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PREFACE 
 
 
In early March, I was contacted by the Alameda Unified School District to discuss the structure for a 
community engagement project regarding AUSD facilities. From that initial meeting, it became clear that a 
District wide all inclusive facilities discussion would be highly detailed, complex, and the amount of 
information the community would need to digest in order to have meaningful discussions would be 
overwhelming. I suggested the facilities topic be divided into three subcategories:  Historic Alameda High 
School, the District Administrative Offices, and the 17 campuses covered in the Facilities Assessment Report 
dated June 4, 2012 prepared by Quattrocchi Kwok Architects. It was decided that this community engagement 
project be limited to identifying the future uses of the three vacant buildings that made up the major portion of 
the Historic Alameda High School campus and evaluating the various issues involved with implementing any of 
those uses. Consequently, this report contains only information directly relating to the future uses of Historic 
Alameda High School. 
 
While the subject matter of the project was future uses of the three buildings, the community used the meetings 
to voice other concerns unrelated to future uses such as the 2012 move of the District offices, the existence of 
the debris containment barrier (fence), the belief that these meetings would result in the structures being 
demolished, the need to upgrade the Kofman Auditorium, past expenditures of bond money, future bonding 
capacity, and a number of other concerns. All of the comments, concerns, and questions that were not directly 
related to the future uses of the structures have been documented as part of the video recording and written 
minutes of each meeting. A supplemental report containing a summary of this information will be prepared and 
delivered to the District for posting on the website once the information can be organized into categories. As of 
May 28, 2013, all of the raw data currently exists on the video record of each meeting and in the minutes from 
each meeting, which are posted on the District’s website.  
 
I want to acknowledge the efforts of a number of individuals and organizations that contributed to the quality 
outcomes the group developed. To my college Alice Lai-Bitker, who described her role as “talking out of all 
sides of my mouth” and brought the individual voices of the Alameda community members to the table, your 
ability to express sometimes contradictory points of view and advocate for diverse individual voices was 
amazing. Thank you! Given the technical nature of the architectural and structural issues raised by the condition 
of the buildings, it was clear that a technical advisory team would be needed. I want to thank Greg Klein, AIA 
and Dick Rutter, AIA for sharing their expertise with the community and for their patience in taking the time to 
educate all of us on the technical aspects of the project. 
 
Members of the community that were not able to attend the project meetings have the opportunity to view 
videos and read all the content thanks to the efforts of the District staff. Thank you Ed Couver (videographer) 
Kathleen Haas, Kerri Lonergan, and Karen Faizi (recorders) for your skills and effort in capturing all the 
valuable information and comments. 
 
Finally, the entire community engagement project would not be possible without the willingness of community 
members to take the time to participate. From the resident that took the time to send a single email expressing 
their opinion to the representatives of the Stakeholder Organizations that attended up to five public meetings, 
each comment, opinion, and question added to the substance of this report and the credibility of the process. I 
am honored to present your report to Alameda Unified School District Board of Directors. 
 
 
 Respectfully submitted 
 
Jeff Cambra, Facilitator 
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I. INTRODUCTION 
 
The term community engagement has numerous meanings, and as a process, comes in many different forms.  
In creating the structure for the Historic Alameda High School Community Engagement, a number of 
shortcomings inherent in certain models needed to be addressed. As the term expressly states, the 
COMMUNITY needs to be ENGAGED in the subject matter of the project. 
 
A.    COMMUNITY 
The term community should be defined in the broadest possible terms. It can be considered in geographical 
terms referring to persons living in a particular area being affected by a particular decision, topical where the 
subject matter may create interest and affect community members beyond geographical or neighborhood 
borders, or any other method that includes people affected by the decisions arising from the engagement. The 
name generally given to affected individuals or groups is stakeholder.  
 
For this project, stakeholders were identified by those community members living in Alameda and the 
organizations that had a significant interest in the historic buildings. The participating stakeholder groups are 
listed in Section II. The initial meeting had seven stakeholders.  As word got out about the meetings, other 
groups came forward to participate and later meetings had up to eleven organization stakeholders.  
 
Two stakeholder groups that can be problematic for any public discussion are community members that do not 
have the time or energy to participate and those that want to remain anonymous. To address the needs of these 
stakeholders, former Alameda County Supervisor Alice Lai-Bitker joined the facilitation team. Her experience 
in representing community members as a supervisor and advocating for interests made her the perfect person for 
this challenging “at large” stakeholder position.  
 
B. ENGAGEMENT 
There are many elements that contribute to a meaningful engagement. The cornerstone of a successful public 
discussion involves notice to the public and affirmative outreach to known stakeholders. In this project, there 
was extensive publicity distributed by the District and the facilitation team. Additionally, the facilitators went 
into the community to encourage community participation through a variety of methods including attending 
meetings, sending comments by email, participating in informal surveys, etc.  
 
At this point, it is important to note that the yardstick for measuring participation is not public attendance at 
special meetings. People are busy and many times must balance their civic participation with family obligations 
or work commitments. The participating stakeholders represent the views of hundreds of community members 
that did not attend meetings. Indeed, the “at large” stakeholder received many emails and the facilitator 
surveyed the comments on numerous blogs including The Alamedan, Alameda Patch, Blogging Bayport, and 
others. The use of social media resulted in three initial members of the Alameda High School Alumni 
Association representing almost 1,000 interested alums that would be affected by the project.  
 
Another aspect of a effective engagement is stakeholder knowledge. It is imperative that all stakeholders agree 
on the relevant facts so that options and interests can be evaluated and quantified using the same information. 
At the beginning of this project, there was a $50M difference between the District’s estimate for rehabilitating 
the buildings and one of the stakeholder’s estimates for making the buildings usable. Through the continuing 
discussion between the parties, a number of assumptions were identified and corrected.  Statements of fact 
turned out to be statements of opinion and were either supported or altered. These discussions resulted in 
defining five levels of intervention and requesting cost estimates on four levels of rehabilitation. The team also 
agreed that the cost to replace the infrastructure systems needed to be provided as well.  
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Over the course of five meetings, the stakeholder organizations enjoyed presentations by members of the 
professional team, brought their own information to the discussion, and asked questions resulting in broadening 
the common knowledge base and correcting erroneous information. 
 
A final component of meaningful engagement is the opportunity to hear and understand the other interests that 
exist in the community. In some cases, one stakeholder’s interests can be at odds with other stakeholder 
interests. The goal of engagement should be to attempt to resolve seemingly conflicting positions by identifying 
solutions that satisfy all stakeholder interests. 
 
This engagement succeeded in harmonizing the apparent competition between the $30M plus cost to rehabilitate 
all of the historic structures with the current $92M cost to repair the existing 17 school sites. Stakeholders AEA 
and Alameda High School Alumni Association suggested that the historic buildings should be included in the 
total cost to repair all District facilities and that all facilities repairs be prioritized using a number of factors. All 
stakeholders agreed that the concept of a prioritized list would be acceptable in allocating financial resources to 
repairs. Suggestions for factors included safety as a top priority followed by necessary repairs such as leaking 
roofs or other failing building components. Additional discussion centered around upgrading classrooms to a 
level that aided the instructor in achieving the goals of educating students. These concepts will need to be better 
defined when the District begins the facilities discussion later this year.  
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II. STAKEHOLDERS 
 
ALAMEDA ARCHITECTURAL PRESERVATION SOCIETY 
P.0. Box 1677,  
Alameda CA. 94501 
Christopher Buckley, First Vice President 
aaps-web@googlegroups.com 
510-478-6489  
 
Representatives 
Christopher Buckley, First Vice President 
cbuckleyAICP@att.net  
 
James Smallman, Corresponding Secretary  
smallman_james@hotmail.com 
 
NUMBER OF MEMBERS IN THE ORGANIZATION: 374 
 
MISSION STATEMENT 
The Alameda Architectural Preservation Society (AAPS), previously known as the Alameda Victorian 
Preservation Society (AVPS), was founded in 1972 and incorporated in 1975.  The continuing goal of AAPS is 
to increase public awareness and appreciation of historic architecture in Alameda. 
 
GOALS, OBJECTIVES, AND VALUES OF THE ORGANIZATION 
The Alameda Architectural Preservation Society (AAPS), previously known as the Alameda Victorian 
Preservation Society (AVPS), was founded in 1972 and incorporated in 1975.  The continuing goal of AAPS is 
to increase public awareness and appreciation of historic architecture in Alameda. 
 
SPECIFIC INTEREST(S) IN PARTICIPATING IN THIS PROJECT 
To ensure the preservation of Historic Alameda High School 
 
ALAMEDA ASSOCIATION OF REALTORS 
2504 Santa Clara Ave, Suite 1 
Alameda, CA 94501 
Dee Ostrofsky, Association Executive 
510.523.7229  
staff@AlamedaAOR.org staff@AlamedaAOR.org 
 
Representatives 
Anne Debarteleben 
anne@annedebarteleben.com 
 
Uli Lirosi 
ulirosi@hbrinfo.com 
 
NUMBER OF MEMBERS IN THE ORGANIZATION:   263 
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MISSION STATEMENT: 
The Alameda Association of REALTORS® (AAOR) is a trade association to ensure professionalism, protect 
property rights, and promote the ownership of real property. We seek to serve and be responsive to our 
members by continuously developing, implementing and promoting programs and services to help the 
individual REALTOR® be successful. 

GOALS, OBJECTIVES, AND VALUES OF THE ORGANIZATION:                                                                                  
AAOR’s goals are to advance our strategic plan, which includes Association Administration, Member Benefits 
and Revenue Growth. Our vision is to be the Association of Choice for the Real Estate Professional. Our values 
are: Instill Excellence, Highest level of Professionalism, Encourage Ethics & Integrity, Member Focused 

WHAT IS THE ORGANIZATION’S SPECIFIC INTEREST(S) IN PARTICIPATING IN THIS PROJECT?                                
The decision on the Historic Alameda High School will impact the quality of life for our community. The 
Alameda Association of REALTORS® is a trade association supporting homeownership interested in the 
impact on current homeowners as well as future buyers and sellers in our community. 

ALAMEDA CITIZENS TASK FORCE 
P.O. Box 6413 
Alameda, CA 94501 
Janet Gibson, Co-Coordinator 
mejcgibson@gmail.com 
 
Representatives 
Janet Gibson, Co-Coordinator 
mejcgibson@gmail.com 
  
Kathy Schumacher 
Kathleen.schumacher@gmail.com 
 
NUMBER OF MEMBERS IN THE ORGANIZATION:   78  
 
MISSION STATEMENT: 
To protect the quality of life for Alamedans by:   
  •  promoting open government   
  •  advocating physical responsibility 
  •  encouraging community involvement in local government 
 
GOALS, OBJECTIVES, AND VALUES OF THE ORGANIZATION 
Our "Motto" is:  Vigilance,  Truth and Civility. 
Our goal is to find commonality on issues which affect our community and then to collaborate with other 
groups and individuals so that public decisions reflect the best interest of the voters and that elected officials are 
accountable to their constituents.  As standard bearers of Sunshine and Open Government, ACT encourages 
citizen participation.  We seek engagement and conversation to discuss and debate issues facing Alameda 
citizens.     
 
ALAMEDA CIVIC BALLET/ ALAMEDA BALLET ACADEMY (ABA) 
1402 Park St 
Alameda CA 94501 
Abra Rudisill  Artistic Director 
510-337-1929 
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Representatives 
Abra Rudisill  Artistic Director  
alamedaballet@sbcglobal.net 
    
Marty Beene Business Manager 
martybeene@stanfordalumni.org   
 
NUMBER OF MEMBERS IN THE ORGANIZATION:  
ACB BOD 5 members   150 – 200 performers     1800 - 2400 audience members 
ABA   250 students       100 parent volunteers     600 – 800 audience members         
 
MISSION STATEMENT: 
ACB’s mission is to create and present community accessible ballet performances while educating and 
engaging the community in the performing arts. ABA’s mission is to provide dance education to the community 
in a inspired and self disciplined environment 
 
GOALS, OBJECTIVES, AND VALUES: 
Promoting the value of performing arts to engage, educate and enhance the community  
 
WHAT IS THE ORGANIZATION’S SPECIFIC INTEREST(S) IN PARTICIPATING IN THIS PROJECT? 
ACB/ABA are concerned about the fate of the Kofman Auditorium and how the decisions about the buildings 
surrounding it will affect the theater itself. Kofman auditorium is the only theater in Alameda that we can 
perform in as it is the only venue in Alameda that has a full sized stage which dance requires. It is also the only 
theater in Alameda that has a fly loft, which is required for our Nutcracker sets.  
We have spent 10 yrs building a organization for this community which currently produces 2 SOLD OUT (2400 
seats) performances of The Nutcracker. In addition every other year we produce a Spring Repertory Program at 
Kofman for 1800 AUSD students about the performing arts in conjunction with their art docent programs at a 
cost of only $3 per student due to fundraising . We then offer a public performance of that same program to an 
audience of 6-800 people.  In 2009 we produced The Impressionists featuring works inspired by Degas, Monet, 
Renoir & Toulouse Lautrec, in 2011 10 Bay Area Ethnic Dance Groups joined us to produce United We Dance, 
Alameda’s own mini version of the SF Ethnic Dance Festival. We had Best of the Bay (10 Bay Area 
professional dance companies represented) scheduled for 2013 but ran into scheduling problems with the theater 
and have moved it to 2014. Now we are wondering if we can produce it at all because we are worried about the 
fate of Kofman and the surrounding buildings.  
Contracts in the performing arts are often entered into 2-3yrs in advance to secure booking. We do not feel 
responsible entering into agreements with anyone to produce events if we don’t know the fate of the theater or 
its surrounding buildings so we are now in a holding pattern with any future events outside of Nutcracker. 
 Kofman Auditorium and it’s surrounding buildings could be a gem in this community and could go along way 
to help revitalize Alameda whether as a part of AUSD or since the city has unfortunately expressed they aren’t 
interested, to a private developer. I say could be a gem because unfortunately Kofman has been woefully 
mismanaged and ill treated for years. It has been proven to me over and over again that AUSD has no desire or 
knowledge of how to manage, run or take care of a theater. With respect for those running it now under the 
leader ship of Robbie Lying, I will say it has improved greatly since my first experience renting the theater in 
2002 and we are so thankful for that but it still has a long way to go. 
 During my 36 year career as a professional ballerina, 20 with Oakland Ballet, I have had the wonderful 
opportunity to travel all over the world and have performed in every kind of theater imaginable from ornate 
opera houses, through state of the art college theaters to little high school stages much smaller than Kofman. In 
that time I have never experienced a theater that is such a mess and treated with such disrespect. I think that 
Alameda can and should do better. As it is, I personally go in and clean the theater before any of my students 
arrive. Why? Because I believe that if a student walks into a theater that has been treated with disregard then 
they are likely to follow suit.   
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 Why is it a mess? I really don’t know because so many of the issues are an easy fix.  My guess is because it is 
managed like a gym, a baseball field or a high school classroom. I don’t believe AUSD understands the 
potential of a theater like Kofman and sees it as a burden and is not really interested in running it because they 
can’t figure out to run it profitably. They don’t make money off of it because it is ill run and under utilized by 
paying organizations. If it were properly utilized by paying organizations as the one full sized theater in 
Alameda then it would make money and there would be money for repairs and upgrades. One reason it is under 
utilized is the hall itself (audience) is much too huge for most organizations. ACB and Circus for the Arts are 
the only two organizations that I have seen be able to fill Kofman to capacity outside of high school graduations 
etc. Alameda really needs a 6-800 seat performing arts theater with a fully functioning stage like many other 
communities our size have. The other issue with Kofman is the only time you can book it is when AUSD does 
not need to use it for their own events which are numerous. We are committed to Alameda and have refused to 
take our organizations performances off the island as other dance schools have done because we want to 
strengthen this community by keeping our audiences tax dollars in Alameda. 
 
ALAMEDA EDUCATION ASSOCIATION 
2027 Clement #B 
Alameda, Ca. 94501 
aeactanea@sbcglobal.net 
Gray Harris will represent the teachers at all school sites, with the exception of Alameda High, until other 
representative(s) come forward to represent their individual school site(s). 
 
NUMBER OF MEMBERS IN THE ORGANIZATION: 525  
 
MISSION STATEMENT:  
The specific and primary purposes are (1) to provide opportunity for continuous study of the problems of 
education, (2) to advance the general welfare of the teaching profession; (3) to seek means of cooperation and 
communication between members of the profession and the community; (4) to represent its members in their 
employment relations with the Alameda Unified School District and to represent its members with regard to all 
matters relating to the definition of educational objectives, the dissemination of the content of courses in 
curriculum, the selection of textbooks, and other aspects of the educational program of the Alameda Unified 
School District to the extent such matters are within the discretion of the governing board of AUSD; (5) to 
promote professional attitudes and ethical conduct in the profession; (6) to advance the cause of public 
education. 
 
GOALS, OBJECTIVES, AND VALUES OF THE ORGANIZATION:  
See above mission statement 
 
WHAT IS THE ORGANIZATION’S SPECIFIC INTEREST(S) IN PARTICIPATING IN THIS PROJECT?  
The teachers and students of Alameda will be directly affected by the future of the HAHS building. 
 
ALAMEDA HIGH SCHOOL ALUMNI ASSOCIATION 
3006 Central Avenue  
Alameda, California 94501 
 
Representatives 
Lisa Dosa, Group Administrator  
hempygrl@yahoo.com 
 
Nancy DeRoche, Group Administrator 
nancy@galleryderoche.com 
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NUMBER OF MEMBERS IN THE ORGANIZATION: 801 and growing. 
 
MISSION STATEMENT: 
Alameda High School Alumni promotes communication among Alameda High School alumni. 
 
GOALS, OBJECTIVES, AND VALUES OF THE ORGANIZATION 
To promote communication among Alameda High School alumni and facilitate notices of interest to that 
community.  
 
WHAT IS THE ORGANIZATION’S SPECIFIC INTEREST(S) IN PARTICIPATING IN THIS PROJECT? 
Alameda High School alumni attended school in these historic buildings. Attending class in these buildings 
affected our lives in many ways. The buildings symbolize a great pride in our school and our community that 
we hold in common. 
 
ALAMEDA HIGH SCHOOL PARENTS, TEACHERS, AND STUDENTS ASSOC. (AHS PTSA) 
PTSA c/o AHS, 2201 Encinal Avenue 
Alameda CA 94501 
Veronica R. Hall, President 
AHS_Community@yahoogroups.com 
510-337-0930 or 510-301-3028 
 
Representatives 
Jillian Saxty, member  
jillian@firstflight.com 
 
Aniko Rankine, Reflections Program coordinator,  
aarankine@gmail.com 
 
NUMBER OF MEMBERS IN THE ORGANIZATION: 500+ 
 
MISSION STATEMENT: Stay Connected. Get Involved. 
GENERAL GOALS, OBJECTIVES, AND VALUES 
To represent AHS staff, students and families, and support programs and projects financially and with volunteer 
time that enhances the quality of the educational experience at AHS. 
 
SPECIFIC INTEREST IN THE HAHS COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT PROJECT 
As current parents, (students and staff) at AHS, we have a vested interest in the future of the AHS historic 
buildings. 
 
ALAMEDA HIGH SCHOOL TEACHERS 
2027 Clement #B 
Alameda, Ca. 94501 
510.521.3034 
aeactanea@sbcglobal.net 
 
Representatives 
Scott Mathieson 
SMathieson@aol.com 
 
Fred Chacon 
flchacon@comcast.net 
 10 

mailto:AHS_Community@yahoogroups.com
mailto:jillian@firstflight.com
mailto:SMathieson@aol.com


 
NUMBER OF MEMBERS IN THE ORGANIZATION: 90 
 
MISSION STATEMENT:  
The specific and primary purposes are  

(1) to provide opportunity for continuous study of the problems of education,  
(2) to advance the general welfare of the teaching profession;  
(3) to seek means of cooperation and communication between members of the profession and the  
      community;  
(4) to represent its members in their employment relations with the Alameda Unified School District  
      and to represent its members with regard to all matters relating to the definition of educational  
      objectives, the dissemination of the content of courses in curriculum, the selection of textbooks,  
      and other aspects of the educational program of the Alameda Unified School District to the extent  
      such matters are within the discretion of the governing board of AUSD;  
(5) to promote professional attitudes and ethical conduct in the profession;  
(6) to advance the cause of public education. 

 
GOALS, OBJECTIVES, AND VALUES OF THE ORGANIZATION:  
See above mission statement 
 
WHAT IS THE ORGANIZATION’S SPECIFIC INTEREST(S) IN PARTICIPATING IN THIS PROJECT?  
The teachers and students of Alameda High School will be directly affected by the future of the HAHS 
building. 
 
AT LARGE REPRESENTATIVE 
Alice Lai-Bitker 
Alice@aliceandassociates.com 
 
CITY OF ALAMEDA 
2253 Santa Clara Ave. 
Alameda, CA 94501 
 
Representatives 
Mayor Marie Gilmore 
Councilwoman Lena Tam 
 
The Mayor confirmed that the City of Alameda does not own the buildings, does not have the money to make 
any investment in the buildings, and wants to be assured that the buildings and grounds will be maintained. 
 
Councilmember Tam acknowledged the proximity of the buildings to the downtown corridor and that the 
buildings be maintained. 
 
KOFMAN AUDITORIUM LEGACY COMMITTEE 
Edward Kofman 
leadingedgealameda@comcast.net 
 
I write this note as an Alameda native, supporter of Alameda schools, and Alameda High School alum, one that 
values Alameda history, and one whose family name is on the Kofman Auditorium. 
  
Around the mid 1970s there was a proposal to tear down the historic Alameda High School, including the AHS 
auditorium as part of a project to build a seismically safe high school.  A group of community leaders, including 
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Andy Pagano, Dr. Alice Challen, Gerhard Degemann, Billie Trujillo, my grandfather, Abe Kofman, then the 
publisher of the Alameda Times Star,  and many others were able to facilitate a solution that preserved the 
historic Alameda High School buildings and allowed for the new high school to be built.  As a result of these 
efforts and others, the Kofman Auditorium was retrofitted and now remains a source of civic pride and valuable 
community asset.  Unfortunately there weren't sufficient funds at that time to also retrofit the two buildings that 
flank the auditorium. 
  
I am hopeful that a similar approach now, as before, will yield a similar result that the historic buildings will 
be preserved and the wants and needs of the schools will also be met.  Although it hasn't been blatantly stated, 
unless a viable solution arises, the historic Alameda High School buildings on either side of the auditorium are 
in jeopardy of being torn down and I don't want to see that happen.  In this regard, I support the position of the 
Alameda Architecture Preservation Society in working toward the preservation of the historic AHS 
buildings.  The process of soliciting community input is a good one and arriving a some real cost numbers that 
all can agree on to evaluate a range of options is absolutely critical in coming up with the best solution.  No 
doubt, some "outside the box' proposals will emerge from this discussion and I hope they will be given 
appropriate attention and consideration.  I look forward to participating in this process. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 12 



III. HISTORY 
 

This timeline was prepared by Michele Ellson publisher of The Alamedan. The facilitators wish to thank 
The Alamedan for its time and effort in creating this chronology.  
 
1925:  Historic Alameda High School is built. 

1933: California lawmakers pass the Field Act, which sets earthquake safety standards for schools. 

1935-1937: Following passage of the Field Act, plans are made for a structural rehabilitation of the main 
classroom building. The gym and auditorium are retrofitted, but other parts of the campus are not; since the 
buildings are all connected, the state department charged with overseeing school construction refuses to certify 
the work as complete, and the work on the gym and auditorium will later be determined to be inadequate. 

1939: A retrofit of the school’s science wing is proposed but never carried out. 

1948: AUSD contemplates methods for doing expanding onto the former three-acre Porter School site to the 
south of the high school. At the time, the district is contemplating a third high school campus on Bay Farm 
Island. 

1958-1959: The West Wing of high school, originally constructed in 1902, is rebuilt; a long-range plan 
document for 1963-1970 notes that it provides “adequate and modern” facilities for fine arts but that the 
school’s science wing is lacking. 

1963: The long-range plan for 1963-1970 deems the school’s science wing “inadequate for teaching modern 
science,” and recommends a remodel at a cost of $225,000. The building is remodeled in 1965 to meet fire-life 
safety standards, but no retrofit work is done. 

1967: State lawmakers pass a bill requiring school districts to bring their schools up to Field Act standards by 
1983 (rolled back to 1975 the following year). A structural engineering firm examines buildings on the 
Alameda High campus that don’t comply with state seismic requirements and writes a letter calling them 
“unsafe.”  

1968: Voters reject the first of several ballot measure to fund the replacement of “unsafe” schools. 

1972: Facing a June 1, 1975 deadline for fixing or vacating school buildings that aren’t earthquake-safe, a pair 
of school district committees looks into moving Alameda High onto the 17-acre Wood Middle School campus 
or onto 25 acres on Bay Farm Island, ultimately recommending the school be moved to Bay Farm, where 40 
percent of the school’s students are expected to live after the area is developed. A separate committee looks at 
creating a single, large high school for Alameda but rejects the idea, saying it would be too costly and impactful 
to do so. 

1973: Voters reject a second $7.9 million bond measure and a complementary funding measure to replace 
Porter and Haight schools and to build a new Alameda High School on Bay Farm Island. 

1974: In a report, a trio of architectural and structural engineering firms recommends the school district replace 
Alameda High, saying rehabilitation of the old facilities “is not the answer” to meeting the current educational 
needs of the school’s students and that operating and maintaining the existing buildings would be “difficult to 
justify as a continuing expense.” The firms, which determine that three-quarters of the 195,000-square-foot 
campus is “inadequate” (everything but the West Wing) put the cost of rehabilitating Alameda High at $7.2 
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million and rebuilding it at $7.7 million. Separately, a planning committee set to conduct a feasibility study for 
the school opts not to take a position on whether the school should be rehabilitated or replaced. 

1974: The state loans Alameda $6.8 million to expand Alameda High School from six to 12 acres and to build 
117,000 square feet of new facilities, including classrooms and industrial arts facilities; the school board plans 
to tear down the old school buildings. But the state loan isn’t enough to cover the total cost of the plan, so 
schools leaders seek a bond. (A later communication from the school district and a news clipping place the loan 
amount at more than $8 million.) 

1974-1976: Voters again reject a trio of bond measures of “approximately $5 million” to complete the campus 
by building a gym and fine arts facilities. 

1975-1978: Alameda wins a series of extensions on the 1975 deadline to fix or vacate seismically unsafe 
buildings on the Alameda High School campus as new facilities are planned for and built; the Alameda Adult 
School is moved into the former main classroom building. 

1977: Alameda voters elect a trio of new school board members who vow to save Old Alameda High School; 
they cancel a demolition contract approved by board members months earlier and hire a superintendent, 
Clarence R. Kline, who pledges to save the school. The campus is declared an historic monument by the City 
Council and is placed on the National Register of Historic Places. 

January 1978: Students are moved out of non-earthquake safe buildings and into the newly constructed 
facilities that line Encinal Avenue. 

February 1978: A fact finding committee presents a report on other potential school and community uses for 
the old buildings. 

June 1978: Kline requests and wins another extension on the deadline for determining the fate of the un-
retrofitted buildings, to January 1979. Voters again reject a fresh pair of ballot measures designed to fix the 
school’s gym and auditorium, a committee headed by Alameda Times-Star publisher Abe Kofman seeks to form 
a nonprofit to raise money to buy the buildings, which cost the district $169,690 to maintain over the 1978-1979 
school year, according to a news article; the Historic Alameda High School Foundation is formed in 1979 and 
begins raising money to fix up the auditorium, which it leases from the school district for $1 a year for the next 
two decades. 

September-October 1978: Kline plans to move the district office into Old Alameda High and looks into 
options for reopening the gym. 

1989: Alameda voters finally pass a $47.7 million school bond that includes money to retrofit Historic Alameda 
High School and to build a new gym there; the school district runs out of money before completing all the fixes 
the bond was supposed to cover, so only the central portion of the campus, which includes the auditorium, is 
retrofitted. Additional renovations – but not seismic retrofits – are paid for by the nonprofit foundation. 

1995: A retrofit of Kofman Auditorium is completed, and the project is certified by the state in 1998, district 
documents show; the work, which includes insertion of “seismic joints” between the auditorium walls and 
connected campus buildings, make the auditorium building – which is topped by classrooms – and the Larry 
Patton Gym safe for student use. 

1998: Alameda’s Main Library is moved to Historic Alameda High from its old Carnegie Building digs after 
they are determined to need retrofitting; the library remains at the old school facilities until a new library opens 
in 2006. 
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2004: Alameda voters pass the Measure C bond, which promises to fund seismic repairs at Historic Alameda 
High. The plans are scaled back as construction costs outpace the funding that’s available and are ultimately 
unfunded. 

February 2011: School district officials temporarily close Patton Gym, saying they can’t find the paperwork 
that shows it is safe for student use. The closure is prompted by the discovery of unsafe conditions at the 
Alameda Adult School during a $1 million paint and window replacement project there. That discovery will 
lead the district to move the adult school to another campus. 

February 2012: In a report, a structural engineer tells schools officials the old high school buildings that 
haven’t been retrofitted are at risk of collapsing during a strong earthquake and recommends fencing and retrofit 
work. 

June 2012: The district releases a report that shows Alameda’s schools will need an estimated $92 million in 
fixes; it says Alameda High School needs $20 million worth of work. 

August 2012: A fence is erected around the non-retrofitted portions of Alameda High. 

January 2013: Administrative offices are moved from Alameda High to a rented building in Marina Village. 
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IV. REHABILITATION COST ESTIMATES 
 
 EAST BUILDING (former Adult School 
 KOFMAN EAST (former District office) 

KOFMAN WEST (former Alameda Free Library) 
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A. QUALIFICATIONS TO THE REHABILITATION COST ESTIMATES 
 
In order to provide an accurate estimate of the costs associated with the rehabilitation of the three buildings, 
architects need to draw up detailed plans, structural engineers must calculate loads, materials testing 
professionals must determine the strength and integrity of various existing building components. The cost to 
prepare these exact costs could exceed $75,000. 
 
Quattrocchi Kwan Architects (QKA) recommended doing a “qualified” cost estimate, which would provide 
accurate ranges of pricing for various levels of rehabilitation without the need to create working drawings and 
testing the structures. Inherent in the cost estimates are a number of assumptions that are outlined in the Order 
of Magnitude Construction Cost Estimate contained in the Appendix Exhibit F on page 56 of this report. 
The rehabilitation cost range estimates are provided to discuss the costs of the various levels of rehabilitation in 
relation to each other rather than provide exact pricing for a particular level of rehabilitation.  
 
B. EXCLUDED COSTS 
 
The cost estimates do not include what is commonly referred to as tenant improvements. 
These interior components would differ depending on the type of use. For example, science labs would cost 
more than general office space. Tenant improvement costs are relatively small in relation to structural and 
infrastructure costs.  
 
The cost estimates provided in the Order of Magnitude Chart on page 22 do not contain “soft costs.” Soft costs 
are those expenses relating to obtaining permits, design work, testing, engineering, abatement costs, etc. These 
costs apply to both structural and non-structural elements and can range from 25 to 30% of the project cost.  
 
C. CALCULATING THE TOTAL REHABILITATION COST 
 
The total rehabilitation cost for each building is divided into three categories: structural upgrade cost, 
infrastructure costs (non-structural upgrades), and soft costs. Pricing for structural upgrade costs and non-
structural (infrastructure) costs are contained in the Order of Magnitude Chart on page 22. 
 
In order to calculate the exact cost for a particular level of rehabilitation, one must select the rehabilitation level 
from the Order of Magnitude Chart on page 22, pick one of the buildings, add the structural cost, add in the 
non-structural cost, and then add 25% to 30% of the total of the structural and non-structural costs together to 
arrive at the total cost. See chart on page 23 for the methodology used to arrive at the highest cost to rehabilitate 
each of the three buildings to the highest Field Act standard.  This example assumes 25% of the structural and 
non-structural costs for soft costs. 
   
D. FIVE OPTIONS FOR STRUCTURAL UPGRADING 
 
Zero Intervention –  

In their letter of April 24, 2013 included as Appendix Exhibit E, page 49, Wiss, Janney, Elstner 
Associates (WJE) , an architectural/engineering firm working on behalf of the Alameda Architectural 
Preservation Society indicated that, “if the building is not being used for students during the day, there 
appears to be no legal requirement for the building to be seismically strengthened.” Consequently, the 
District as the option of doing nothing and leaving the buildings vacant. In looking at past history, this 
has been the default action taken by some past school boards either because bonds did not pass or other 
bond projects ran over budget. 
 

 17 



Under this option, none of the three buildings could be used for any school purpose or District office. 
The buildings could be used for other purposes, but the fence must remain in place around each 
building.  

 
Minimal Intervention 

Members of WJE and QKA have toured the buildings on several occasions. After their initial inspection 
in 2012, the WJE team found that, “the structures in question were designed and built prior to the 
advent of modern building codes, and in general, do pose more of a threat to occupants and passersby 
than modern buildings.” (Letter of June 25, 2012 included as Appendix Exhibit B, page 40). The letter 
continues, “The lack of positive connections between the roofs and floors of the structures and the 
exterior walls is a significant deficiency that can allow the walls to separate from the roofs and floors 
and fall outward.” 
 

 In its follow up letter after touring the buildings on March 26, 2013, WJE stated, 
“roof to wall connections are some of the most vulnerable because of the amplification of seismic forces 
near the roof due to the effects of higher modes  .  .  .” and  “ .  .  . we would recommend that if a 
minimal strengthening scheme is considered, one that ties the roof to the walls would be prudent and 
relatively low cost strengthening measure.” Appendix Exhibit E, page 49. 

 
At the present time, most of the second floor (first floor ceiling) perimeter in all of the historic buildings 
has been secured to the exterior walls. However, the majority of the third floor and roof sections have 
not been secured to the exterior walls with one exception.  The floor and roof sections that abut the 
exterior wall parallel to Oak Street have been secured.  The other areas were not secured as a cost 
savings measure while the District determined next steps. This is why the containment fence is closer to 
the structure on the Oak Street side of the East Building. Consequently, there is currently a possibility 
that sections of the upper floors and roof could separate from the exterior wall during a major seismic 
event creating the opportunity for portions of the upper wall to fall outward. 
 
Under this option, none of the three buildings could be used for any school purpose or District office. 
The buildings could be used for other purposes. The fence would still be needed, but it might be able to 
be moved closer to the buildings. 
  

Collapse Prevention (Limited)  
Collapse Prevention shall be defined as the post earthquake damage state in which a structure has 
damaged components and continues to support gravity loads but retains limited margin against 
collapse. At this level, the building is less likely to experience a major floor or wall failure but would 
sustain significant damage. Subsequent after shocks could result in floor and wall failures. This level of 
rehabilitation provides minimal framing and bracing components. The image of the exterior installation 
of seismic framing components below is provided to show how the framing functions to support the 
floors. All framing components would be constructed on the inside of the Historic Alameda High School 
structures. 
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Seismic framing components at Wood Middle School (exterior installation) 

 
Under this option, none of the three buildings could be used for any school purpose or District office. 
The buildings could be used for other purposes. The fence would still be needed, but it might be able to 
be moved closer to the buildings. 

 
Historic Building Code Standard -  (design to 75% of current code forces) 

This level of rehabilitation allows for the preservation of qualified historical buildings or structures 
while providing standards for a minimum level of building performance with the objective of preventing 
partial or total structural collapse such that the overall risk of life-threatening injury as a result of 
structural collapse is low. It is possible to use sections of the Historic Building Code to modify the 
structural requirements of other levels of rehabilitation and reduce rehabilitation costs. In the case of the 
Field Act (description below), only the Division of State Architects can approve such a modification of 
the Field Act standard. 
 
Under this option, none of the three buildings could be used for any school purpose or District office. 
The buildings could be used for other purposes. The fence would still be needed, but it might be able to 
be moved closer to the buildings. 

 
Life Safety (Basic Safety or California Building Code) 

Life Safely means the post earthquake damage state in which significant damage to the structure has 
occurred but some margin against either partial or total structural collapse remains. Some structural 
elements and components are severely damaged but this has not resulted in large falling debris hazards 
either inside or outside the building. Injuries may occur during the earthquake. However, the overall risk 
of life threatening injury as a result or structural damage is expected to be low. Rehabilitation contains 
additional framing and bracing components beyond Collapse Prevention Standard. 
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Under this option, none of the three buildings could be used for any school purpose or District office. 
The buildings could be used for other purposes. The fence would still be needed, but it might be able to 
be moved closer to the buildings. 
 

Field Act (Enhanced Basic Safety) This rehabilitation standard provides the highest level of seismic upgrade  
and “safety.”  Rehabilitation contains significant framing, bracing, and shear components designed to 
resist forces approximately 15% greater than the forces outlined under the California Building Code. 
The Field Act mandates statewide seismic safety standards for schools and requires that all buildings 
occupied by students meet the Field Act standard.  
 
While the general rule is that all buildings contained on an active school campus must be Field Act 
compliant, non-school uses in a building located on an active campus that does not comply with the 
Field Act are possible so long as 1) students and teachers are not permitted to enter the facility; 2) 
students and teachers are protected from building collapse (fence or other barriers) and; 3) there is a 
Board of Trustees’ resolution identifying this as a non-student or teacher building including building 
signs indicating this.  According to the Division of State Architecture, a district office that is located on 
an active school campus must be Field Act compliant.  
 
As noted above, it is unknown exactly how the Historic Building Code could be used to modify the cost 
estimates for the Field Act level of rehabilitation.  However, all members of the professional team agree 
that the Historic Building Code may be used in specific situations to modify the Field Act standard 
without compromising the safety of the structure.  
 
Under this option, any of the three buildings could be used for any school purpose or District office. The 
buildings could also be used for other purposes. The fence could be completely removed. 
 

E. INFRASTRUCTURE COSTS (NON-STRUCTURAL UPGRADES) 
 

These costs include new or significant upgraded mechanical, plumbing, and electrical systems including 
lighting, data, and fire alarm systems. Exterior improvements include plaster repair, painting, new 
windows and roof repairs. The Peer Review Team concluded that the infrastructure work must be 
included in the scope of work on any level of rehabilitation. 

 
F. ADD IN SOFT COSTS 
 
G. COMMENTS FROM PEER REVIEW TEAM MEMBER GREG KLEIN, AIA   

I was asked to review and provide a peer review of the scope of work and cost estimates prepared by 
QKA for 3 levels of renovation and seismic upgrade to the Historic Alameda High School buildings. 
The scope of work included conceptual structural system upgrades, which in general I found to be a 
straightforward approach to strengthening the buildings. The estimates for the remainder of the work, 
including complete renovation of the mechanical, electrical, plumbing systems and new interior finishes 
was based on observation of the existing condition of the buildings and application of costs for these 
systems on a price per square foot basis.  
Having toured the buildings myself, I concur that the mechanical, electrical, and plumbing systems are 
in need of complete renovation. I also agree that because of the invasive nature of this work as well as 
the structural renovations proposed that the interior finishes, which very likely includes asbestos and 
lead paint, will need to be removed rather than encapsulated.  
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COMMENTS FROM PEER REVIEW TEAM MEMBER GREG KLEIN, AIA  (continued)  
 

Regarding the cost estimates prepared, I compared the costs to other comparable projects and found the 
cost per square foot for the proposed work to fall in the middle of a range of costs based on other 
projects from approximately $250 per square foot to $450 per square foot for renovation of older 
buildings to Field Act compliance. The cost for this level of renovation as proposed by QKA and their 
team was approximately $350 per square foot. Due to limitations of time and lack of comparable 
information, I did not compare the non-field act compliant levels of renovation. 
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V. COMMUNITY INPUT SUMMARY 
This section attempts to condense and summarize the extensive comments and questions contributed by the 
community during the public comment section of each meeting. It is limited to input that directly related to 
future uses.  
 
As noted earlier in this report, the community took the opportunity to comment on actions and events that were 
not directly related to the future uses of the historic buildings. Others commented on the process itself 
expressing concerns that the buildings were at risk of demolition and that the announcements for the meetings 
should state that demolition was a possibility. Those comments are not contained in this report. For those 
interested in hearing the detailed community member presentations, the video recording of each meeting is 
posted on the District’s website. The same content was captured and transcribed by the meeting recorder. Links 
to these written minutes are available on the District’s website.  
 
By far, the majority of comments expressed in all of the meetings were actually questions soliciting further 
explanation or clarification of the information being presented or the implications and application of the 
information to the buildings themselves. Many community member comments reinforced the stakeholder’s 
interest in seeing the buildings rehabilitated and returned to school use. Other members expressed the desire to 
“save the structures” but were willing to have the buildings used for variety of activities other than educational 
purposes. These other uses included office space, condominiums, low income housing, charter schools, etc. 
Finally, a very small minority felt that the buildings had no functional purpose or that the cost to rehabilitate the 
buildings would be too expensive or take way from other needed repairs at existing school sites. 
 
There were several notable public comments that merit recognition. One of the earliest comments received from 
an anonymous community member helped define the outer limits of the variety of opinions available for the 
structures: 
 
My vote is to implode the Historic Alameda High School instead of sinking more money into it. This school 
district’s first priority should be educating children in safe, clean, well stocked schools with state of the art 21st 
Century learning supplies and equipment, period. It should not be in business to become a historic preservation 
society.  
 
One commenter believed that as the owner of the buildings, the District held the buildings “in trust” for the 
community, and that if the District needed the additional space, it should consider paying a small premium to be 
able to utilize the historic buildings. Another commenter felt that the old buildings simply could not house a 
state of the art educational facility. Responding speakers sited Harvard and Yale as examples of old buildings 
that were renovated and supported higher education uses. One member of the community suggested that it was 
time to consider a one high school model. 
 
The two areas that continued to dominate both the stakeholder discussions and the public comments were 
“What are the space needs of the District?” and “How much will it cost to rehabilitate the buildings for use?” 
The second question has been answered. In regards to space needs, the District indicated that the next phase of 
the facilities study will involve analyzing and projecting both short term and long term future space needs of the 
District. This information will be essential in understanding how the three historic structures containing a total 
of 75, 000 square feet of potentially useable space will integrate into the total space needs of the District. 
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VI FACILITATOR COMMENTS 
 
The objective of this community engagement was to identify stakeholders, develop a common pool of facts that 
could be used to determine future uses of the Historic Alameda High School non-Field Act compliant buildings, 
and possibly develop principles that the Board of Education could use in determining where and how these 
buildings fit into the larger District facilities assessment.  
 
The stakeholders were unable to develop guiding principles beyond the prioritization of repairs between the 
historic buildings and the other 17 facilities, because they did not know the space needs of the District. The 
stakeholders recommend to the Board of Trustees that the District begin the process of determining its space 
needs so it can determine how much of the space contained within the three historic structures could be utilized 
to satisfy these needs. When the space needs information is available, the District may wish to contact the 
stakeholders in order to present the space needs information and the specific repairs contained in the Facilities 
Assessment Report from QKA. 
 
This report is presented to the Board of Education in draft form. All the stakeholders have accepted the 
suggested five levels of rehabilitation of the buildings and the four cost schemes contained in the Order of 
Magnitude document prepared by QKA. However, since this report is a summary of the work performed by the 
stakeholders, it must be circulated to each stakeholder for comment and possible correction prior to being 
finalized. 
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APPENDIX 
 

EXHIBIT A 
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EXHIBIT B 
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EXHIBIT C 
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EXHIBIT D 
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EXHIBIT E 
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EXHIBIT F 
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EXHIBIT G 

PARKING LOT 
MEETING ONE:  EDUCATION – April 11, 2013 
 
Request to post a copy of the QKA letter quoting costs to provide estimates of three levels of rehabilitation on 
the District’s website. 
 
Request to post the Power Point presentation on the District’s website. 
 
What is the cost of the April 11, 2013 QKA presentation? 
 
What is the cost of the debris containment fence around the three buildings? 
 
Request for compensation of the two volunteer architect community members. 
 
MEETING TWO A:  OPTIONS – April 15, 2013 
 
Request to post all comments and suggestions from public meetings. 
 
How much money does the District currently have for allocated for facilities? 
 
Who owns Thompson Field? 
 
Could the District build offices on Thompson Field and move football and track back to Alameda High site? 
 
Request to post Power Point presentation of tonight’s meeting. 
 
Was there an election where voters decided to demolish the Historic Alameda High School, build a new high 
school, and move football back to Alameda High School campus? 
 
What is the City of Alameda’s standard for retrofitting a commercial building. 
 
MEETING TWO B:  OPTIONS – April 20, 2013 
 
No unrelated questions or statements. 
 
MEETING THREE :  COST TO REHABILITATE HISTORIC ALAMEDA HIGH SCHOOL – May 9, 2013 
 
No unrelated questions or statements 
 
MEETING FOUR: SHARED INTERESTS – May 21, 2013 

No unrelated questions or statements 
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