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Walnut Residences (PLN2015-00242, 1031 Walnut Ave)  

Community Comments Received After 11-15-2016 City Council Agenda Packet 
 
Please note: The following comments were received after the Agenda Packet for the 11-15-2016 City Council hearing 

was uploaded by staff. Comments are arranged in reverse chronological order. Multiple comments from 
the same contributor are grouped together.  

 
Community Comments #157 
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Community Comments #156 
From: Robert [mailto:]  
Sent: Monday, November 14, 2016 6:04 PM 

To: CClerk; Bill Roth; Bill Harrison; Lily Mei; Vinnie Bacon; Suzanne Chan; Rick Jones - Councilmember; 
salwanforfremont@gmail.com; tricityvoice; eastbay; christina.brusaca@gmail.com 

Subject: RE: Walnut Residences Nov. 15, 2016 Public Hearing 

 
To Bill Roth, Planning Staff, Ms. Gauthier, City Clerk, Fremont City Council Members, and other interested parties 
 
In response to your Notice of this November 15th meeting, and the probable outcome we can expect, plus the Notice's 
suggestion that if we expect to challenge any decision of the City Council in court, we "may be limited to raising only 
those issues you or someone else raised at the public hearing" unless we make our opposition views known "either at 
the public hearing or by written correspondence delivered to the City Council at, or prior to, the public hearing." 
 
Seeing as I cannot be at the public hearing, here below is my written correspondence raising the key issues in opposition 
to the all but certain approval-decision that the the Council will announce tomorrow, which I provide now, in order to 
keep viable, as you state, our expected court challenge to the Council's decision. 
 
An approval decision by the Council for this development flies in the face of the 99% opposition of Cherry-Guardino 
residents and community newspapers such as the Tri-city Voice.  It also irresponsibly flies in the face of many of the 
provisions of the Fremont General Plan while arbitrarily privileging others.  It imposes four, five, and six story buildings in 
a two and three story neighborhood.  It imposes SF Chinatown densities of 50 plus residential units/acre directly 
adjacent to a 400 single family and condominium complex of one and two story residences known as the Orchards, 
which has a 10.1 residential units/acre density.  The Council will make this decision knowing full-well that there are no 
neighborhood schools for the children of residents of the proposed 670 units to attend -- and still worse, it was recently 
revealed that Council members intimidated the Fremont Unified School District from publicly stating the obvious -- that 
residential development in Fremont needs to be halted until local schools were available for children of the residents.   
Traffic, parking, and a host of other comparable infrastructure incapacities also rightly militate against the imposition of 
such a massive development, which in all major respects is not in keeping with the character, density, shape, size, 
building height and capacities of the neighborhood.  Neither does the development offer so much as one affordable 
housing unit (out of 670) on premises. 
 
The City Council and the City Planning Commission, in going through the motions of pushing this plan forward have 
repeatedly flouted their own guidelines and have been disingenuous in first stating that the Overlay required 50 to 70 
units/acre to then saying, even if the Overlay does not apply, they can re-zone from the 3 to 30 r.u./acre existing-zoning 
to whatever they need to accommodate the 50 plus r.u./acre that they and the developers in concert, insist upon.   
 
And this brings us to the developers' grossly-over limit campaign donations to certain member(s) of the City Council and 
associates -- no doubt the vast sums were provided just to promote the cause of good government.  Unfortunately for 
those who offered and those who took the tens of thousands of dollars involved -- such action is by the City Council's 
own by-laws, illegal -- nevermind promoting the real or apparent sense that all the processes of the Planning 
Commission and the City Council rather than being transparent and serving the public good, are actually beholden to the 
developers, serving them and themselves -- an open and shut case of "one hand washes the other" -- indifferent to the 
public good -- and a shameful dereliction of duty. 
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For all these reasons, and those previously provided to Mr. Roth and the City Council, we respectfully expect to 
challenge any City Council approval-decision on this development as currently configured. 
 
Robert A. Palgon 
November 14, 2016 
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Community Comments #155 
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Community Comments #154 
 

 


