
08 June, 2017

To the members of the
Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board:

Christopher Andrews, Chair
Peter Birkholz, Vice-Chair
Stafford Buckley, Member
Vince Sugrue, Member
Nenna Joiner, Member
Klara Komorous, Member

In regards to:  HRE for PLN16053 (41 Tunnel Road/Claremont Hotel)

Dear Chair Andrews and members of the Advisory Board:

In this letter, I describe and detail what I believe to be a fundamental flaw in the HRE, as written by Carey
and Company, submitted by Signature Development on April 24th, 2017, peer reviewed by LSA, and
presented to the LPAB in public hearing by Matt Weintraub on May 8th.

The central premise of the HRE is that there is a “clouded understanding of the historical significance and
the qualified historical resource(s) that currently exist on the property.”  The HRE supports this thesis by
claiming that the OHP did not intend to include the south parking area within the boundary of the NRHP
nomination.

The claim that OHP did not intend to include the south parking area within the boundary of the NRHP
nomination is false.

In the minutes of the August 2, 2002 meeting of the California Historic Resources Commission, the
intentions of the CHRC and OHP are made clear:

Commissioner Maniery stated that the tennis court, northwest parking area, pool area
and club buildings were all constructed after the period of significance and have
changed significantly.  Commissioner Maniery objected to have those modern intrusions
included in the nomination.  If the eastern slope, the southwest slope, the island vicinity,
and the south parking areas were retained in the nomination, they could still have that
wooded feel and still have vegetation around the hotel.  Cynthia Howse, staff historian,
stated that those changes could be made and the National Park Service would accept
the changes as well.

These minutes, though directly referenced in OHP’s letter to the Keeper of the NRHP as the basis for
the nomination in question, were materially omitted from the reference documents of the HRE.

These minutes make unambiguous the intentions of the OHP, and also make clear that the map
submitted with the nomination matches the intended boundary exactly.



Once the notion of any ambiguity in the OHPs intention to include the south parking area in the NRHP
nomination is dispelled, it becomes clear that, on the contrary, there is consistent agreement both
about the historic significance of the property around the hotel and regarding its specific importance
in providing a sense of open space around the hotel:

Oakland LPAB
October 2001

Passed Resolution 2001-01 nominating the entire Claremont Hotel
property for landmark protection.  In that resolution, the LPAB specifically finds
that “the grounds as the building merit landmark designation, over the owner’s
objection, for the following reason which justifies the exceptional significance of
the grounds:  The setting of the building on the hillside and within an open and
landscaped area contributes not only to the architectural significance of the
historic building but to making this one of the most visually prominent buildings
in Oakland and in the entire East Bay.”

Oakland City
Council
July 2002

Passed Ordinance 12438 conveying landmark status on the hotel, powerhouse,
and the footprint of the porte cochere, and applied S-4 Design Review status to
the entire property, specifically directing the LPAB to review any future project
with an eye to preserve an "appropriate sense of open space around the hotel
building"

California
Historic
Resources
Commission
August 2002

Approved the nomination of the southern 12.1 acres of the Claremont property,
noting – when removing the tennis courts, northwest parking area, pool area,
and club buildings from the nomination for lack of integrity – that “if the eastern
slope, the southwest slope, the island vicinity, and the south parking areas were
retained in the nomination, they could still have that wooded feel and still have
vegetation around the hotel.”

Nomination to
the NRHP
April 2003

Cites, in the Statement of Significance, the “concept…of a garden
hotel…defined as a hotel property within which a substantial percentage of the
site is occupied by landscaped or wooded open space…” The nomination
further notes that the design of the south parking area provides a distinctively
landscaped feel: “at the ends of terraces and on the slopes between them, dense
shrubbery and in some cases trees, contrast with – and from some angles largely
conceal – the expanses of paving.”

CRHR
May 2003

Identified 12.1 acres of the Claremont hotel property, specifically including the
main hotel building, the old powerhouse, the island vicinity, the southwest slope,
the eastern slope, the northeast parking area, and the south parking area as
eligible for the NRHP.  This area of the property was therefore duly listed to the
CRHR, and afforded CEQA protections accordingly.

Every board, council, and commission, at the local, state, and national level, who has rendered official
findings as to the historic significance of the south parking area is in agreement. Among public
agencies and in the public record, there is uniform consensus regarding the importance of open space
around the hotel building, the contribution of the south parking area in providing that open space, and
the finding that the south parking area must be preserved as open space and protected as an historic
resource.

https://d3n8a8pro7vhmx.cloudfront.net/stopclaremontcondos/pages/43/attachments/original/1496247007/LPAB_Resolution__2001.pdf?1496247007
https://d3n8a8pro7vhmx.cloudfront.net/stopclaremontcondos/pages/18/attachments/original/1465967970/Oakland_Landmark.pdf?1465967970


It must also be emphasized that all of these formal determinations were made in recent years and with
the south parking area in its current condition.

Among the strongest of those formal statements is that of this Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board
itself in Resolution 2001-01 (approved October 12, 2001 and which resolution Carey and Company also
failed to include among the material references in the document before you) recommending
landmarking of the hotel and the entire property:

The Board is aware of the owner’s objection to landmark designation of the grounds.
However, the Board finds, pursuant to Policy 2.3(d) of the Historic Preservation
Element of the General Plan, that the grounds as well as the building merit landmark
designation, over the owner’s objection, for the following reason which justifies the
exceptional significance of the grounds:

The setting of the building on the hillside and within an open, landscaped area
contributes not only to the architectural significance of the historic building
but to making this one of the most visually prominent buildings in Oakland
and in the entire East Bay.  The LPAB believes that because of the unique and
exceptional circumstance of the interrelationship of this building with its site it
is appropriate for the grounds and the building to receive landmark status,
with the knowledge and understanding that the site will change and evolve.

This was written and approved in 2001 by this honorable board. Since that time, nothing has changed
in the physical condition of the property or in the fundamental merits of this determination.

The only thing that has occurred since the LPAB made its 2001 recommendation is that the historical
significance of the hotel and grounds – and in particular the importance of open space around the hotel
– has been unambiguously confirmed and reaffirmed by the Oakland City Council, the state Office of
Historical Preservation, and the National Park Service.

I urge you to dismiss the demonstrably false and misleading premise of the deeply flawed historical
resource evaluation before you.  The public record readily contradicts the misrepresentations that Carey
and Company advance and develop therein.

I urge you to also reject the flawed peer review, in which LSA fails to question or verify the veracity of the
thesis upon which the Carey and Company document relies.  LSA’s assertion on page 2 that “the OHP
intended to exclude the area coinciding with the Auto Court and Driveway” misrepresents the OHP, and
is directly contradicted by the minutes of the SHRC.  The map which LSA draws based on that
misrepresentation is likewise fundamentally flawed.

I urge you to instead reconfirm your own 2001 resolution, and while acknowledging the exclusion of the
former formal gardens from the nomination to the NRHP and listing on the CRHR, reaffirm the historical
significance of the entire property as a garden hotel and reiterate the importance of landscaped and
open grounds as essential to the expansive setting in which the hotel – a unique and treasured
Oakland landmark – expresses its architectural majesty.

Thank you for attention to this important matter.



With regards,
Bryan Grziwok


