
Other names/site number: United States Maritime Service Training Station/Alameda Federal 

Center 
      Name of related multiple property listing: 
      __________________________________N/A_________________________ 
      (Enter "N/A" if property is not part of a multiple property listing 
____________________________________________________________________________ 

2. Location  
Street & number: _620 Central Ave./ 1251 McKay Ave./ 1252, 1231 + McKay Ave 
City or town: _Alameda__ State: __CA________ County: __Alameda_  
Not For Publication:   Vicinity:  

____________________________________________________________________________ 
3. State/Federal Agency Certification   
As the designated authority under the National Historic Preservation Act, as amended,  
I hereby certify that this        nomination  ___ request for determination of eligibility meets 
the documentation standards for registering properties in the National Register of Historic 
Places and meets the procedural and professional requirements set forth in 36 CFR Part 60.  
In my opinion, the property  ___  meets   ___ does not meet the National Register Criteria.  I 
recommend that this property be considered significant at the following  
level(s) of significance:      
 ___national                  ___statewide           ___local  

  Applicable National Register Criteria:  
___A             ___B           ___C           ___D         
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______________________________________________________________________________ 
4. National Park Service Certification  

 I hereby certify that this property is:  
       entered in the National Register  
       determined eligible for the National Register  
       determined not eligible for the National Register  
       removed from the National Register  
       other (explain:)  _____________________                                                                                    

 
                     
______________________________________________________________________   
Signature of the Keeper   Date of Action 

____________________________________________________________________________ 
5. Classification 

 Ownership of Property 
 (Check as many boxes as apply.) 

Private:  
 

 Public – Local 
 

 Public – State  
 

 Public – Federal  
 

 
 Category of Property 
 (Check only one box.) 

 
 Building(s) 

 
 District  

 
 Site 

 
 Structure  

 
 Object  

 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
  

x
 
  

x
 
  

x
 
  

 
  

 
  

x
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 Number of Resources within Property 
 (Do not include previously listed resources in the count)              

Contributing   Noncontributing 
______8_______   _______5______  buildings 

 
_____________   _____________  sites 
 
_____________   _____________  structures  
 
_____1________   _____________  objects 
 
______9_______   _______5_______  Total 

 
 
 Number of contributing resources previously listed in the National Register _________ 
____________________________________________________________________________ 

6. Function or Use  
Historic Functions 
(Enter categories from instructions.) 

 DEFENSE/Military Facility 
 COMMERCE/TRADE/Organizational 
 TRANSPORTATION/Water-related 
 EDUCATION/Schools 
 ___________________ 
 ___________________ 
 ___________________ 

 
Current Functions 
(Enter categories from instructions.) 

 VACANT/Not in Use 
 RECREATION AND CULTURE/Outdoor 
 ___________________ 
 ___________________ 
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_____________________________________________________________________________ 

7. Description  
 

 Architectural Classification  
 (Enter categories from instructions.) 
 MODERN/Moderne-Second Bay Tradition Style 
 ___________________ 
 ___________________ 
  
Materials: (enter categories from instructions.) 

Principal exterior materials of the property: _Concrete, asbestos shingles, asphalt _ 
 

Narrative Description 
(Describe the historic and current physical appearance and condition of the property.  Describe 
contributing and noncontributing resources if applicable. Begin with a summary paragraph that 
briefly describes the general characteristics of the property, such as its location, type, style, 
method of construction, setting, size, and significant features. Indicate whether the property has 
historic integrity.)   
______________________________________________________________________________ 
Summary Paragraph 
 
Contributions by the U.S. Merchant Marine and associated U.S. Maritime Service to the Allies’ 
victory in World War II have historically been under-acknowledged. It wasn’t until 1988 that 
those serving in this capacity were recognized as Veterans, despite suffering the highest casualty 
rate in WWII (1 in 26 were killed in action). A Congressional Gold Medal of Honor was 
attributed to the entire group of Mariners serving in WWII in March 2020 (H.R. 5671 in 116th 
Congress) and recently awarded on May 18, 2022. In addition to enumerating the myriad 
contributions made by this group and listing important quotes from leaders at the time, the text of 
the resolution also states: “The feats and accomplishments of the Merchant Marine are deserving 
of broader public recognition.” It is in the spirit of this quote that we present to you a case for 
inclusion of the U.S. Maritime Service Officers School in Alameda, CA, on the National 
Registry of Historic Places.  
  
The U.S. Maritime Service Officers School is located on the south-central shoreline of the island 
of Alameda on the San Francisco Bay. While the School originally occupied 32 acres, the 
remaining buildings sit on three adjacent parcels totaling an approximate 13.5 acres on G.S.A. 
and East Bay Regional Parks property, and across McKay Avenue on Crown Memorial State 
Beach land by the San Francisco Bay. Designed in 1942 and constructed in 1942-43, it was one 
of just two schools established during World War II specific to training deck and engineering 
officers for duty on American merchant vessels (the other was at Fort Trumbull, CT, which has 
no remaining physical evidence from this period). Over 6500 officers were trained in Alameda 
during 4-month intensive courses, after which graduates were immediately dispatched for duty. 
During the Korean conflict (1950-53) this was the only such officers’ school which identifies this 
property as a very rare extant example of a military campus. After the Officers School was 
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closed in 1957, the site served various purposes for federal agencies including the Office of Civil 
Defense Mobilization and Food and Drug Administration. Buildings 1, 2A-D, and 7 are currently 
unused. Buildings 14, 15 are owned by California State Parks and managed by East Bay 
Regional Parks. Of the original 25 structures, 13 remain--8 Buildings are identified in this 
application and 1 Object. These eight buildings include an Engineering Building, several 
barracks, a mess hall and galley, a custom Seamanship instruction building shaped like the prow 
of a ship, the Infirmary and a War Memorial monument. For the purpose of this application, 
please refer to the map where these remaining original buildings are identified: 
 
Contributing: 
Building 1: Engineering 
Building 2A: Barracks 
Building 2B: Barracks 
Building 2C: Barracks 
Building 2D: Mess Hall and Galley 
Building 7: Barracks 
Building 14: Seamanship/Navigation 
Building 15: Infirmary 
Object 1: War Memorial Monument 
Non-Contributing 
Building 8: Storage/Workshop 
Building 9: Storage 
Building 10: Storage 
Building 12: Sewage Pumping Station 
Building 13: Equipment 
 
The facility was built with concrete foundations, wood-post framing, and asbestos shingles. The 
architectural design is in the International “moderne" Second Bay Tradition style. Significant 
features include a very early and rare example of military use buildings that included consecutive 
bands of uninterrupted horizontal, awning-style windows and covered walkways between 
structures that strongly influenced later post-war institutional architecture.  
 
SEVEN ASPECTS OF INTEGRITY 
Below is a commentary on the seven aspects of integrity and how they are applied to the U.S. 
Maritime Officer Training School in Alameda, CA. The seven aspects are: Location, Design, 
Setting, Materials, Workmanship, Feeling, Association. 

Location 

The location of the US Maritime Service Officers School in Alameda, California, was 
intentionally selected by the War Shipping Administration to support emergency WWII 
Merchant Marine Officer training on America's west coast. The training center operated 
successfully from early 1943 through the Allied force's declaration of victory in 1945 until its 
deactivation in 1953 after the Korean War. This is the site where the school operated from 1942-
1953, and the buildings have not been moved. 
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Textual records indicate that the level 32-acre building site, which included a peninsula jutting 
out into the San Francisco Bay, made it ideal for constructing a sizable maritime campus. There 
was enough acreage to erect twenty buildings, including several barracks and separate buildings 
dedicated to varied aspects of skilled instruction. Also, its bayside position added the ability to 
conduct necessary water-based training. 
 
Within a larger context, the location also supported proximity to other WWII mobilization efforts 
around the San Francisco Bay Area, including the manufacture of Merchant Marine vessels at 
the Kaiser Shipyards in Richmond, and the US Maritime Service Cadet training schools at 
Coyote Point, San Mateo, and Government Island in the Oakland Estuary.  
 
In addition, the new school was within a mile of the Alameda Naval Air Station and near the US 
Army Supply Center. At the campus' north end, there was an easy connection to Alameda City 
streets and a six-mile drive east to the Naval Transport Service and Army Air Force supply 
operations at the Oakland Airport. The War Shipping Administration and Department of 
Commerce closely collaborated with the US Army and US Navy in securing essential goods and 
equipment during the war. 
 
The landscape of the defined district retains its original integrity. McKay Avenue, oriented 
north-south, was created and named during the USMS Officer School's construction and still 
exists in its original form. McKay was the central axis around which the entire campus was built 
and also served as a staging area for drills and formations. Today, as you proceed south on 
McKay looking west, you pass the Engineering building and then the Barracks, standing just as 
they did for the officer candidates as they got off the bus in 1943. As you proceed south on 
McKay past the Mess Hall, no non-contributing structures are visible in the district, and open 
space replaces where any demolished buildings once stood. Finally, you arrive at the end of 
McKay with the Red Cross building on your left and the once state-of-the-art Seamanship 
building on our right, forming a gateway to the location of the school's water-training facilities 
on the Bay. That site remains unencumbered by any development and only lacks the school's 
wharf and training equipment. 
 
Despite losing some structures within the district's boundaries, more than 50% of the space 
occupied by school buildings remains usable by those original buildings today. And the existing 
building types are varied, including two unique once state-of-the-art training buildings—
engineering and seamanship—four barracks, a mess hall, and an infirmary. The flat open 
location of this district stretches nearly the entire length of the original campus. It leads 
uninterrupted to the Bay and retains its original integrity established during a significant and 
historical period of rapid WWII war-mobilization, specific to Merchant Marine officer training. 
 
Design 

The design of the U.S. Maritime Officers Training School reflects a unique and rare surviving 
example of California military architecture, influenced by the local Second Bay Tradition and the 
emerging design principles of the International Modern movement. The campus was laid out 
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with thoughtful intention, specific to maritime training, as evidenced by the combination and 
relevance of instructional buildings, living quarters and recreational areas with direct relation and 
orientation to the San Francisco Bay. The design retains integrity as a planned maritime campus 
laid out and organized with streets named after well-known captains, and sizable buildings 
named after famous Clipper ships, an inspirational nod to maritime legacy and visual resonance 
of the purpose of the 4-month training mission. The eight contributing buildings serve to visually 
anchor the size and scope of the original site starting from the northern point at McKay Ave, 
where the gate was once located, looking southward toward the uniquely designed instructional 
Navigational/Seamanship building, and widening the visual experience to include the 
recreational area that once included a softball field, graduation bell and picnic area for 
celebrations and later a war memorial monument added by the officer candidates adjacent to the 
San Francisco Bay. The late art deco style memorial, designed in 1945, also appropriately 
complements the time and period of the buildings. 

The open spaces between the living quarters provide a respite landscape, retained today between 
buildings 2A, 2B and 2C (barracks). The canopied walkway adjacent to Building 7 (barracks) is 
a good example and visual marker of this unique design element that sheltered the officer 
candidates between buildings and once connected throughout the campus. The present buildings 
retain integrity of design with expansive horizontal modern lines, prominent roof overhangs, and 
repeating continuous ribbon awning windows, a stylized and unique pattern, that allowed both 
air and light to flow freely into the instructional and living spaces faithful to a maritime 
experience and overall campus. The recessed entries (Buildings 1, 2A, 2B, 2C, 2D) also convey a 
sense of historical design. The foundations were built with Portland cement, appropriate for an 
earthquake area. The exterior asbestos shingles are original, a faithful reminder of rapid and 
durable construction materials that were readily available during wartime. The original white 
wooden framed windows were replaced with aluminum in the 1960s, but the design elements 
and integrity and style were retained. The paint color, originally dark chestnut brown to represent 
natural redwood shingles, was subsequently painted beige. The integrity of the design as a 
campus spanning both sides of McKay Avenue, and including the street as part of campus, used 
during daily line-ups and parades, retains its special maritime historical feel and association and 
resonates an architectural value of this significant period and time in our nation’s history.  

Setting 

Nominated buildings sit on an open campus astride the San Francisco Bay, which formed an 
integral part of the purpose of the buildings (training mariners to become ships’ officers, thus 
requiring immediate proximity to water for many activities). The campus’ north boundary begins 
next to a hill with a gradual slope to the south approaching the shoreline of the Bay, so that 
Maritime Service seamen, upon approaching the facility, could drive south on McKay Avenue 
and see the water below. Beaches to the south, and an open field to the east of the campus–still 
present today–provide a visual reference that a reserved space was utilized for training purposes. 
When standing in the middle of this adjacent field (used for recreation such as for softball when 
the school operated), one can see the east and south facades of Sovereign of the Seas Hall, the 
Mess Hall/Galley (Building 2D) to the northwest, and the Glory of the Seas, 
Seamanship/Navigation (Building 14), and War Memorial Monument in the former school 
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ballfield southwest, thus endowing a sense of the expansive scale of the campus as it was in 
1943. These spatial relationships retain integrity and are appropriately placed such that open 
spaces created by demolished buildings serve as a reminder of the scale—those spaces have not 
been built upon with the exception of building 3 and an auditorium, demolished in the 1960s to 
create a shopping center plaza and apartment complex at the far north end of the original 
campus. These buildings do not visually conflict with the current proposed historic district. 
While a reduction from 32 acres to approximately 13.5 acres seems diminished, in fact, what 
remains of the structures represents approximately 30% of the land area, and 50% (roughly 
100,000 square feet remaining) of the overall square footage of the original campus buildings, 
supporting a strong indication of integrity of setting.  

Materials 

The materials used to build the maritime campus included post and beam construction and 
asbestos shingles, an economical, durable, and modern material at the time that was easily 
paintable to mimic organic redwood material. The use of modern prefabrication technology in 
construction materials during the four years of the nation’s active involvement in WWII speaks 
to the innovative spirit of the historic time period. The deliberate choice of simple materials, free 
of ornamentation, blended seamlessly into the existing natural landscape. Buildings rest on 
substantial cement foundations, a decision made in foresight to anticipate the permanence of a 
west coast maritime training facility. The combination of these simple materials reflects the 
wartime period of construction where contractors worked under tight budgets and timelines to 
rapidly build the training school. Fred J. Early, Jr., San Francisco noted builder of the site, 
advertised in the publication, Architect and Engineer, that his projects were completed in “record 
time”, conscious of a collective effort in construction to contribute to the war. Key exterior 
features of the campus such as the shingles, window dimensions and roof overhangs with 
wooden shiplap soffits are original and retain integrity throughout the contributing buildings. 

Workmanship 

The district maintains subtle yet significant elements of workmanship specific to rapid wartime 
construction methods, and retains integrity as illustrated by the aesthetic modern and streamlined 
principles of the historic time period. The flat horizontal overhanging eaves are constructed with 
repeated narrow v-notch wooden slat soffits, a detail that required precision and enhanced the 
overall architectural design. The Mess Hall/Galley includes hand-riveted welded steel beams 
crafted in an unusual and rare Y-shape, evocative of the structure of a branched tree, serving as 
both functional and aesthetically reminiscent of a modern translation of nature to an industrial 
material. The aesthetic principles of the Second Bay Tradition are strongly evidenced, including 
the painted dark brown asbestos shingles, as an inherent reminder of the fusion between the 
natural and the built environment. The workmanship is further displayed in the Glory of the Seas 
building, a curved building facing the San Francisco Bay, expertly crafted to serve an unusual 
and specific purpose. The modern application of technological practices coupled with the 
aesthetic principles central to the mission and purpose of the training school, acknowledges 
evidence of workmanship within the constraints specific to rapid war mobilization and the 
materials available. 
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Feeling 

Upon entering McKay Avenue, a small cement island divides the two entering and existing 
lanes. A “Welcome to Crab Cove” sign greets the visitor near where the Maritime School gate 
house was once located. An immediate impression and awareness of its maritime history is 
bestowed upon the visitor as the street slopes slightly downwards toward the bay waters. 
Immediately to the right one is greeted by the first of several historic buildings. Seemingly 
discreet, yet remarkably large, its presence begs curiosity—what is this place? Curiosity peaks 
one’s interest. Continuing down the tree-lined road, branches swaying, leaves rustling, a campus 
begins to unfold. Prominent two story rectangular barracks lined with continuous ribbon 
windows emerge. Behind a wrought iron gate, the Mess Hall/Galley hails as a focal point, a 
second story balcony facing south to the bay. An open space between where an academic 
building once stood and the back of a boathouse further provides a visual dimension of the site. 
To the east, the view widens to include the Infirmary building, now Visitor’s Center, 
appropriately a one story low-profile building so as not to impede the visual experience adjacent 
to the shore. The open space around the area has remained mostly unaltered for over 80 years. 
 
The site meets the “Feeling” aspect of integrity in several ways. The proximity to the San 
Francisco Bay immediately places the visitor in a maritime landscape. The salty air and bay 
breeze are relatable elements, and the estuarine reserve with migratory birds are reminders of the 
sensitive marine environment, susceptible to change. The well-designed “timeless” buildings live 
in harmony with the landscape, allowing the contributing structures to resonate with the 
association and purpose of the maritime training. The Glory of the Seas (Building 14), is itself 
uniquely designed and constructed for a bespoke purpose- to resemble the prow of a ship for 
seamanship and navigational training purposes, and rests at the terminus of the tree lined street, 
overlooking the bay waters. It stands out with its porthole windows and curved façade. The 
upper balconies place the visitor at an elevated vantage point, an expansive view in all directions, 
offering an opportunity to feel as if one is on a ship.  

The Engineering building, a long one and half story building, provides a sense of instructional 
purpose, with wide recessed entryways, double doors and a loading dock. The feeling of hands-
on learning is present throughout the building. 

Three of the remaining two storied barracks are laid out in a symmetrical rectangular pattern 
which resonates a feeling of institutional normalization and rigor. The spacing between the 
buildings are similarly designed with a grassy footprint intended for taking in the sun and 
sheltered by the wind. The low-slung Infirmary welcomes the injured - not requiring them to 
climb too many steps to seek assistance. The visual distance to the war memorial monument 
serves as a reminder of the expansive campus, allowing the visitor to imagine the officer 
candidates enjoying an afternoon game on the recreational field or a celebratory victory picnic. 
The main street, McKay Avenue, retains the original shape and sidewalks, directionally oriented 
to the bay, and feels intimate and private. One can get a sense the scale of the hundreds of officer 
candidates lined-up on a daily basis, assembled in orderly formation, filling the space with 
purpose and intention. Taken as a whole, the district’s buildings retain sufficient integrity to 



United States Department of the Interior  
National Park Service / National Register of Historic Places Registration Form  
NPS Form 10-900     OMB Control No. 1024-0018      

 
United States Maritime Service Officers School  Alameda, CA 
Name of Property                   County and State 

Section 7 page 10 
 

convey a sense of productivity and industry as seamen were energetically training for promotion 
to then rejoin the war effort.  

Association 

The historic identity of the campus relates directly to the purpose and mission of the WWII era 
officers training school. The full scope of activity and importance of the training that took place 
here retain significant integrity with two key instructional buildings extant—Engineering 
(Building 1), Seamanship/Navigation (Building 14)—specialized in training the two pathways 
for maritime officers, engineers and deck officers. These two buildings retain their original 
footprints and design, and provide a sense of the strong association with hands-on maritime 
training. The remaining four barracks, highly visible and strongly relatable, further the 
association with military mobilization. The proximity to the San Francisco Bay and campus 
dimension—from the center of the ballfield where the war memorial monument was later 
appropriately placed, to the top of the Engineering building—faithfully convey the scale of the 
facility.  

 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
Narrative Description  
(see Continuation Sheet) 
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_________________________________________________________________ 
8. Statement of Significance 

 
 Applicable National Register Criteria  
 (Mark "x" in one or more boxes for the criteria qualifying the property for National Register  
 listing.) 

 
A. Property is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the 

broad patterns of our history. 
  

B. Property is associated with the lives of persons significant in our past.  
 

C. Property embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of 
construction or represents the work of a master, or possesses high artistic values, 
or represents a significant and distinguishable entity whose components lack 
individual distinction.  
 

D. Property has yielded, or is likely to yield, information important in prehistory or 
history.  

 
 
 

 
 
 Criteria Considerations  
 (Mark “x” in all the boxes that apply.) 

 
A. Owned by a religious institution or used for religious purposes 

  
B. Removed from its original location   

 
C. A birthplace or grave  

 
D. A cemetery 

 
E. A reconstructed building, object, or structure 

 
F. A commemorative property 

 
G. Less than 50 years old or achieving significance within the past 50 years  

 
 
 
 
 

x
 
  

x
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Areas of Significance 
(Enter categories from instructions.)  

      MARITIME HISTORY 
 MILITARY 
 EDUCATION 
 ARCHITECTURE 

___________________  
___________________  
___________________ 

 
 

Period of Significance 
_____1942-1953____ 
___________________ 
___________________ 

 
 Significant Dates  
 ___________________  
 ___________________ 
 ___________________ 

 
Significant Person 
(Complete only if Criterion B is marked above.) 
___________________  
___________________  
___________________ 

 
 Cultural Affiliation  
 ___________________  
 ___________________  
 ___________________ 

 
 Architect/Builder 
 _Early, Fred J., Jr. (builder)____ 
 _Esherick, Joseph (architect)_  
 _Bruno, Harry (architect)_ 
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Statement of Significance Summary Paragraph (Provide a summary paragraph that includes 
level of significance, applicable criteria, justification for the period of significance, and any 
applicable criteria considerations.)  
 
The United States Maritime Service Officers School is eligible for the National Register of 
Historic Places under Criterion A at the local level of significance for its association with efforts 
of the United States to train Merchant Marine officers during the Second World War and the 
early phases of the Cold War and the Korean War, in the areas of Maritime, Military, and 
Education. In addition, the property is eligible under Criterion C as a locally significant example 
of Moderne/Second Bay Tradition architecture as executed by Harry Bruno, who designed the 
initial 1942 phase of the complex. The property’s period of significance is 1942-1953. 
 
 
 
 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
Narrative Statement of Significance (Provide at least one paragraph for each area of 
significance.)   
 
The Maritime Service Officers School, Alameda is eligible for the National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP) due to its significance under National Register Criteria A and C. No other edifice 
serving a similar purpose remains extant today, and very few examples of this architectural style- 
particularly the “western” version of early WWII construction in the International “moderne” 
Second Bay Tradition style- are extant. The district possesses significance under both Criteria A 
and C for the period 1943 to 1953, encompassing World War II and the Korean War. After 
1953, the property was utilized for Civil Defense training during the Cold War. 
 
While the site in its entirety has been reduced in scope, the remaining structures - particularly 
Buildings 1, 2A, 2B, 2C, 2D, and 7 effectively convey the planned layout in which buildings do 
not predominate over others, thus sharing a common focality, as well as the perpendicular 
squared orientation of the primary living structures (mess hall and barracks). Building 1 
functioned as the Engineering building and has historical significance in the specific training that 
took place here, preparing officer mariners for critical hands-on work related to war vessels. 
Building 14 on its own is very rare and unique in its purpose in navigational training and 
Building 15 conveys that the original site spanned both sides of the present-day McKay Avenue. 
Object 1, the war memorial monument, built while the school was still in operation, is located by 
a recreational field of the original campus, and further conveys a visual expansiveness of the 
district. Thus, while from a total structure and acreage count perspective, site integrity for the 
U.S. Maritime Officers School may appear to have been dramatically impacted, in fact the 8 
structures and one object enumerated here, when taken as a whole, provide effective and 
meaningful visual reminders of the important function the site once served, its prior scope, as 
well as its influence on post-war institutional architecture.    
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Regarding Criterion A, the U.S. Maritime Service Officers School in Alameda was one of only 
two officers training schools in the WWII era (1943-1946) especially designed to train active 
experienced seamen preparing for promotion to officer, and the only one during the Korean War 
(1950-1953). It played a critical role in training 6,513 seamen to become deck and engineering 
officers to command the merchant fleet. This fleet provided critical supplies to fighting ships and 
armies across all theaters of war in these conflicts. Long overlooked, the U.S. Merchant Marine 
has over time garnered more recognition - including formal recognition of Veterans’ status in 
1988 and receiving as a group the Congressional Medal of Honor in 2020. Mariners experienced 
the highest fatality rates of any branch of service during WWII. Extant buildings on the site 
today represent a mix of “working” buildings (the Engineering Building, and the Glory of the 
Seas Seamanship Building) as well as “living” buildings- the Infirmary and 5 barracks. Four of 
the barracks - 2A-D maintain the original campus design in terms of perpendicular buildings 
connected via covered walkways. Building 7 barracks maintain a portion of the adjacent 
walkway. While “living” buildings are sometimes considered less relevant to significance, we 
think in this case the preserved campus layout serves as a visual reminder of the broader scope of 
the facility. The challenge faced by these seamen and officers was distinctive amongst service 
branches, in that a much-reduced crew was expected to manage a ship which would otherwise be 
crewed with a much larger staff in other branches such as the U.S. Navy. For example, a Liberty 
Ship with a crew of 50 mariners, when converted for naval use would carry a crew of over 200 
sailors. As a result, this group had a unique camaraderie in the history of naval warfare and 
logistics. This is an important distinction to make in that the relevant training correlated with 
closer relationships amongst the mariners. This tight-knit community is reflected in the compact 
campus of the officer training facility. Thus, the district has substantial historical significance in 
terms of Criterion A.   
 
Regarding Criterion C, the U.S. Maritime Service Officers School is a significant example of 
WWII rapid design and construction, but also a rare example of the International “moderne” 
style of the Second Bay Tradition, particularly unique to our Bay Area and rooted in influential 
architects such as Bernard Maybeck. Architects such as Joseph Esherick (1946: blueprint of an 
addition to U.S. Maritime Officer Training School in Alameda, CA- razed), Gardner Dailey 
(1942: U.S. Maritime Cadet School, San Mateo, CA–razed), Carl Warnecke (1942: Atchison 
Village, Richmond, CA; 1942: Lockwood Gardens, Oakland, CA), Donald Olsen (1942: Kaiser 
Shipyards, Richmond, CA), Henry Hill (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers), all received contracts 
for war housing and mobilization. William Wurster was charged with overseeing war-housing 
commissions in 1942 for the Advisory Committee for the National Housing Agency and was 
likely influential in connecting local architects to these regional projects. Of note is an article 
referencing Gardner Dailey who designed the U.S. Maritime Cadet School in San Mateo, CA. 
This style of architecture was recognized in 1944 by the Modern Art Museum in New York and 
highlighted in their Built in USA:1932-1944 exhibition. The U.S. Maritime Officer School in 
Alameda has a strong visual resemblance to this site. Furthermore, 1956 blueprints from 
modifications signed by Harold A Onstad were found recently on the property. Onstad was 
employed by William Wurster and his associates Emmons and Bernadi. Recent research and 
discovery of the original drawings in the Alameda Museum warehouse has uncovered that the 
architect was Harry A. Bruno, a contemporary and colleague of those cited above. Harry A. 
Bruno was a notable and prolific architect, graduated from U.C. Berkeley in 1932, and received 
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the highest distinction of “Fellowship” by the American Institute of Architects. According to the 
A.I.A., Fellowship status is awarded when an architect “has a body of work and contributions to 
the profession and society that they are elevated to the college.” Harry A. Bruno was also 
designated President of the East Bay Chapter of the A.I.A., and his membership file includes 
references from the Governor of California (Ronald Reagan) as well as several other respected 
architects such as Vincent Raney, Vernon DeMars, Don Hardison, Henry Wright, Lee Stuart 
Darrow, and others, hence demonstrating strong support of his work. Two of his residential 
projects have been included within properties listed in the National Register: Patrick Rodgers 
Farm, 315 Cortsen Rd. Pleasant Hill, CA and the Stanley Dollar Residence in Walnut Creek, CA. 
 
His work includes both institutional and residential projects, including prominent maritime 
developments such as Jack London Square, Oakland, CA, Watergate at Emeryville, CA and 
Marina at Ballena Bay, Alameda, CA. His institutional projects include two elementary schools 
in Oakland--Jefferson School and Santa Fe School. His residential projects include dozens of 
homes in prominent neighborhoods in Alameda, Piedmont, Oakland, Berkeley, El Cerrito. His 
work has been recognized in Sunset Magazines as exemplary design of modern homes (1938 and 
1946), and his work has been cited in publications related to early mid-century modern Bay Area 
architecture.  
 
The facility was intentionally designed as a modern campus which combines the international 
modernist movement with local features such as wood frames, and an egalitarian design which 
doesn’t place auxiliary buildings in a subservient visual position when compared to a central 
focal point (e.g., an administrative building). Most larger-scaled rapid construction projects from 
this era (early WWII) have been demolished or reconfigured to such an extent as to no longer 
resemble the original look and feel of the structures. That this district’s buildings served in 
numerous capacities beyond the Maritime School for decades after the U.S. Maritime 
Commission closed its school is a testament to the unusual durability of this site. Its significant 
concrete foundations suggest that unlike many of the “instant cities” built at this time, structures 
here were intended for more sustained use. In particular, the Glory of the Seas Seamanship 
building is notable in its unique design for a bespoke training purpose.    
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United States Department of the Interior  
National Park Service / National Register of Historic Places Registration Form  
NPS Form 10-900     OMB Control No. 1024-0018      

 
United States Maritime Service Officers School  Alameda, CA 
Name of Property                   County and State 

 
 

“Santa Fe Elementary.” OaklandWiki, LocalWiki, 
https://localwiki.org/oakland/Santa_Fe_Elementary. 
 
Schwarzer, Mitchell. “A Tale of Two Waterfronts: Oakland's Jack London Square Competes 
with San Francisco's Waterfront.”. 2014. 
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April 25, 1954. p. 53.  
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Library of Congress. American Folklife Center. Veterans History Project.  
 
---Bernard W. Clayton. Tyler, Texas. Oct. 1 2003. 
https://stream-media.loc.gov/vhp/video/afc2001001_015760_mv0001001_640x480_800.mp4 
 
---Louis Tullio Schiavon. California. June 6 2007.  
http://memory.loc.gov/diglib/vhp/story/loc.natlib.afc2001001.65386/#vhp:official 
 
---Arnold DeHeus. Olympia, WA. December 30, 2003.  
http://memory.loc.gov/diglib/vhp/story/loc.natlib.afc2001001.32499/ 
 
--Kenneth D. Blue. Grass Valley, CA. Oct. 30 2007. https://stream-
media.loc.gov/vhp/audio/afc2001001_054283_sr0001001.mp3 
 

D. LIBRARIES, ARCHIVES, AND PEOPLE CONSULTED  
 
American Institute of Architects, email assistance from A.I.A. Honors and Awards.  
 
Alameda Museum Archive, assistance from Valerie Turpen and Myrna VanLuntern. 
 
American Merchant Marine Veterans, assistance from Shela Sova. 
 
California State Bakersfield, Walter Stiern Library, Historical Research Center, email assistance 
from Donato Cruz. 
 
Connecticut State Parks, Fort Trumbull, assistance from Michael McKenna.  
 
Crab Cove Visitor Center, Robert W. Crown Memorial State Beach, Alameda. 
 
EHDD Architects, email assistance from Glennis Briggs and Chuck Davis. 
 
MARAD, Maritime Administration, email assistance from Andrew Larimore. 



United States Department of the Interior  
National Park Service / National Register of Historic Places Registration Form  
NPS Form 10-900     OMB Control No. 1024-0018      

 
United States Maritime Service Officers School  Alameda, CA 
Name of Property                   County and State 

 
 

 
Minor, Woodruff. Alameda Historian. Email assistance. 
 
National Archives, San Bruno, assistance from Aaron Seltzer.  
 
National Archives 2, College Park, MD, assistance from Supervisory Archivists, William Wade 
and Amy Reytar. 
 
National Maritime Museum, J. Porter Shaw Library, San Francisco, assistance from Gina Bardi. 
 
Seamen's Church Institute Archive: Oral histories. 
 
Serraino, Pierluigi. Architect. Email assistance.  
 
Stanford University. Department of Art and Art History, assistance from Professor V. Turner.  
Stanford University. Special Collections, assistance from Tim Noakes. 
 
U.S. Coast Guard, Pacific Area Historian, Pacific Area Public Affairs Office, assistance from 
David S. Rosen.  
 
University of California at Berkeley, College of Environmental Design Archives, assistance from 
Katie Riddle.  
---Joseph Esherick Collection. Entry 4632. U.S. Maritime Service Training Station, 
Alameda.1946. 
 
University of Washington. College of Built Environments, assistance from Professor Alan 
Michelson.  
 
Warnecke & Warnecke Archive. Healdsburg, CA., assistance from Margo Warnecke Merck. 
 
Watts, Ian, Ph.D. Historian on the U.S. Merchant Marines.  
https://ianewatts.org/blog/2012/09/15/u-s-naval-reserve-insignia/ 
 

E. OTHER  
 
Notable Projects by Harry Alexander Bruno, F.A.I.A. Include: 
*Denotes project included in National Register property 
 
1939*  Residence of author Alice Tisdale: 315 Cortsen Rd. Pleasant Hill, CA 
 
1940  Smith Residence: 6642 Longwalk Drive, Oakland, CA  
 
1941   Lafayette Oaks Home development, Lafayette, CA 
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1942  U.S. Maritime Officers Training School, Alameda, CA 
 
1945  Residence: 1240 Hawthorne St, Alameda, CA 
 
1948  Residence: 1417-19 Walnut St, Alameda, CA 
1948  Residence: 5551 Country Club Rd. Oakland, CA 
 
1949  El Cerrito Library, El Cerrito, CA 
1949  McLeod Residence: 55 Sierra Ave., Piedmont, CA 
1949  Residence: 138 Wildwood Gardens, Piedmont, CA 
 
1950  Residence: 1401 Atwell Rd. El Cerrito, CA 
1950  Commercial Building: 1417-9 Webster St, Alameda, CA 
 
1951  Residence: 77 Eucalyptus Rd. Berkeley, CA 
1951  Residence: 1517 La Vereda, Berkeley, CA 
 
1952  Medical (front addition): 2238 Santa Clara Ave., Alameda, CA 
 
1952-1964 Sea Wolf Restaurant,(Jack London Square) Oakland, CA  
  (later became Scott’s Restaurant) 

Grotto Restaurant, (Jack London Square) Oakland, CA 
(later became Kincaid’s Restaurant) 
Convention and Banquet Building, (Jack London Square) Oakland, CA 
Oakland Port Administration Building (66 Jack London Square- F-107) 
The Boatel (Jack London Square), Oakland, CA 
(later Waterfront Plaza Hotel) 

 
1953  Medical: 2219 Santa Clara Ave., Alameda, CA  
1953  Ranch House, Mendocino County, CA 
1953  Residence: 119 Dudley Ave. Piedmont, CA 
 
1954  McDonnell Nursery, Walnut Creek, CA 
1954*  Stanley Dollar Residence: Walnut Creek, CA 
1954  East Contra Costa College Student Building, with John C. Warnecke,  
  (Diablo Valley College) 
 
1955  Alpha Chi Omega, Sorority, Berkeley, CA 
1955  Medical: 2223 Santa Clara Ave,. Alameda, CA 
1955  Jefferson School, Oakland, CA 
 
1956  Residence: 108 Dudley Drive. Piedmont, CA 
 
1957  Alameda Municipal Golf Course Clubhouse, Alameda, CA 
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1959  Residence: 4859 Geranium Place, Oakland, CA 94619 
 
1960  Santa Fe School, Oakland, CA 
 
1964  Oakland Title Insurance and Guarantee Co./ Title Insurance and Trust Co.,  

1700 Webster St. Oakland, CA 
 
1968  Trans International Airlines Building, Oakland, CA 
 
1969  Marina at Ballena Bay, Alameda, CA 
 
1972  Watergate, Emeryvilla, CA (in collaboration with William Wurster) 
 
From A.I.A. Membership File: 
Projects cover a wide range: schools, residences, restaurants, marinas, office buildings. His 
design is free from passing fads while at the same time it is as new as tomorrow. Nominee 
received from A.I.A. in 1969 “Citation for Excellence in Community Architecture: in the design 
of the individual buildings and the overall planning at Jack London Square. 
 
President of East Bay Chapter A.I.A. 
Vice-President of the East Bay Chapter A.I.A. 
Member of local and State committees. 
Chapter Delegate to California Council, A.I.A.  
 
President, Oakland Chamber of Commerce 
Commissioner, Bay Conservation and Development Commission (appointed by the governor) 
Vice Chairman, Board of Examiners and Appeals, Oakland Building Department 
Chairman, Construction Industries Committee 
Member, Oakland Economic Development Council 
Member, Board of Governors, Oakland Cultural Foundation 
President, North Oakland Kiwanis Club 

 
 
 
 
___________________________________________________________________________ 
  
Previous documentation on file (NPS):  
 
____ preliminary determination of individual listing (36 CFR 67) has been requested 
____ previously listed in the National Register 
____ previously determined eligible by the National Register 
____ designated a National Historic Landmark  
____ recorded by Historic American Buildings Survey   #____________ 
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____ recorded by Historic American Engineering Record # __________ 
____ recorded by Historic American Landscape Survey # ___________ 
 
Primary location of additional data:  
_x__ State Historic Preservation Office 
____ Other State agency 
_x__ Federal agency 
____ Local government 
____ University 
____ Other 
         Name of repository: ______General Services Administration _______ 
 
Historic Resources Survey Number (if assigned): ________________ 
 
 

______________________________________________________________________________ 
10. Geographical Data 

 
 Acreage of Property ____13.5 acres_______ 

 
 

Use either the UTM system or latitude/longitude coordinates 
 
Latitude/Longitude Coordinates 
Datum if other than WGS84:__________ 
(enter coordinates to 6 decimal places) 
1. Latitude: 37.770890  Longitude: -122.280033 

 
2. Latitude: 37.768153  Longitude: -122.280089 

 
3. Latitude: 37.768117  Longitude: -122.276578 

 
4. Latitude: 37.770862  Longitude: -122.276584 
 
 
 
Or  
UTM References  
Datum (indicated on USGS map):  
 

           NAD 1927     or        NAD 1983 
 
 

1. Zone:  Easting:    Northing:   
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2. Zone: Easting:    Northing: 
 

3. Zone: Easting:   Northing: 
 

4. Zone: Easting :   Northing: 
  
 
 

 
 
 
Verbal Boundary Description (Describe the boundaries of the property.) 
 
North South parallel to McKay Ave, west as far as the property boundary encompassing 
Buildings 1 and 7, and east to encompass Building 15 (Visitor’s Center) and Object 1 (War 
Memorial Monument). North as far as Building 1 northern border, South as far as the 
southern border of Building 14.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
Boundary Justification (Explain why the boundaries were selected.) 
 
In order to encompass all surviving buildings on the west side of McKay Ave (1, 2A-2D, 7, 
14) as well as those on the east side of McKay Ave (15), including the war memorial 
monument (object 1) located in extant recreational field. 

 
 
______________________________________________________________________________ 

11. Form Prepared By 
 
name/title: ____Carmen Reid___________________________ 
organization: _ Alameda Architectural Preservation Society___ 
street & number: _____1811 Clinton Ave.______________ 
city or town:  __Alameda__________ state: _____CA_____ zip code:___94501___ 
e-mail____anthrospeak@yahoo.com______ 
telephone:_____(510) 864-2991____ 
date:_____May 26, 2022_________ 
 
 
___________________________________________________________________________ 

 
Additional Documentation 
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Submit the following items with the completed form: 

Maps:   A USGS map or equivalent (7.5 or 15 minute series) indicating the property's
location.

Sketch map for historic districts and properties having large acreage or numerous
resources.  Key all photographs to this map.

Photographs 
Submit clear and descriptive photographs.  The size of each image must be 1600x1200 pixels 
(minimum), 3000x2000 preferred, at 300 ppi (pixels per inch) or larger.  Key all photographs 
to the sketch map. Each photograph must be numbered and that number must correspond to 
the photograph number on the photo log.  For simplicity, the name of the photographer, 
photo date, etc. may be listed once on the photograph log and doesn’t need to be labeled on 
every photograph. 

Photo Log 

Name of Property:  United States Maritime Service Officers School 

City or Vicinity: Alameda 

County: Alameda    State:  CA 

Photographer:  Carmen Reid  

Date Photographed:  April 2021 
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Description of Photograph(s) and number, include description of view indicating direction of 
camera: 
 

Photo 1. Building 1.  
Photo 2. Building 2A.  
Photo 3. Buildings 2B and 2C.  
Photo 4. Building 2C.  
Photo 5. Building 2D.  
Photo 6. Building 7.  
Photo 7. Building 14.  
Photo 8. Building 15.  
Photo 9. Monument (Object 1, Marker 16).  
Photo 10. Plaque (Marker 16).  
Photo 11.Monument and field looking east. 
Photo 12. Monument and field looking west. 
Photo 13. McKay Ave. looking north. 
Photo 14. McKay Ave. looking south. 
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Figures Log 
(See Continuation Sheets, Additional Documentation) 

See attached. 
 

Figure 1. Map of contributing buildings.  
Figure 2. Map of area, satellite view.   
Figure 3. Map of Alameda and shore. 
Figure 4. Map of area. 
Figure 5. Map, parcel map.   
Figure 6. Map of Alameda and Oakland.  
Figure 7. Map of Alameda.  
Figure 8. Historic photo, building 14 to right. 
Figure 9. Historic photo, building 1 to right. 
Figure 10. Historic photo, building 18. 
Figure 11. Historic photo, main gate. 
Figure 12. Historic photo, building 1 - engineering.  
Figure 13. Historic photo, building 18. 
Figure 14. Historic photo, looking north along McKay Ave, building 2d in background. 
Figure 15. Historic photo, aerial view of school. 
Figure 16. Historic photo, building 1, Engineering 
Figure 17. Historic photo, buildings 2A, 2B: Young America Hall, Hurricane Hall 
(Barracks) 
Figure 18. Historic photo, building 2C, Golden Light (Barracks) 
Figure 19. Historic photo, building 2D, Sovereign of the Seas (Mess Hall/Galley) 
Figure 20. Historic photo, building 7, Lightning Hall (Barracks) 
Figure 21. Historic photo, building 14, Glory of the Seas (Seamanship) 
Figure 22. Historic photo, building 15, Red Cross Hall (Infirmary) 
Figure 23. Historic photo, building 8, Paint Locker (non-contributing)  
Figure 24. Historic photo, building 9, Storage (non-contributing) 
Figure 25. Historic photo, building 10, Storage (non-contributing) 
Figure 26. Historic photo, building 12, Sewer Pump (non-contributing) 
Figure 27. Historic photo, McKay Ave., building 2D, Orders of the Day 
Figure 28. Historic photo, McKay Ave., Orders of the Day 
Figure 29. Historic photo, building 2A (McKay Ave.), blues uniform lineup 
Figure 30. Historic photo, flag signals 
Figure 31. Historic photo, Officer candidates march along McKay Ave. 
Figure 32. Historic photo, McKay Ave., arrival by bus 
Figure 33. Historic photo, recruiting bus 
Figure 34. Historic photo, near Building 14 
Figure 35. Historic photo, license examinations 
Figure 36. Historic photo, building 2D, mess hall/galley 
Figure 37. Historic photo, building 1, engineering instruction 
Figure 38. Historic photo, building 1, engineering instruction 
Figure 39. Historic photo, issuing new uniforms 
Figure 40. Historic photo, building 1, Engineering, Steam Engine Theory 
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Figure 41. Historic photo, fire training 
Figure 42. Historic photo, Lifeboat training 
Figure 43. Historic photo, boat training, San Francisco Bay 
Figure 44. Historic photo, anti-aircraft training 
Figure 45. Historic photo, class in passive defense to chemical warfare 
Figure 46. Historic photo, Officer candidates participate in Pacific Coast Merchant 
Marine rowing regatta 
Figure 47. Historic photo, view from Building 14, Glory of the Seas, Seamanship 
building 
Figure 48. Historic photo, Officer candidates donate blood to Red Cross  
Figure 49. Historic photo, building 1, Engineering, welding for the pony break of the 
triple expansion Reciprocating Engine 
Figure 50. Historic photo, McKay Ave. looking south 
Figure 51. Historic photo, water safety skills 
Figure 52. Historic photo, building 14 (Glory of the Seas), Navigational Training 
Figure 53. Historic photo, memorial plaque 
Figure 54. Historic photo, recreational field, southeast view 
Figure 55. Historic photo, Victory Day picnic in recreational area  
Figure 56. Historic photo, assembly, looking southeast 
Figure 57. Historic photo, Memorial monument.  
Figure 58. Historic photo, building 1, Engineering, boiler room addition by Joseph 
Esherick 
Figure 59. Historic photo, detail of Building 1, Engineering, boiler room addition by 
Joseph Esherick 
Figure 60. Historic photo, cover page of architectural blueprints by Harry A. Bruno 
Figure 61. Historic photo, detail of cover page of architectural blueprints by Harry A. 
Bruno 
Figure 62. Historic photo, Harry A. Bruno, architect, resume 
Figure 63. Map view of parcels. 
Figure 64. Geographic Location of Nomination. 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
Paperwork Reduction Act Statement:  This information is being collected for nominations to the National Register of Historic 
Places to nominate properties for listing or determine eligibility for listing, to list properties, and to amend existing listings.  Response 
to this request is required to obtain a benefit in accordance with the National Historic Preservation Act, as amended (16 U.S.C.460 
et seq.). We may not conduct or sponsor and you are not required to respond to a collection of information unless it displays a 
currently valid OMB control number. 
Estimated Burden Statement:  Public reporting burden for each response using this form is estimated to be between the Tier 1 
and Tier 4 levels with the estimate of the time for each tier as follows: 
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Tier 1 – 60-100 hours 
Tier 2 – 120 hours 
Tier 3 – 230 hours 
Tier 4 – 280 hours 

 
The above estimates include time for reviewing instructions, gathering and maintaining data, and preparing and transmitting 
nominations. Send comments regarding these estimates or any other aspect of the requirement(s) to the Service Information 
Collection Clearance Officer, National Park Service, 1201 Oakridge Drive Fort Collins, CO 80525. 
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United States Maritime Service Officers School 
Name of Property 
Alameda, CA 

County and State 
       

Name of multiple listing (if applicable) 

Narrative Description  
 
INTRODUCTION 
The proposed district, 13.5 acres, is comprised of eight contributing buildings of the former U.S. Maritime Service Officers 
School, and one object, a war memorial monument, currently located on three adjacent parcels, all government owned. Five 
buildings (1, 2A, 2B, 2C, and 2D) are part of the former Alameda Federal Center complex owned by the General Services 
Administration (3.67 acres). Building 7 is on East Bay Regional Park District land (3.89 acres at 1252 McKay Ave, purchased 
in 2015). Buildings 14, 15 and Object 1 span both sides of McKay Avenue and are managed by East Bay Regional Parks as a 
Visitor’s Center and offices but are located on State-owned Crown Memorial Beach land (5.93). The U.S. Maritime Service 
Officers School was one of only two schools specifically established by the United States Maritime Service during World War II 
to train deck and engineering officers for duty on American merchant vessels.  
 
The Maritime Officers school was built in 1942 and designed in the style of Joseph Esherick, Gardner Dailey, Eldridge T. 
Spencer and John Carl Warnecke—prominent architects who were very active in west coast military construction at the time.  
Gardner Dailey designed a similar but smaller U.S. Maritime Cadet Training School in nearby San Mateo in 1942 (razed) with 
brown shingled exteriors that blended into the landscape complemented by canopied walkways. Textual records from the San 
Mateo school indicate collaborative correspondence between the War Shipping Administration, U.S. Maritime Commission, 
Coast Guard Engineering, local contractors and architect to bring the project into fruition. Likely a similar process, the Alameda 
campus for officer candidates would have required close collaboration amongst all parties.  
 
Original blueprint drawings of U.S Maritime Officers Training School were recently discovered in 2021 uncatalogued in the 
warehouse of the Alameda Museum. The architect listed on the cover sheet is Harry A. Bruno, a contemporary of the 
aforementioned architects and graduate of U.C. Berkeley in 1932. His projects later included other maritime projects such as 
the development at waterfront Jack London Square and well-known restaurants, Watergate at Emeryville and Marina at 
Ballena Bay in Alameda. The school was built to function as a pre-war mobilization training site. Construction on the 32-acre 
site began on October 29 1942 and was completed three months later on January 29 1943 by San Francisco construction firm 
Fred J. Early, Jr. A blueprint drawing from the U.C. Berkeley archives states Joseph Esherick as the architect of an addition 
that was made to the facility in 1946 (razed). Esherick notes in his oral history that he also worked on the U.S. Maritime Cadet 
School alongside Gardner Dailey. The strong collaboration of notable Bay Area architects during WWII, particularly those 
connected with U.C. Berkeley, left a permanence of modern design that forever changed the architectural landscape in the 
Bay Area. This pivotal point in our nation’s history, rapid mobilization for both military training and housing, cemented 
California’s contribution to those efforts and left a legacy of industrious and hard-working individuals who had arrived from 
across the United States and transformed the fabric of modern society in the Bay Area. 
 
When the officers school became decommissioned, the G.S.A. sought to make alterations in the 1950s to accommodate 
further training during the Korean War. In 1947 the site was renamed the U.S. Maritime Service Training School as its purpose 
was no longer focused mostly on officers but encompassed a wider curriculum for seamen and officers seeking to advance 
their knowledge in additional courses to support advanced training. The school officially closed in 1953 and was deactivated in 
1954. A portion of the property was then declared surplus, and in 1961 the G.S.A. sold over 20 acres to private developers 
and one portion to the State to incorporate into the existing Crown Memorial State Beach. At this time, several buildings were 
demolished, and the G.S.A. retained a 7.6-acre parcel.  
 
Of the original twenty-five structures, twelve have been removed. Today, the district is comprised of a total of thirteen original 
one- and two-story buildings. The wood-framed buildings were designed with flat roofs and concrete foundations, typical in 
style of the International “moderne” Second Bay Region style, unique to this geographical area. This design is rooted in the 
First Bay Region style influenced by Bernard Maybeck. The architects mentioned above had close affiliations and/or 
apprenticed with Maybeck. This style harks back to a uniquely northern California natural landscape with dark redwood 
shingled siding, contrasted with painted white trim awning windows. The campus was designed in this style, but with modern 
asbestos shingles painted to resemble natural redwood, and similarly contrasted with painted white trimmed awning windows. 
This influence is clearly visible and retains visual integrity despite the change in paint color and alterations to the window 
casing.  
 
It should be noted that this environmentally focused adaptation of European moderne - in which a northern California “woodsy” 
context is incorporated into the design aesthetic, would subsequently become standard in all Bay Area architecture.   
 
The mobilization efforts during WWII spawned perhaps the most intensive rapid construction boom of wartime infrastructure in 
United States history.  
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SETTING 
The district lies along McKay Avenue, a tree-lined road that ends at the San Francisco Bay, adjacent to an estuarine reserve. 
The remaining 13.5 acres as a district (of the original 32 acres) includes now three parcels--a northern parcel, southern parcel 
and a southeastern parcel that spans both sides of the street. The northern parcel includes Buildings 1, 2A, 2B, 2C, 2D, 8, 9, 
10, 12, (sewage pumping station-across the street on McKay Avenue) and Building 13. Within the complex of the northern 
parcel, the area includes three streets: Richardson Avenue running north to south, and S. Cressey Drive and North Cressey 
Drive, short parallel streets running east to west at the northernmost border of the parcel. The northern parcel is enclosed by a 
continuous black wrought iron fence with openings at both North Cressey Drive and South Cressey Drive as well as a wide 
double entry driveway into an extensive parking lot adjacent to Building 2D.  
 
The southern parcel, adjacent to the shoreline, includes one original building--Building 7 (Lighting Hall). This area managed by 
East Bay Regional Parks includes open space and black wrought iron fencing along McKay Avenue. Within the southern 
parcel is Gardener Drive, running east to west with an exit at McKay Avenue. Parallel to McKay Avenue is Richardson Avenue 
that extends north to south to the northern parcel. The southeastern parcel includes Building 14 (Glory of the Seas), Building 
15 (Infirmary), and Object 1 (War Memorial Monument), adjacent to the bay and State Parks land.  
 
The buildings within the district are stand-alone structures, with the exception of connected covered walkways between 
Buildings 2A, 2B, 2C and 2D, and another canopied walkway by Building 7. The landscaping includes a variety of mature trees 
on the easternmost side of both the northern and southern parcel, as well as mature oak and plane trees that line McKay 
Avenue. A pair of palm trees stand at the end of the McKay Avenue adjacent to the shoreline and the Glory of the Seas. The 
southeastern parcel includes an open recreational space surrounding the war memorial monument in the vicinity of where the 
school’s softball field was once located, as well as a tree-lined path. The landscaping is well cared for on all parcels.  
 
OVERALL BUILDING DESCRIPTION 
Note: Building numbers used herein refer to current building numbers referenced in the Figure 1 map. 
 
The district buildings were designed with not only a utilitarian function to train officers in navigation and seamanship skills to 
prepare for wartime activity, but intentionally conceived by a modern movement of architecture. This movement moved away 
from traditional forms and construction techniques and emphasized clean horizontal lines throughout the design, incorporating 
rapid construction methods representing a streamlined International style. The functional design lends itself to an aesthetic 
toward minimal intersecting planes. This style was influenced by European architects such as Mies Van de Rohe and Le 
Corbusier, considered today as the fathers of minimalist architecture and studied extensively by architecture students for the 
past decades. One of the characteristics of this design is to maximize space while maintaining a feeling of openness. This goal 
was clearly achieved at this site as the buildings are stand-alone yet interconnected through a series of walkways. The 
windows are an important element of this design as well. 

The International style with its starkly unornamented appearance of rectangular shapes, 
punctuated with bands of windows, announced a new "modern" view of the style and purpose 
of architecture. Inspired by the Cubism of modern art in Europe, the boxy shapes of 
International style buildings embodied a new social theory of architecture as well. With brave 
new shapes and forms utilizing new construction technologies of the time, the International 
style was portrayed as a new kind of architecture designed solely to meet the needs of the 
common people in the Machine Age. 
(http://www.phmc.state.pa.us/portal/communities/architecture/styles/modern-
movements.html)  

The architectural style of the district is a fine and rare example of this period in California military architecture, even as a 
reduced number of the original buildings remain. The overall square footage of extant buildings represents approximately 50% 
of the original. Not only have the buildings stood the test of time both in function and in style, but they are a rare existing 
example of a military training facility that incorporated these unique and modern design elements during the1940s pre-war 
mobilization efforts. The buildings are all of one and two-story wood frame construction and concrete foundation, with 
cantilevered roof overhangs and open walkways between the original living quarters (barracks). It is important to note that the 
concrete foundations are exposed, approximately 3 feet high, and appear structurally sound. The simple horizontal lines are 
accentuated by double, triple and quadruple rows of rectangular windows that pushed outward. These have been replaced 
with aluminum windows, the top and bottom which pivot outward; however, they could be restored to its original wood framed 
design. With the exception of the attic and north side of the Engineering building (Building 1), all of the windows have been 
replaced with aluminum windows. The windows in particular are a dominant feature of the International modern style and 
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unique in that this style remains both “timeless” and “period” today, even with its slight altering in materials. The exteriors are 
painted cement-asbestos shingles. Flat trim boards are simple finishing details throughout the structures. The original 
buildings were painted dark brown with white trim framing around the windows. This contrast further emphasized the stark, 
clean horizontal lines free of ornamentation. Currently the buildings are painted a beige color, with the exception of the Glory 
of the Seas which is two-toned in taupe and espresso brown. 
 
During the 1980s exterior staircases were added throughout the buildings at the east and west exits. These are built of 
lightweight steel and open concrete steps with reinforced steel guardrails. Landing and entry structures, including short flights 
of stairs up to the First Floor, are wood frame with wood finish materials. The original wood panel doors have been replaced 
with aluminum doors that include small glass peer-through windows.  
 
Of note are the windows in the Glory of the Seas (Buildings 14) and Red Cross Hall/Visitor’s Center (Building 15) which have 
not been altered. The Glory of the Seas in particular stands out as a distinctive architectural gem within the district. Its design 
replicates the prow of a Liberty Ship and its function as a navigational training center gave one the feeling and association of 
being on a ship. The original seamanship boathouse includes a unique two-story rounded bow design lined with double bands 
of rectangular windows and three porthole windows below. Red Cross Hall (Infirmary), now the park Visitor’s Center, is a one-
story rectangular building, similarly constructed with cement foundation, and a combination of asbestos-shingles, horizontal 
and vertical wood paneling.  
 
INDIVIDUAL BUILDING DESCRIPTIONS 
 
Building 1 (Engineering) is located on the northern parcel. It is a long one-and-a-half story stand-alone rectangular building 
running east to west. The front entrance with double doors is on McKay Avenue, an unusual and rare design for such a long 
building. This style was purposefully designed to accommodate the modern engineering open space within the structure, 
allowing for greater flexibility in maneuvering heavy machinery. Further supporting this evidence is the wide driveway and 
loading dock in the rear of the building. A boiler room addition was added in 1946 to accommodate hands-on training for 
massive C-2 engines (Esherick, architect); this appendage was later removed by the 1980s, restoring the original footprint and 
integrity of the building.  Additional changes to the building included interior modifications with subdivided laboratory space. 
Original wood columns and a truss system is evident within the attic space. The lighting throughout is fluorescent.  At the 
western end there is a two-story attached accessory building that once housed the main boiler, part of the original design.   
 
It is important to note that the function of the engineering building was an essential and key element to the training facility. Its 
modern design opened the way not only for a physical and tactile experience that replicated likely navigational challenges at 
sea, but also prepared the mariner for a new mindset as officers trained during an intensive four months at the facility. It is 
here where officers honed their skills that prepared them to tackle the challenges of wartime navigation. Furthermore, the 
significance of their intensive hands-on training, the intellectual transformation that took place within the walls of the building 
itself, is a testament to the commitment and drive that led the efforts to proceed with the determination necessary to support 
the U.S. and Allied troops during wartime.  
 
Buildings 2A-C, and 7 are similarly designed two-story rectangular barracks buildings interconnected through a series of 
walkways. Building 7 stands alone as it is on the southern parcel. Its attached wooden gabled walkway is a faithful reminder of 
the interconnection between the once adjacent living quarters. The dominant rows of banded windows throughout these 
structures are characteristic of the International movement style of architecture. The flat roofs and overhangs provide a 
dramatic design element. The second stories of Buildings 2A, 2B, 2C, include several covered porches and passageways. At 
the end of the barracks are a later modified addition of wooden staircases as well as open-cement steps with steel railings. 
What is particularly unique and interesting about the barracks is that they are the last remaining barracks in the country 
specific to training WWII U.S. Merchant Marine officers.  
 
Building 2D holds a prominent position on the northern parcel of the district. It was originally the mess hall and galley where 
the officers congregated and socialized. The First Floor was the mess hall, and the Second Floor was the assembly hall. It was 
a central location of the original complex with adjacent barracks and other training buildings nearby. The prominent location 
still holds true today, as the horizontal landscape of the windows features the International modern movement with visual 
elegance. The second story balcony is also an interesting feature as a social gathering covered outdoor space. Perhaps the 
officers would gather outside to socialize? Or share a few laughs while exchanging seafaring tales? While the windows were 
modified with aluminum casings, they could be restored to its original wooden framing. Nevertheless, the consecutive double, 
triple and quadruple lined windows serve as a reminder to both unify the complex as a centralized facility and express a 
modern approach to its focalized purpose as a pre-war training facility. The second floor of the building is an expansive open 
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room that functioned as an assembly hall. An adjacent smaller connecting area was used to serve food for the mess hall. The 
exterior of the building includes cross bracing and built-up wood girders. The historical integrity of the building is evident in its 
relevant placement and relationship to McKay Avenue. Its visual appeal resonates today despite modifications to the interior 
and minor alterations over the years to the exterior. This is also expected as the building is almost 80 years old and has 
served multiple functions over several decades. In fact, building 2D in particular, has a formidable presence due to its 
proximity to the street and the unobstructed vista along its southern flank.  
 
Building 14, commonly known as Glory of the Seas, is named after one of famed ship architect, Donald McKay’s 1869 last 
masterpieces- a medium clipper ship that sailed numerous voyages that included a 35-day record of passage between San 
Francisco and Sydney.  It is a two-story wooden concrete foundation asbestos-shingle building that was utilized to teach deck 
officers to use flag signals on the upper roof and navigate on the curved “flying bridge” on the second floor (EB Parks- 
https://www.ebparks.org/parks/vc/crab_cove/no5.htm). This unique one-of-a-kind building was designed to replicate the prow 
of a Liberty Ship. The rear of the building has a covered gabled carport/boathouse space. A successive row of double push-
out casement windows lines the upper portion of the curved south facing side of the building, with three portholes spaced 
below. The western and eastern sides of the building are lined with successive rectangular windows. It is currently used as the 
headquarters for park operations.  
 
Building 15 was originally called Red Cross Hall or the Infirmary and served the dental and medical needs of the maritime 
officers. It is also where officer candidates would go to donate blood for the war efforts. It is a single story long rectangular 
concrete foundation building with a combination of asbestos-shingles, horizontal and vertical wood paneled siding and post 
columns. The structure includes pivot windows, and a double aluminum door entrance that replaced original wooden doors. 
The building currently serves as the Visitor’s Center managed by East Bay Regional Parks on Crown Memorial State Beach 
land and includes living quarters for a park employee.  
 
Object 1 is a war memorial monument approximately 16’ tall, designed in 1945 by station artist Vale Wright and paid for 
through collective fundraising efforts by the officer candidates who attended the training school. (Vale Wright was later known 
as an architectural designer for his innovative fiberglass designs of sportscars.) It was dedicated to the 51 merchant mariners 
who trained in Alameda and lost their lives in WWII. An engraving on the statue reads, “In memory of the graduates of this 
station who gave their lives in the service of their country—1941-1945.” The design is a stylized late art deco three-
dimensional obelisk shape with a carved figurative American eagle and emblem of the Merchant Marine. The monument is 
located about 100 feet from Building 15, and placed near an open recreational field (former softball field), facing the San 
Francisco Bay. It was constructed in 1946 and originally located adjacent to the school’s outdoor graduation bell on the east 
side of McKay Ave. When the school closed in 1959, it was subsequently relocated to its current site in the nearby vicinity.   
 
Current Inventory of Buildings, including those managed by East Bay Parks- numbers correspond to map labels in 
APPENDIX.  

 

No.  GSA Bldg No. Current Use or Name Historic Use Name 

1 CA0761 KK Unused Engineering Building Savannah Hall 

2a CA0762KK Unused Barracks Building Young America Hall 

2b CA0763KK Unused Barracks Building Hurricane Hall 

2c CA0765KK Unused Barracks Building Golden Light Hall 

2d CA0773KK Unused Mess and Galley Sovereign of the Seas Hall 

2e 
 

[Demolished] Barracks Building Great Republic Hall 

2f 
 

[Demolished] Barracks Building Comet Hall 

2g 
 

[Demolished] Barracks Building Sterling Hall 
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3 
 

[Demolished] Academic Building Daniel Webster Hall 

4 
 

[Demolished] Equipment Building Palmyra Hall 

5 
 

[Demolished] Barracks Building Dreadnought Hall 

6 
 

[Demolished] Barracks Building Staghound Hall 

7 CA0772KK Unused Barracks Building Lightning Hall 

8 CA0774KK Unused Storage/Paint Locker 
 

9 CA0776KK Unused Storage 
 

10 CA0775KK Unused Storage 
 

11 
 

Unused 
  

12 CA0777KK Unused Sewage Treatment 
 

13 
 

Equipment 
  

14 
 

CA State Parks prop–East Bay Parks, 
Administration/Offices 

Seamanship Building Glory of the Seas Hall 

15 
 

CA State Parks prop–East Bay Parks, 
Visitor Center 

Infirmary Red Cross Hall 

16 
 

CA State Parks War Memorial 
 

17 
 

[Demolished] Gatehouse 
 

18 
 

[Demolished] Administration Building Flying Cloud Hall 

19 
 

[Demolished] Auditorium/Gymnasium Shenandoah Hall 

20 
 

[Demolished] Training Basin Westward Ho! Hall 

21 
 

[Demolished] Pumphouse 
 

22 
 

[Demolished] Firehouse Yosemite Hall 

23 
 

[Demolished] Ship’s Service Store Red Jacket Hall 

24 
 

[Demolished] Night-Vision Classroom Challenge Hall 

25 
 

[Demolished] Anti-Aircraft Training Celestial Hall 

26 
 

[Demolished] Mast Assembly 
 

27 
 

[Demolished] Pier 
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SUPPORTING PARAGRAPHS-HISTORY OF PROPERTY1 
 
Below are excerpted paragraphs outlining background history relevant to the district.   
 
Establishment of The U.S. Maritime Services Officers School, Alameda 
The U.S. Maritime Service Officers School at Alameda had its beginnings in December 1938, when the Maritime Commission 
established its first training station in the San Francisco Bay region. Originally a refresher school for licensed and unlicensed 
seamen, and later known as the U.S. Maritime Service Prospective Licensed Officers School, it was located on Government 
Island (now known as Coast Guard Island), a small, dredged island in the Oakland-Alameda estuary within Alameda city limits. 
The school shared buildings and other facilities with the Coast Guard and various federal agencies. Although one barracks 
building was eventually built for the school (in 1941), most students resided off the island, some in a riverboat moored on the 
Estuary, others in a hotel in downtown Oakland. Initially, three-month courses were offered for officer candidates as well as for 
unlicensed seamen. By 1941, the school's mission had changed to training officer candidates exclusively in intensive four-
month courses.  
 
With the growing wartime demand for trained maritime officers, the constricted Government Island facility was deemed 
inadequate. In August 1942, the War Shipping Administration authorized Commander Alfred G. Ford, USNR, superintendent 
of the Government Island school, to conduct a survey of other potential school sites in the region. After surveying a number of 
locations in northern California, Ford recommended purchase of a site on San Francisco Bay about one mile from Government 
Island, on the south shore of the island city of Alameda. 
 
The site chosen for the school had been occupied since the 1870s by a succession of bathing resorts, the best known and 
most recent of which was Neptune Beach. In business from 1917 to 1939, this large resort covered, at its height in the late 
1920s and 1930s, about 40 acres of mostly reclaimed land. Neptune Beach featured two large outdoor swimming pools, roller 
coasters, numerous other rides and concessions, picnic grounds. a dance hall, a movie theater, and year-round apartments 
and rental cottages. Extensive dredging operations in the mid-1920s had extended the resort to the south and west, into the 
bay. Neptune Beach went bankrupt in 1939, and most of the buildings were demolished in 1940 (the movie theater, an 
apartment building, and some bungalows were left standing). 
 
The property passed through several owners before being purchased by the federal government on September 14, 1942, at a 
cost of $97,500. Excluded from the transfer was a strip of former resort land fronting on Central Avenue (including the Neptune 
Palace movie theater and Neptune Court apartment building) and a rectangular parcel at the parcel's east end (containing the 
Neptune by the Sea bungalows), totaling about 8 acres. All in all, title to approximately 32 acres of upland and 75 acres of 
tideland passed to the federal government. In essence, the site consisted of a wide peninsula of level, reclaimed land 
connected to the mainland on the north and encompassed on three sides by shallow bay water.  
 
Construction began on October 29, 1942, and was 90 percent finished when the school first opened on January 29, 1943. The 
remaining construction was virtually completed in time for the formal dedication the following summer. Cost of construction 
when the facility was dedicated was approximately $2 million. The architect was Harry A. Bruno and the Fred J. Early, Jr. Co. 
of San Francisco served as general contractor.  
 
The campus contained three distinct sections demarcated by the north-south axis of McKay Avenue and the east-west axis of 
the parade grounds. McKay Avenue, the school's access road, ran south from Central Avenue to a terminus on the site's 
southern shore. West of this road were the school's barracks, mess halls, and academic facilities. The asphalt-paved parade 
grounds, occupying the site of the larger of Neptune Beach's swimming pools, extended east from McKay Avenue near its 
juncture with Central Avenue. North of the parade grounds was a row of three large buildings: the administration building, 
fronting on McKay, a combination auditorium and gymnasium, and an indoor swimming pool or training basin (adjoined by a 
small pump house). South of the parade grounds and east of McKay Avenue was an extensive landscaped area bordered by a 
curving beach on the south, the former Neptune Beach picnic grounds. This area, with its trees, was retained for open space 
and athletic fields. Fronting on the east side of McKay Avenue south of the parade grounds were three buildings: a firehouse, 
a ship's service store (snack bar, retail goods, barber, and tailor), and an infirmary. 
 

 
1 Page and Turnbull Associates, “Determination of Eligibility, National Register of Historic Places, Alameda Federal Center, 

Alameda, CA.” San Francisco: 1996. (note: this report was limited to a 7.6 acre parcel and did not include all remaining extant 
buildings of the historical U.S. Maritime Officers Training School.) 
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The school’s larger buildings were named for famous 19th-century clipper ships: Flying Could Hall (administration buildings), 
Shenandoah Hall (gymnasium/auditorium), Westward Ho! Hall (indoor pool), Red Jacket Hall (ship’s service store), Savannah 
Hall (engineering building [No. 1], Daniel Webster Hall (academic building), Challenge Hall (night-vision room), Celestial Hall 
(anti-aircraft training building), Glory of the Seas Hall (seamanship building/boathouse) [No 14], Palmyra Hall (equipment 
building/garage), Sovereign of the Seas Hall (mess and galley) [No 2D], Young America, Hurricane, Golden Light, Great 
Republic, Comet, Sterling, Dreadnought, Staghound, Lightning halls (barracks) [Nos. 2A-2C and 7], and Yosemite Hall 
(firehouse). Red Cross Hall (infirmary) [No. 15] was the only building not named for a ship. 
 
The school's principal street derived its name from Donald McKay, a famous 19th-century Boston shipbuilder (who built many 
of the clipper ships listed above), while the other streets on the campus--Anderson, Cressy, Gardner, Samuels, Richardson--
were named for well-known clipper captains. 
 
The formal dedication of the U.S. Maritime Service Officers School, Alameda, was held on Saturday, July 10, 1943. In 
attendance were Captain Edward Macauley, USN (ret.), deputy administrator of the War Shipping Administration, and Telfair 
Knight, assistant deputy administrator. The ceremony was broadcast live on national radio and by short-wave radio to 
American troops overseas. The school's first superintendent, Commander Alfred G. Ford, USNR, who had charge of all 
Maritime Service schools between San Francisco and Seattle, left in January 1944 to take command of the U.S. Maritime 
Service Officers School at Fort Trumbull, Connecticut. His replacement, Commander Malcolm E. Crossman, USNR, 
transferred from the superintendency of the maritime school on Hoffman Island, New York, would retain command of the 
Alameda facility until its closure in 1953. 
 
Curriculum of The U.S. Maritime Service Officers School, Alameda 
Students from the Government Island school moved into the new facility over the weekend of February 6-7, 1943 
(administrative staff began arriving a week earlier). The old school was closed, and its facilities were turned over to the Coast 
Guard. The new school's nine barracks could house up to 1,100 men (students and staff). At least 750 students attended the 
school at any one time, sewed by an administrative and instructional staff of between 100 and 200 persons. The first class at 
Alameda graduated in April 1943. From then until April 1946, when the last class was graduated prior to a change in mission, 
the school turned out approximately 200 licensed officers per month. During this three-year period, more than 6,000 maritime 
officers were commissioned. 
 
Enrollment in the U.S. Maritime Service Officers School, Alameda, was open to American citizens with a minimum of 14 
months experience in the deck or engine departments of ocean-going, coastwise, or Great Lakes merchant vessels of 
American registry. Once enrolled, a student was known as an "officer candidate" and was provided with food, lodging, 
textbooks, uniforms, and $126 monthly salary for the duration of his studies. Intensive, four-month courses were offered in two 
separate departments (deck and engine room). At the end of the training program, officer candidates sat for their licenses by 
taking examinations conducted by Coast Guard inspectors. Graduates of the deck officer's course received a Third Mate 
rating, engine-room graduates were rated Third Assistant Engineer. (Officer candidates with extensive sea-time could receive 
higher ratings upon graduation, i.e., as Second or First Mate, or as Second or First Assistant Engineer.) 
 
Engine-room instruction, which dealt with the construction, operation, and maintenance of various marine propulsion systems, 
was concentrated in the engineering building (Savannah Hail) [No. 1] at the north end of the campus. In this building were 
laboratories with working and cut-away models of diesel engines, reciprocating steam engines. turbines, pumps, refrigeration 
units, and boilers. Students learned to fabricate and repair engine parts in a machine shop equipped with lathes, power saws, 
mills, and welders. The school's heating plant, located at the west end of the building, sewed a pedagogic role as a functioning 
display boiler. Engineering students were also required to take classes in mathematics, physics, chemistry, thermodynamics, 
metallurgy, and mechanical drawing.  
 
The deck officer's course emphasized all aspects of seamanship not specifically related to the engine room. Among the 
subjects taught were navigation, ship handling, cargo handling, signaling, convoy procedure, elements of ship construction, 
and maritime law and regulations. The training of deck officer candidates took place in a cluster of buildings and outdoor 
facilities at the south end of the campus. Classroom instruction and lectures were given in the academic building (Daniel 
Webster Hall). The distinctive, bow-fronted seamanship building (Glory of the Seas Hall) [No. 14] was the deck student's 
version of the engineering laboratories. On the upper floor overlooking the bay was a mock-up of a ship's bridge equipped with 
a steering wheel, magnetic compass, gyro-repeater, chronometers, radio direction finder, chart tables, intercom telephone, 
engine-room telegraph, and a fire detection system. Atop the building was a flying bridge with binnacle, pelorus, and signal-
flag mast. The school's 12 lifeboats, two rafts, and launch were stored on the ground floor of the building. 
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Grouped around the seamanship building were other specialized training structures. To the north was a small building 
(Challenge Hall) opened late in 1943, containing the night-vision room (nicknamed the "black market" for its jet-black walls). 
Here students were placed on a revolving platform and taught to identify ship silhouettes in convoy conditions as bursts of light 
simulated the effects of gunfire, lightning, star shells. flares, and reflected fire from a burning ship. Next to this building was the 
anti-aircraft training building (Celestial Hall), a fall structure with a steeply sloping shed roof (which also was not completed 
until late in 1943). Inside was a Polaroid Sighting Trainer, consisting of a large concave screen onto which were projected 
moving images of aircraft, "bullets" from the training gun were seen as tracers, with the number of shells fired and hits made 
recorded electronically. West of the seamanship building, on the shore, was a full-scale ship's mast, with booms, set into a 
concrete base equipped with hatches. Steam-powered winches gave students realistic practice in the handling and stowage of 
cargo. During the war years, a barrage balloon of the type used in convoys flew from the mast. A small, L-shaped pier off the 
end of McKay Avenue was used to practice small-boat handling. The pier was equipped with a variety of davits for hoisting 
lifeboats, and exercises were held on the bay simulating conditions at sea, such as going alongside and abandoning ship. 
 
All students at the school were required to take swimming and survival classes in the "training basin," a 40'x100' swimming 
pool situated north of the parade grounds. Originally open-air, the pool was enclosed by a building late in 1943 or 1944 and 
named Westward Ho! Hall. Lifeboat drills and abandon-ship techniques. which involved diving from a high, canted platform 
resembling the deck of a sinking ship, were practiced in the pool. Students were also taught to swim through fire by setting 
kerosene ablaze on the water. Instruction at the school was supplemented by classes at the University of California and by 
field trips to various sites around the bay such as shipyards and refrigeration plants. Celestial navigation students made 
weekly visits to the Chabot Observatory. 
 
Facilities for rest and relaxation included the auditorium, the swimming pool, various outdoor facilities, a snack bar in the ship's 
service store, and a library stocked with novels, magazines, and newspapers. The 800-seat auditorium was used for weekly 
screenings of first-run movies, monthly dances at graduation time, and nationally broadcast performances by famous 
entertainers like Tommy Dorsey, Kay Kyser, and Jack Benny. The auditorium doubled as a gymnasium for indoor sports and 
exhibitions by wrestlers and boxers, with locker rooms and bowling alleys on the lower level. Outdoor facilities included tennis 
courts (installed in 1944 at the east end of the parade grounds) and athletic fields in the landscaped area for baseball and 
other sports. The lifeboats could be rigged for sailing, and the school sponsored rowing crews which competed on a regular 
basis with crews from other Maritime Service schools. 
 
Of the more than 6,000 officers graduated from the U.S. Maritime Officers School at Alameda during World War II at least 51 
were lost at sea in hostile action. A memorial in the form of a concrete stylized obelisk, designed by officer school artist, Vale 
Wright in 1945, was erected on the school grounds shortly after the war. Funds for the war memorial monument were raised 
by officer candidates at the Maritime Station. It reads: "In Memory of the Graduates of the Station Who Gave Their Lives In the 
Service of Their Country, 1941-1945.” 
 
After the War: U.S. Maritime Service Training Station, Alameda 
The surplus of trained men and ships after the war resulted in a changed curriculum for the U.S. Maritime Service Officers 
School, Alameda. The last class of officer candidates was graduated in April 1946. On January 1, 1947, the school was 
redesignated the U.S. Maritime Service Training Station, Alameda. So named, the facility would remain in operation for 
another seven years, until 1953, as a refresher and upgrading school for officers and seamen. The Alameda school was the 
only remaining Maritime Service training facility on the west coast after the war. 
 
Although attendance was lower than during the war, the curriculum was expanded to three departments by adding a program 
for cooks, bakers and stewards. Upgrade and refresher courses varied in duration from one week to two months. The 
traditional deck and engine room departments adapted to changes in technology. Courses in radar and Loran (Long Range 
Navigation) were offered for deck students, and new propulsion systems were studied in engineering. New facilities added 
during these years included a T-2 high-pressure diesel engine of the type used in modem tankers, installed in the engineering 
building in 1946, and a domed planetarium for celestial navigation instruction, constructed inside the anti-aircraft training 
building (unused since the war) in 1950-51. The number of students and staff at the school steadily decreased during these 
years. By 1952, the training station was operating on a curtailed basis, with a staff of about 60 and about 150 students 
attending the school at any one time. A number of buildings were no longer in use. In October 1953, the Maritime 
Administration announced the school’s closure and was placed on reserve status for reasons of economy and federal policy. 
The school closed on November 30, 1953. Remaining staff members were discharged on January 31, 1954, the date on which 
the U.S. Maritime Service Training Station, Alameda, was officially deactivated. 
 
Recent History of the Site 
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On November 30, 1957, the deactivated Alameda facility was formally declared surplus property by the Maritime 
Administration. The reasons cited for this action were the cost of maintaining the site and the failure to find a tenant. The 
General Services Administration (G.S.A.) assumed responsibility for the facility and began the dual process of securing 
tenants and disposing of property for which no tenants could be found. By 1959, G.S.A. had inventoried and appraised the site 
in three separate parcels: a 7.6-acre parcel west of McKay Avenue (including a small parcel east of McKay), containing most 
of the school buildings, a 7.4-acre parcel east of McKay Avenue and north of the greensward, containing several large school 
buildings, and an approximately 92-acre parcel with relatively few large buildings, comprising the remainder of the upland 
(about 17 acres) and all of the tideland (about 75 acres). The 7.4-acre and 92-acre parcels were sold in 1961, a 7.6- acre 
parcel remained under federal ownership and was known as the Alameda Federal Center. In 2015, the G.S.A. sold the 
southern parcel to East Bay Regional Parks (3.9 acres) and retained the northern parcel (3.7 acres).   
 
The first property to be sold was the 7.4-acre parcel east of McKay Avenue, comprising the northeast corner of the former 
campus. The City of Alameda had hoped to acquire this property for use as a civic and recreation center but was unable to 
fund the purchase. The eventual high-bid purchaser, Morrison Bros., Inc., an Oakland development firm, assumed ownership 
in January 1961. The rectangular parcel contained the administration building (Flying Cloud Hall), the auditorium/gymnasium 
(Shenandoah Hall), the indoor swimming pool (Westward Ho! Hall), a small pump house adjacent to the pool, and, bordering 
the buildings on the south, the parade grounds. As a means of reducing the property's tax liability, the new owners demolished 
all four buildings in February 1961. Five years later, on the northwest corner of the cleared parcel, Morrison Bros. built a 
supermarket for lease to Lucky Stores. The remainder of the parcel was subsequently sold and developed in 1969 as a 242-
unit apartment complex known as the Park Webster. 
 
Title to the 92-acre parcel that included tidelands was transferred in August 1961 to the State of California Division of Beaches 
and Parks. The State combined this acquisition with additional upland and tideland purchased (and leased) from the City of 
Alameda to create the Alameda Memorial State Beach. In 1967, the East Bay Regional Park District (EBRPD) entered into an 
agreement with the State to manage the beach park. Site development began that year, with a grand opening held on June 
10, 1967. The name was changed to Robert W. Crown Memorial State Beach in 1973 in honor of a state legislator who had 
been instrumental in its creation. Since the late 1970s, that portion of the state beach lying within the boundaries of the former 
maritime school has been known as Crab Cove. Bay fill projects from the 1950s and 1960S have enclosed the site on the east 
(parkland) and west (housing), only the site's southern shoreline remains intact. 
 
Robert W. Crown Memorial State Beach includes most of the former school site east of McKay Avenue together with a 
triangular parcel west of the street, lying south adjacent to EB Parks land. On the property when the State acquired it were 19 
buildings, mostly sheds, associated with the former school. Six of the buildings, however, had been integral to the school. 
West of McKay Avenue stood the seamanship building/boathouse (Glory of the Seas Hall) [No 14], the night-vision classroom 
(Challenge Hall), and the anti-aircraft/planetarium building (Celestial Hall). The principal buildings east of McKay, fronting on 
the street from north to south, were the firehouse (Yosemite Hall), the ship's service store (Red Jacket Hall), and the infirmary 
(Red Cross Hall) [No 15]. Four of these six buildings--the night-vision classroom, the anti-aircraft/planetarium building, the 
firehouse, and the ship's service store--were demolished in the mid-1960s by the State of California. Two buildings are still 
standing: the largely intact seamanship building, which serves as park offices and storage for the adjoining service yard, and 
the infirmary, which was remodeled by EBRPD in the 1970s as the Crab Cove Visitor Center (the building also houses a 
ranger's residence and the EBRPD's system wide exhibit laboratory). 
 
The State of California holdings also included the old school pier, at the south end of McKay Avenue, the mast assembly, at 
the southwest corner of the former campus, and the war memorial monument, presently located in the lawn area east of 
McKay Avenue. The pier and the mast assembly were demolished by the State of California in the mid-1960s. 
 
The current 3.67 acres of the northern parcel (previously 7.6 acres) retained by the federal government, known since the mid-
1960s as the Alameda Federal Center, has been administered by the General Services Administration since 1959. (The formal 
transfer of title and jurisdiction, from the Department of Commerce, Maritime Administration, to the General Services 
Administration, Public Buildings Service, occurred on June 29, 1962.) The Alameda Federal Center includes within its 
boundaries most of the larger buildings that comprised the U.S. Maritime Service Officers School Training Station. These 
consist of the engineering building, or Savannah Hall [No. 1], the Mess and Galley, or Sovereign of the Seas Hall [No. 2D], 
three barracks—Young America, Hurricane, Golden Light, [Nos. 2A-2C], and the garage/equipment buildings, [Nos. 8, 9, 10, 
12, 13]. Extensive interior alterations were first undertaken in 1968-69. Most windows were replaced with aluminum sash in 
1986. Five barracks, Great Republic, Comet, Sterling, Dreadnought, Staghound, and Palmyra Hall were demolished by the 
G.S.A. in 2007. The southern parcel owned by East Bay Regional Parks, 3.9 acres, includes one of the remaining barracks, 
Lightning Hall [No. 7]. EB Parks demolished Daniel Webster Hall in 2017-2018. 
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Under G.S.A. management, the facility has been leased to a succession of federal tenants over the past 63 years. The first 
tenant was the Office of Civil Defense and Mobilization (OCDM), which occupied the entire facility from November 1959 to 
November 1965. During this Cold War period, OCDM's Western instructor Training Center at Alameda, one of three such 
facilities in the nation, offered one-week courses in radiological defense and nonmilitary disaster response for civil-defense 
instructors residing in the western United States. Approximately 5,000 persons were trained at the center during its six years of 
operation. Following the training center's closure in 1965, GSA renamed the facility the Alameda Federal Center and began 
leasing space to a number of tenants concurrently. As stated in a 1979 G.S.A. survey report, the official mission of the 
Alameda Federal Center is "to provide general purpose space as required by Federal agencies in the geographical areas in 
which [they are] located." 
 
Tenants since the late 1960s have included a wide variety of agencies, bureaus, and offices of the Departments of Agriculture, 
Commerce, Defense, Interior, and Treasury. All branches of the military--Army, Air Force, Navy, Marine Corps, and Coast 
Guard--have maintained recruiting stations or other functions at the Alameda Federal Center. While most buildings were 
occupied by offices, Building No.1 has had a specialized use as a laboratory since the late 1960s. The Environmental 
Protection Agency operated a laboratory there until 1979 to monitor air and water pollution in Federal Region IX (the western 
United States and Pacific islands). In the 1980s, Building No. 1 was occupied by the Department of Agriculture's Western 
Laboratory.  
 
The most dramatic events in the history of the Alameda Federal Center have been associated with the Bureau of Indian Affairs 
(BIA), a tenant in Building No. 2A from about 1968 to about 1980. On separate occasions, BIA's Alameda office was picketed, 
occupied, and bombed. In June 1968, 20 Indians from 12 tribes marched in front of the bureau's offices and distributed leaflets 
denouncing BIA policies. In March 1970, the BIA offices were occupied for seven hours by a group of Indians led by Richard 
Oakes, one of the leaders of the Indian occupation of Alcatraz. Finally, in the early morning of June 27, 1975, a bomb blast 
caused considerable damage to the BIA offices. A group calling itself the New World Liberation Front claimed credit for the 
bombing. 
 
The site's recent physical history can be summarized as follows. The U.S. Maritime Service Training Station, Alameda, 
postwar successor to the U.S. Maritime Service Officers School, was deactivated in 1954 and declared surplus in 1957. The 
campus remained intact until 1961 when G.S.A. disposed of most of the property to two outside owners, keeping 7.6 acres of 
the original 32-acre upland campus under federal ownership. Most major school buildings and structures beyond the 
boundaries of the Alameda Federal Center and East Bay Regional Parks properties were demolished between 1961 and 
c.1985. The exception are the Seamanship building/boathouse (Glory of the Seas) [No. 14], the Infirmary (Red Cross Hall) 
[No. 15], and the War Memorial Monument [No. 16], which have been retained within Robert W. Crown Memorial State Beach 
and managed by East Bay Regional Parks. The landscaped area east of McKay Avenue and the original southern shoreline 
also survive as parkland. 
 
SUPPORTING PARAGRAPHS-HISTORICAL CONTEXTS 
 
The U.S. Government and The Merchant Marines- Background 
The officers and crew of non-military, commercial vessels of the United States, known as the merchant marine, were trained 
primarily by apprenticeship in the 19th and early 20th centuries. At the same time, a substantial number of officers were 
trained at state maritime academies. Prior to World War II, these were the New York Nautical School (later the New York State 
Maritime College) established in 1874 at Fort Schuyler, New York, the Massachusetts Nautical School (later the 
Massachusetts Maritime Academy) established in 1891 at Buzzards Bay, Massachusetts, the Pennsylvania Maritime Academy 
established in 1920 at Philadelphia, the California Nautical School (later the California Maritime Academy) established in 1929 
at Tiburon, California and re-established at Vallejo. California in 1942, and the Maine Maritime Academy established in 1941 at 
Castine, Maine. 
 
Federal involvement with merchant marine personnel began slowly. In 1891, Congress established standards for officers on 
merchant ships carrying U.S. mail. By 1907, federal shipping commissioners were appointed in port cities to operate recruiting 
offices for merchant seamen. On March 4, 1911, federal aid was first provided for training of the merchant marine by 
congressional support of the state maritime schools. In 1920, the U.S. Shipping Board (established in 1916) attempted to 
establish training stations for inexperienced seamen on the east coast and the west coast, but the program died. Despite these 
efforts, the performance of the American merchant marine during World War I was unfavorably compared to those of almost 
every other country involved. This was followed by a scandal involving ocean mail contracts investigated by the Black 
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Committee in 1928, and by the disasters of the ships Morro Castle and Mohawk in 1934, in which many people died. The 
merchant marine was implicated in each of these difficulties. 
 
The United States Maritime Service 
At a time when the merchant marine was widely viewed as professionally deficient, and at the height of the depression when 
jobs were scarce, Congress passed the Merchant Marine Act of 1936 (enacted into law June 26, 1936). The Merchant Marine 
Act established government policy toward the merchant marine and created the U.S. Maritime Commission within the 
Department of Commerce to carry out that policy. Section 101 of the Merchant Marine Act stated that a merchant marine was 
"necessary for the national defense and development of ... foreign and domestic commerce", that the merchant marine should 
be sufficient to carry all commerce on all routes at all times, that it be "capable of sewing as a naval and military auxiliary in 
time of war or national emergency", that the merchant marine be operated under the U.S. flag, that it consist of well-equipped, 
American-built ships and that it be "manned with a trained and efficient citizen personnel." Thus, the Merchant Marine Act 
covered a wide range of maritime issues including the training of maritime personnel. 
 
Under an amendment to the Merchant Marine Act enacted June 23, 1938, the Maritime Commission established the U.S. 
Merchant Marine Cadet Corps and the U.S. Maritime Service to train young men with experience at sea for positions in the 
merchant marine. The first two training stations established by the Maritime Commission, at Hoffman Island, near New York 
City and Government Island, next to Alameda, California, were in operation by the end of the year. A third training station 
opened at Fort Trumbull in New London, Connecticut in January 1939, at a former Coast Guard base. 
 
In August 1939, the Merchant Marine Act was amended again to embrace inexperienced seamen in the training programs of 
the Maritime Service. The first station for inexperienced seamen opened in September 1939 in St. Petersburg, Florida. In 
November 1939, American merchant ships were withdrawn from the European war zone and newly unemployed seamen 
sought places in the new maritime schools. Another training station opened at Gallups island in Boston Harbor by the end of 
the year and in July 1940, a sixth station opened at Port Hueneme, California. 
 
Parallel to and separate from the training program and institutions of the Maritime Service was the Merchant Marine Cadet 
Corps, also under the Maritime Commission. Under this program, the U.S. Merchant Marine Academy was established, with its 
students comprising the cadet corps (the use of Cadet Corps to refer to Merchant Marine Academy students altered the 
meaning of the term "cadet" within the merchant marine. The term previously referred to an apprentice to an officer on a ship. 
lt continued to refer to students in the state academies). The Merchant Marine Academy was first located at New London, 
Connecticut in 1940 and afterwards was at Fort Schuyler, New York before moving permanently to King's Point, New York in 
March 1942. As part of the Cadet Corps program, students at the Merchant Marine Academy spent a period of basic training 
at schools in Biloxi (opened 1940), followed by Pass Christian, Mississippi and Coyote Point in San Mateo, California. 
 
World War II 
With the outbreak of the war, and the awareness that the needs for ships and personnel would increase dramatically, the 
Maritime Service training programs were administratively relocated twice in a short period. On February 28, 1942, under 
Executive Order 9083, the programs were placed under the Coast Guard. Then on July 11, 1942, under Executive Order 
9198, they were placed under the War Shipping Administration. The War Shipping Administration was concerned with the 
operation of merchant vessels, including both the building of ships and the training of personnel. In the context of the war, the 
training programs of the Maritime Service rapidly expanded in size and scope. Merchant Marine officers and crew were 
needed to man the rapidly expanding fleet of merchant vessels which were in turn needed to supply the troops abroad. A 
program was developed to establish schools for officers, unlicensed seamen, radio operators, upgrading, and various 
specialties.  
 
Officers' schools would be at the existing training stations at Fort Trumbull, Connecticut and at a relocated station in Alameda, 
California. Fort Trumbull was already located in a long-established facility, but Alameda would move from Government Island 
to a new campus, opening in 1943. Unlicensed seamen’s schools would be at existing stations at St. Petersburg, Florida and 
Hoffman Island, New York, at a large new station at Sheepshead Bay, New York, and at Avalon, California on Santa Catalina 
Island which was a relocation of the earlier station at Port Hueneme. The unlicensed schools all opened by the end of 1942. 
Radio schools were established at the existing stations at Gallups Island, Maine and Hoffman Island, New York. Upgrading 
schools for advancing in rank were established in San Francisco (at 1000 Geary Street and at San Francisco Junior College), 
New York, Seattle, New Orleans, Baltimore, Boston, Wilmington, California, and Portland, Oregon. Specialist schools were 
established in the following areas: for turbo-electric and high pressure turbine propulsion in Syracuse, New York, Chester, 
Pennsylvania, and at the Marin Shipyard in Sausalito, California, for signaling in San Francisco (1000 Geary), New York, and 
New Orleans; for barrage balloons in New York and San Francisco (1000 Geary), for river pilot training in Saint Louis, for 
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diesel engines in Milwaukee, for high pressure geared turbines in Baltimore and Richmond, California (at the Kaiser 
shipyards). Maritime Service Centers in New York and San Francisco (1000 Geary) were the sites of many specialty schools 
and other activities. The U.S. Maritime Institute, established in New York City in January 1944, provided correspondence 
courses for seamen. 
 
The curriculum within the various types of schools of the Maritime Service varied according to their purposes. For example, the 
officer training schools of the Maritime Service at Fort Trumbull and Alameda, like the Merchant Marine Academy, prepared 
students to become officers on ships. At the end of the program, the graduate was prepared to serve as a Third Mate. on 
deck, or Third Assistant Engineer in the engine room. For admission, 14 months at sea was required in addition to Apprentice 
Seamen Training at Avalon, Sheepshead Bay, St. Petersburg, or Hoffman Island. Then, an officer candidate for the deck 
branch studied mathematics, trigonometric functions, instruments, operation and maintenance, gyro compass, navigation, 
piloting, communications and convoy procedure, international code, flag signals, seamanship, steering and sailing rules, 
inspection, cargo handling, first aid, drills, and watch standing. An officer candidate for the engine department studied 
mathematics, trigonometric functions, turbines, boilers, inspection and maintenance, reciprocating engines, auxiliary 
machinery, principles of heat, electricity, mechanical drawing, machine shop, diesel engines, and drills in one course, in a 
second course for the engine branch, the officer candidate studied diesel theory and auxiliaries, electricity, laboratory, and 
shipboard. Throughout the Maritime Service, training was compressed during the war. For officer candidates at Alameda and 
Fort Trumbull, training was reduced to 4 months, and was designed for mariners with at least 14 months of seafaring 
experience.  This curriculum was distinct from the other primary officer training school at the Merchant Marine Academy in 
Kings Point, NY, whose curriculum was designed for midshipmen (career mariners-in-training who begin with little to no 
seafaring experience).  At Kings Point, juniors and seniors saw their final year of training reduced to 9 months in order to be 
commissioned as officers.  Training for freshman and sophomores was reduced and they were sent to sea as non-

officers.  Thus the program undertaken at Fort Trumbull and Alameda was unique in the Maritime Service.   
 
 
From the establishment of training programs under the Merchant Marine Act as amended in 1938, until December 1, 1945, the 
U.S. Maritime Service graduated 21,988 officers (Ft. Trumbull: 15,475, Alameda: 6,513). With the Merchant Marine Academy 
(7,291 officers) and the state maritime academies (2,707 officers), the training programs of the War Shipping Administration 
played a substantial role in America's achievements in World War II. The critical challenge of producing ships to deliver 
supplies and manning those ships with competent officers and crews was met. By the end of the war, the United States had 
the largest merchant fleet and largest merchant marine in the world. The achievements of the shipbuilders were more 
spectacular and newsworthy than the equally necessary operation of the ships to support war efforts. At the same time, the 
activities of the merchant fleet put its operators in danger - 5,638 merchant seamen and officers died and 581 were taken 
prisoners of war. The report of the War Shipping Administration to President Truman of January 15, 1946, stated that industrial 
production, the merchant marine, and the military formed a single fighting unit, and "in this capacity, the United States 
Merchant Marine, possessing finally the largest number of merchant ships in the United Nations' pool of shipping, can probably 
be credited as the greatest single strategic factor in the defeat of the axis powers." 
 
After the War 
Almost as soon as the war ended in August 1945, many of the training programs of the Maritime Service were shut down. The 
major facilities at Hoffman Island and Gallups Island and the numerous small special schools around the country closed by 
December 1945. The officer training school at Fort Trumbull closed in May 1946 and its programs were moved to Sheepshead 
Bay. At the same time, the Maritime Service developed ambitious plans to provide up-to-date training for all seamen every 
year. New Radar-Loran schools were opened in New York and Alameda in March 1946, and a third in New Orleans in August 
1948. 
 
While the Maritime Service itself planned optimistically for its future, in the larger context of the national economy there was 
substantial uncertainty and disagreement about the entire issue. The Maritime Service returned to its peacetime role when the 
War Shipping Administration ceased to exist on September 24, 1946 and its ongoing programs, including its training programs, 
were returned to the jurisdiction of the U.S. Maritime Commission. In the second half of 1946, budget cuts forced another 
reduction in programs. Beginning January 1, 1947, the existing training programs were reorganized and reduced to six 
locations: Alameda and St. Petersburg, redesignated U.S. Maritime Service Training Stations for unlicensed seamen, Maritime 
Service Centers in New York and San Francisco for specialized short courses, the U.S. Maritime Institute in New York for 
correspondence courses, and officer and seamen training at Sheepshead Bay. 
 
To address the uncertainties about the Maritime Service, President Truman appointed an Advisory Committee on the 
Merchant Marine which recommended in its report of November 1, 1947, continuing the training program as a long-term effort. 
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By 1950, unemployment among merchant marine personnel had reached its peak. On May 24, 1950, under Reorganization 
Plan 21 of 1950, the U.S. Maritime Commission was abolished. Some of its programs were transferred to the Federal Maritime 
Commission, and others, including the Maritime Service and its training programs, were transferred to the Maritime 
Administration. Shortly after this reorganization, on June 30, 1950, St. Petersburg and Pass Christian (associated with the 
Merchant Marine Academy) were closed, and the Maritime Institute was moved from New York to Sheepshead Bay. On this 
same day, American troops landed in Korea, and there followed a temporary resurgence for the Merchant Marine and its 
training programs. With the end of the Korean War in sight (the treaty was signed July 27, 1953), the Committee on 
Appropriations of the House of Representatives commissioned an appraisal of what was then called the Maritime Training 
Program. Despite the recommendation of this report, on March 11, 1953, to maintain the program with few changes, Alameda 
was closed on November 30, 1953, and Sheepshead Bay was closed the following year. Only the Merchant Marine Academy 
was left in operation, of the many training facilities established under the Merchant Marine Act of 1936. Maritime training died 
out of a combination of budget problems, labor objections, and the indifference of the shipping industry. 
 
Architecture, Planning and Construction 
World War II was one of the major turning points in the development of the architecture of the United States, including that of 
the Bay Area. The architecture of the U.S. Maritime Service exemplified the enormous developments that were created or 
boosted by wartime conditions. The campus of the Maritime Service Officers School, Alameda, as it was built, exemplified 
those developments in the Bay Area. 
 
The war itself produced an unprecedented demand for buildings of all sorts in a short period of time. This put a strain on the 
supply of building materials, especially steel, which peaked in mid 1942. The needs of the military depleted the labor supply 
and in particular, the supply of skilled labor. The sheer size of the government effort in all areas produced a critical need for 
economy of costs. Of necessity, wartime building had to be uncomplicated in design and standardized in parts as much as 
possible. Construction firms were under pressure to achieve new levels of efficiency through management, prefabrication, and 
replication of tasks producing repeatable parts. Designers looked to new materials when traditional ones were hard or 
impossible to get. At the time when the Alameda school was planned, materials were in especially short supply. The asbestos-
cement siding (called by various brand names including cemesto and transite) used on the buildings was a common solution 
at the time. The 700 and 800 series standard plans developed by the Army in 1940 and 1941 provided an example of 
economical, rapidly buildable buildings.   
 
Many architects who had been to architecture school in the 1930s were predisposed to the kinds of solutions demanded by the 
war. Many schools had introduced new ideas into the curriculum, represented by European modernists like Walter Gropius, 
Mies van der Rohe, and Le Corbusier. The old Beaux-Arts traditions were fading, or in a few cases were rejected completely. 
During the depression of the 1930s when architectural work was scarce, there were a number of large government housing 
projects under the Farm Security Administration which provided relevant experience for wartime conditions. California was one 
of the principal centers of this work. A number of Bay Area architects, including Vernon De Mars, Henry Hill, and William W. 
Wurster, designed public housing before the war. Fred J. Early, Jr, contractor, also worked with Vernon De Mars on a housing 
project in Vallejo, and with Eldridge T. Spencer on a project for the Chermugie Corporation during the war period of rapid 
construction. 
 
Architects of wartime projects looked to the new images of modernism because old traditional images (of Gothic or classical 
design) were expensive and unnecessary, but mostly because the new images represented the new work that was being 
done. The new images reflected the rational design process, the use of new techniques and materials, the efficient 
construction process and the functions of large complexes with repeatable units of space and structure. 
 
For the schools of the Maritime Service, architects looked both to traditions of campus planning and to military traditions. In the 
years just before the war, several of the most prominent examples of modern architectural design were university projects. 
Among these were Goucher College in Towson Maryland (1938) by Moore and Hutchins, Florida Southern College (1938) in 
Lakeland by Frank Lloyd Wright, Black Mountain College (1939) in North Carolina by Walter Gropius and Marcel Breuer, and 
Illinois institute of Technology (1940) by Mies van der Rohe.  
 
In the Bay Area, there was already a developing regional version of modernism, exemplified in the work of William W. Wurster 
and others. This work softened the imagery of machinery and technology of the Europeans with colors and materials that 
harmonized with the California landscape. Harry A. Bruno graduated from U.C. Berkeley in 1932, and was likewise influenced 
by his mentors and peers. Vernon De Mars served as a reference when he obtained membership in A.I.A. in 1945. Harry A. 
Bruno’s designs are characteristic of the Bay Region architectural movement, incorporating low profile designs that blend 



NPS Form 10-900-a  (Rev. 8/2002)                      OMB Control No. 1024-0018  
   

United States Department of the Interior      Put Here 
National Park Service 
 
National Register of Historic Places 
Continuation Sheet 
 
Section number   8  Page  9         
 

 

United States Maritime Service Officers School 
Name of Property 
Alameda, CA 

County and State 
       

Name of multiple listing (if applicable) 

 

seamlessly into the landscape. The U.S. Maritime Officers Training School was one of his earliest projects, and its intentional 
design that mimicked redwood asbestos-shingles painted brown is an early indication of this inspiration. The use of continuous 
ribbon windows framed in a stark-contrast white that pushed outwards further exemplifies the modern airiness of the space, 
inviting the natural Bay breeze to inspire the mariners who trained there. His residential projects throughout the East Bay in 
prominent neighborhoods such as Piedmont, Oakland and Berkeley hills demonstrate a continued strong connection to natural 
materials and respect of the landscape. For the breadth and depth of his significant contributions to both institutional maritime 
and residential architecture, he was later elevated to the Fellowship distinction in 1972.  
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