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August 25, 2022 

Andrew Thomas, Director 
Planning, Building and Transportation Department 
City of Alameda 
2263 Santa Clara Avenue, Room 190 
Alameda, CA 94501 

Dear Andrew Thomas: 

RE: City of Alameda’s 6th Cycle (2023-2031) Draft Housing Element 

Thank you for submitting the City of Alameda’s (City) draft housing element received 
for review on May 27, 2022 along with revisions on August 23, 2022. Pursuant to 
Government Code section 65585, subdivision (b), the California Department of 
Housing and Community Development (HCD) is reporting the results of its review. In 
addition, HCD considered comments from the Alameda Housing Element Working 
Group, Alameda Architectural Preservation Society, Alameda Citizens Task Force and 
Paul S. Foreman pursuant to Government Code section 65585, subdivision (c). HCD 
also considered the City’s written response to Paul S. Foreman’s public comment.   

HCD is pleased to find the draft housing element in substantial compliance with State 
Housing Element Law (Article 10.6 of Gov. Code). The housing element will comply with 
State Housing Element Law (Article 10.6 of the Gov. Code) when it is adopted, 
submitted to and approved by HCD, in accordance with Government Code section 
65585. 

Numerous zoning actions are scheduled for completion prior to the start of the planning 
period (January 31, 2023) to accommodate the regional housing need allocation 
(RHNA), including lower-income households, to affirmatively further fair housing (AFFH) 
and to facilitate and encourage a variety of housing types. These actions, among many 
others, are crucial to compliance and generally include Programs 1 (Alameda Point), 2 
(Shopping Center), 3 (Commercial Transit Corridor), 4 (Residential District) and 6 
(Large Sites and Multifamily). Please be aware, if these zoning actions are not 
completed by January 31, 2023, the element must include a program(s) to rezone sites 
with appropriate zoning and development standards pursuant to Government Code 
sections 65583, subdivision (c)(1), and 65583.2, subdivisions (h) and (i).  

Exhibit 1
Item 7-A, September 26, 2022 
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Public participation in the development, adoption and implementation of the housing 
element is essential to effective housing planning. Throughout the housing element 
process, the City must continue to engage the community, including organizations that 
represent lower-income and special needs households, by making information regularly 
available while considering and incorporating comments where appropriate. Please be 
aware, any revisions to the element must be posted on the local government’s website 
and to email a link to all individuals and organizations that have previously requested 
notices relating to the local government’s housing element at least seven days before 
submitting to HCD. 

Pursuant to Government Code section 65583.3, subdivision (b), the City must utilize 
standards, forms, and definitions adopted by HCD when preparing the sites inventory. 
Please see HCD’s housing element webpage at https://www.hcd.ca.gov/community-
development/housing-element/index.shtml for a copy of the form and instructions. The 
City can reach out to HCD at sitesinventory@hcd.ca.gov for technical assistance. 
Please note, upon adoption of the housing element, the City must submit an electronic 
version of the sites inventory with its adopted housing element to 
sitesinventory@hcd.ca.gov. 

Several federal, state, and regional funding programs consider housing element 
compliance as an eligibility or ranking criteria. For example, the CalTrans Senate Bill 
(SB) 1 Sustainable Communities grant; the Strategic Growth Council and HCD’s 
Affordable Housing and Sustainable Communities programs; and HCD’s Permanent 
Local Housing Allocation consider housing element compliance and/or annual reporting 
requirements pursuant to Government Code section 65400. With a compliant housing 
element, the City will meet housing element requirements for these and other funding 
sources.  

HCD appreciates your hard work and dedication throughout the housing element 
review. HCD also applauds the leadership of the City in taking significant steps forward 
to (AFFH) and to accommodate the future housing needs of all segments of the 
community. HCD encourages the City to continue and consider comments toward these 
goals as part of the adoption process and looks forward to receiving the City’s adopted 
housing element. If you have any questions or need additional technical assistance, 
please contact Claire Sullivan-Halpern, of our staff, at Claire.Sullivan-
Halpern@hcd.ca.gov.  

Sincerely, 

Paul McDougall 
Senior Program Manager 











August 21, 2022 
Andrew Thomas, Planning Building and Transportation Director 
City of Alameda 
2263 Santa Clara Avenue, Room 190 
Alameda, CA 94501 

Subject: 8-12-22 Revised Draft Housing Element 

Dear Mr. Thomas: 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the subject draft as well as the preliminary California Housing 
and Community Development Department (HCD) comments. 

The Alameda Architectural Preservation Society (AAPS) has the following comments and questions 
regarding these materials: 

1. Why is unlimited maximum density now shown for the transit overlay and on Park Street,
Webster Street, the Stations and the North Park Street area? We don’t see anything in the
HCD information request that this relates to this. This is another example of portions of the draft
Housing Element functioning too much as a zoning ordinance. Although unlimited density for
these areas is proposed in the most recent draft zoning amendments, not including unlimited
density in the Housing Element itself would have provided some flexibility for the next stage of
the Planning Board’s and City Council’s upcoming review of the zoning amendments.

2. Add discussion of potential demolitions and new construction to the Residential Infill
Analysis along with the potential for lot subdivisions. The revised draft’s Site 15b Residential
Infill Analysis (Appendix E)  discusses how the Housing Element will allow additional units
within existing buildings and on existing residential lots with unlimited density as was frequently
done before adoption of City Charter Article 26 (“Measure A”) in 1973, but says nothing about the
potential for widespread demolition of existing buildings, especially historic buildings, for new
and larger buildings (as also occurred before adoption of Article 26) that could also result from the
massive Site 15b upzonings. It also says nothing about the effects of the potentially widespread
subdivision of existing lots through the elimination of minimum lot area and lot width standards in
all zoning districts except R-1.

In addition, the Residential Infill Analysis statement that “the City’s projection of 34 additional
units from conversions or additions to existing structures is very conservative and will most likely
be much higher” (Page E-18), confirms our previous observations that the allowed addition of an
unlimited number of units within existing buildings alone is much more than adequate to meet the
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RHNA and the fair housing requirements. Our observations are further supported by Page E-17’s 
statement that “by removing the multifamily prohibition and allowing buildings with three units, 
the R-2 district could accommodate 1,927 more units (emphasis added), without increasing the 
overall density of the district above 21 units per acre”. We therefore reiterate our previous 
recommendation that the proposed blanket upzonings, including the transit overlay, be 
deleted, since they are excessive and could lead to undesirable collateral impacts such as: (a) 
displacement of renters from existing relatively affordable (although not necessarily deed-
restricted) residential units owned by small investors to build market-rate housing; (b) adverse 
effects on historic properties; and (c) preemption of future affordable housing sites, given that 
none of the Site 15b proposals require any of the new units to be deed-restricted affordable. All of 
these potential impacts need to be discussed in the Residential Infill Analysis. 

3. It would seem that HCD’s request for discussion of environmental constraints would include
identification of Alameda’s over 4,000 historic properties that could inhibit development
involving these properties. Why is there no discussion of historic properties as an
environmental constraint in the subject draft?

4. HCD requests discussion of the vacant sites “based on a list of questions”. Where can this list of
questions be accessed?

5. Under “quantified objectives”, HCD requests “Expand rehabilitation objectives”. What kind of
expansion is HCD seeking?

6. The printed page numbers for Appendix F should begin with page F-1, but instead begin with page
F-21.

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment. Please contact me at (510) 523-0411 or 
cbuckleyAICP@att.net if you would like to discuss these comments. 

Sincerely, 

Christopher Buckley, Chair 
Preservation Action Committee 
Alameda Architectural Preservation Society 

By electronic transmission: 

cc:  Mayor and City Council 
   Planning Board  
   Historical Advisory Board  

Allen Tai, Planning, Building, and Transportation Department  
California Department of Housing and Community Development 

   AAPS Board and Preservation Action Committee  

mailto:cbuckleyAICP@att.net
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Nancy McPeak

From: Alameda Citizens Task Force <announcements@alamedacitizenstaskforce.org>
Sent: Sunday, August 21, 2022 4:22 PM
To: Andrew Thomas
Cc: HousingElements@hcd.ca.gov; paul.mcdougall@hcd.ca.gov; Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft; 

Malia Vella; John Knox White; Tony Daysog; Trish Spencer; Hanson Hom; Diana Ariza; 
Teresa Ruiz; Asheshh Saheba; Alan Teague; Ronald Curtis; Xiomara Cisneros; Nancy 
McPeak; Manager Manager; Yibin Shen

Subject: [EXTERNAL] City of Alameda Draft Housing Element-Response to Aug 19, 2022, 
Request for Comments on the Proposed Amendments

ACT 
Alameda Citizens Task Force    

Vigilance, Truth, Civility 

Dear Mr. Thomas:  

This is in response to your AUG 10, 2022, request for comments on the proposed amendments to the draft housing 
element.  

Our primary concern continues to be Item 15 (b) of the site inventory. We are pleased to see that you have amended 15 
(b), by adding the Residential Infill Analysis. (PDF pp. 181‐186). However, your analysis continues to ignore the 
requirements of Government Code Sections 65583.2 (b) (1) (2) (3), (5) (A) which include the following requirements 
summarized in the HCD Site Inventory Guidebook:   

“If the inventory identifies nonvacant sites to address a portion of the RHNA, the housing element must describe the 
realistic development potential of each site within the planning period.” (Boldface mine)   
https://abag.ca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/2021‐08/sites_inventory_memo_final06102020.pdf  

Subsection (b) (1) requires, “A listing of properties by assessor parcel number”. Subsection (b) (2) requires, “The size of 
each property listed pursuant to paragraph (1), and the general plan designation and zoning of each property.” 
Subsection (b) (3) requires, “…a description of the existing use of each property.”  Subsection (b) (5) (A) requires, “A 
description of existing or planned water, sewer, and other dry utilities supply, including the availability and access to 
distribution facilities.”  

You do address the Subsection (g) requirement of the development potential, but not on the site‐by‐site basis that we 
believe the law requires. We take particular note of your conclusion on the 34 new units per year projection contained 
in the site inventory, where you state:  

“Looking at the available capacity, the City’s projection of 34 additional units from conversions or additions to existing 
structures is very conservative and will most likely be much higher.”  

We fully agree with your conclusion but are very concerned that neither the word “displacement” or the word 
“replacement” appears in the Infill Analysis. This ignores the displacement of renters and the immediate need for 
replacement housing during construction that will occur from demolitions and additions of existing residential 
structures.   
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The only provision for this impact on renters is contained in Program 14 (PDF p. 34) which asserts that the city will 
require replacement housing for lower income households as required by Government Code Section 65915 (c) (3). 
However, this law only deals with providing replacement housing in the finished project rather than dealing with where 
tenants will live during construction. Moreover, this law only applies to density bonus applications. Thus, no broad 
assurance of replacement housing for tenants in any income category, either temporarily during construction or 
permanently, is provided.   

It is particularly troubling that Site 15(b) is open ended. That is to say that the upzoning of 18,000 parcels and the fact 
that 53% of Alameda residents are renters leads to the conclusion that there is no way to estimate how many renters 
will be displaced. Add to that the July 29, 2022 report found at https://blog.bayareametro.gov/posts/report‐paints‐
picture‐bay‐area‐rental‐market that states that in East Bay communities there are 14 renters competing for every rental 
unit with a vacancy rate of 4.4% and our draft housing element that places our rental vacancy rate at 2.9%. This amounts 
to consciously designing a perfect storm for displaced renters both during construction and long term.  

If the city determines to proceed with the inclusion of Site 15 (b) in the inventory, the housing element must address the 
natural consequences of that plan, displacement of renters, and the adverse social, economic and health impacts of the 
same. We refer you to the article on the subject by Dr. Rajiv Bhatia, former Director of the San Francisco Department of 
Health’s Occupational and Environmental Health Section at:  

https://unnaturalcauses.org/assets/uploads/file/bhatia_infilldevelopment.pdf#:~:text=Because%20of%20a%20combina
tion%20of%20income%20gaps%2C%20housing,immune%20and%20endocrine%20systems%20and%20increase%20infec
tion%20rates.   

The article contains the following salient statement:  

“Because of a combination of income gaps, housing costs, and demolition or conversion of rental  
units, infill development can cause community displacement, with additional costs to health.   
Displacement results in psychological stress, which can affect the human immune and endocrine  
systems and increase infection rates. For children, relocation can lead to emotional and   
behavioral problems. High housing costs and forced displacement can result a loss of social   
networks which provide material and emotional support, buffer stressful situations, prevent   
damaging feelings of isolation and contribute to a sense of self‐esteem and value.”  

From all of the above we conclude that proceeding with the mass upzoning of our residential districts as opposed to a 
gradual exploration of infill development on a pilot trial basis with protection of displaced renters or abandonment of 
the policy altogether for the 6th cycle is in the best interests of the residents of Alameda and the Bay Area.  

Sincerely,  

Alameda Citizens Task Force  
Paul Foreman, Board Member & Authorized Spokesperson  



Mr. Thomas,

The Housing Element Working Group was formed in September 2021 by members of Renewed
Hope Housing Advocates and allies in order to ensure that Alameda makes a rigorous and
good-faith effort to produce a Housing Element that fulfills our obligations to produce our fair
share of housing while addressing the city’s long history of exclusionary housing policies. The
group includes long-time members of Renewed Hope who for many years advocated for
affordable housing projects and a higher density in the previous Housing Element; a member of
the Planning Board who helped craft that document; a local historian, journalist and city planner
who has documented Alameda’s long and odious history of housing discrimination and
displacement; volunteers on Campaign for Fair Housing Elements which is a statewide
coalition of housing organizations, including local organizations like East Bay YIMBY and
East Bay For Everyone, fighting for fair housing elements in California; and campaigners for
Alamada’s 2020 Measure Z, which if successful would have eliminated Article 26 – an unlawful
apartment ban and density ceiling – from the city charter.

We are writing to comment on the updated draft of the Housing Element published on August
12, 2022. Our comments below reflect our ongoing engagement with the Housing Element
process and our extensive and varied experience building and advocating for housing for people
of all incomes and backgrounds in Alameda and the East Bay.

In general, we believe that city staff and the Planning Board have done a truly commendable job
in drafting a document which is responsive to the community while focusing throughout on
meeting the more stringent requirements for housing elements newly in effect for the sixth
RHNA cycle. The current Housing Element draft goes a great distance toward providing for the
development of Alameda’s fair share of housing (5,353 new units) while attempting to distribute
them equitably across the city, particularly in high-opportunity areas.

However, we believe that as written, the latest draft still does not go far enough to ensure that
Alameda will be able to meet these dual goals.

MEETING OUR REGIONAL HOUSING NEEDS ALLOCATION

Per Alameda’s 2021 General Plan and Housing Element Annual Report, Alameda’s RHNA for
housing construction during the current eight year cycle (2015 to 2022) is 1,723 housing units,
of which 444 must be very-low-income units and 248 of which must be low-income units. With
less than five months remaining in that period, the city has produced about 2,200 new units,
exceeding its total housing production goal by 28%. However, the lion’s share of these new units
are not deed restricted affordable; in fact, the city only produced only 62% of the new units
required across the VLI and LI categories:

https://alameda.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=10626109&GUID=F7CAB56A-9765-448D-8F9F-07A4A36519F5


Table 1: Alameda RHNA Fifth Cycle Housing Unit Production
Income category Units planned Units produced Percentage

VLI 444
429 62%

LI 248

moderate 283
1,771 172%

above moderate 748

TOTAL 1,723 2,200 128%

This level of affordable housing production falls far short of the need in Alameda and the East
Bay, and avoiding this outcome in the upcoming sixth RHNA cycle must be a priority in the
design of the Housing Element.

Expected affordable unit production
In the Housing Sites Analysis section, the Housing Element identifies the expected capacity and
expected distribution of units by income for 18 different projects and sites (some of which are
entire residential zones that are being upzoned). The first ten of these are entitled projects for
which the distribution of units is already set. For the remaining sites, however, the numbers are
forecasts:

Table 2: Forecasted Expected Housing Unit Production

site # name VLI LI Mod
Above
Mod Total

V/LI % of
total

1-10 Projects sub-total 887 428 202 2213 3730 35%

11 South Shore 200 200 200 200 800 50%

12 Harbor Bay Shopping 75 75 75 75 300 50%

13 Alameda Landing 25 25 25 25 100 50%

14 Transit Corridors 139 140 115 115 509 55%

15a ADUs 120 120 120 40 400 60%

15b Infill 45 75 75 75 270 44%

15c 2199 Clement 30 30 30 35 125 48%

15d
2363-2433 Mariner
Square Drive 40 40 40 40 160 50%

Total Capacity 1561 1133 882 2818 6394 42%

RHNA 1421 818 868 2248 5353 42%
Note: Transit Corridor and Total Capacity numbers have been updated to account for new information on
the 1901-1925 Webster Street property in the August HE draft.



These forecasted expected units seem to be based on overly generous assumptions and likely
overestimate the number of units affordable to low- and very-low-income households that will
actually be produced. It is very unlikely that there will be a significant number of new market-rate
(non-deed-restricted) affordable units. The following table contrasts the income limits for
low-income households of 1 through 5 members and the maximum rent these households can
afford without being rent burdened with the average rent for units available on craigslist1 for
units of a size that those households would most likely be looking to rent:

Table 3: Low-income household rent burdens vs. available apartments
craigslist survey: Alameda apartments

household
size

low income
limit

rent burden
threshold bedrooms

units in
range avg rent

1 $76,750.00 $1,918.75 studio-1 201 $2,145.00

2 $87,700.00 $2,192.50 1-2 363 $2,512.00

3 $98,650.00 $2,466.25 2 183 $2,855.00

4 $109,600.00 $2,740.00 2-3 238 $3,073.00

5 $118,400.00 $2,960.00 3-4 75 $4,099.00

Note that 1) these rents are for existing units of varying vintages, which would be significantly
lower than average market rents for new units all else equal; and 2) the rent burden is for
families at the threshold of the low-income range, meaning that the average rent in these
apartments will be significantly more burdensome for virtually all low- and very-low-income
households. It follows that in most cases, units will have to be deed-restricted in order to be
affordable for households in this income range.

Alameda’s inclusionary housing ordinance applies to new projects of 5 or more units and
remodels (i.e. adaptive reuse) that increase the number of dwelling units to 5 or more. The
ordinance requires these projects have a minimum of 15% of units be deed-restricted affordable
as follows: four percent (4%) of the total units must be restricted to occupancy by Low-Income
Households; four percent (4%) of the total units must be restricted to occupancy by Very
Low-Income Households; and seven percent (7%) must be restricted to occupancy by
Moderate-Income Households. For projects with fewer than 70 units, the ordinance gives
specific numbers for each category.

Identified prospective sites
For specific prospective sites that have been identified, following the inclusionary housing
ordinance would result in the production of the following deed-restricted affordable units:

1 Retrieved June 30, 2022. Search terms: “SF Bay Area > east bay > housing > apartments for rent”;
neighborhood = “Alameda”; and the range of bedrooms for each HH size.

https://library.municode.com/ca/alameda/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=CHXXXDERE_ARTIZODIRE_30-16INHOREREPR


Table 4: Revised Expected Deed-restricted Affordable Housing on Prospective Sites per
Inclusionary Housing Requirements
site # name Total VLI LI Mod Market

11 South Shore 800 32 32 56 680

12 Harbor Bay Shopping 300 12 12 21 255

13 Alameda Landing 100 4 4 7 85

14a 1901-1925 Webster* 50 25 25 0 0

14b 1435 Webster St 15 0 1 1 13

14c 650 Pacific/Webster 20 1 1 1 17

14d 1414 Webster 17 1 1 1 14

14e 1916 Webster/720 Atlantic 100 4 4 7 85

14f 650 Central Avenue 150 6 6 11 127

14g 1618 Park 100 4 4 7 85

14h 1500-1504 Park/ 2411 Santa Clara 50 2 2 4 42

14i 1900 Park 7 0 0 1 6

15c 2199 Clement 125 5 5 9 106

15d 2363-2433 Mariner Square Drive 160 6 6 11 136

Totals, identified prospective sites 1994 102 103 137 1651
* This is an all-affordable project being developed by Alameda Housing Authority.

Neighborhood upzonings (Infill, ADUs)
ADUs are by definition small projects that will produce one or two new units. There is some
indication that these tend to be occupied by family members (e.g. aging parents, young adults);
projected affordable units follow guidance provided in an ABAG technical memo.2 For infill –
here referring to development in residential zones that will be unleashed as a result of density
limits being lifted – it is not clear how many projects would exceed four new units. In fact, for
small projects having the inclusionary requirement kick in at 5 units disincentivizes going above
4. Thus there is reason to doubt that new projects in the infill area will result in any new
deed-restricted affordable units.

Summary
The following table updates the estimated number of units by income given the foregoing
analysis:

2 https://abag.ca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/2022-06/ADUs-Projections-Memo_final.pdf



Table 5: Summary of Expected Unit Production by Income Category with Revised
Assumptions
Site category Total VLI LI Moderate Market

Current Projects (sites 1-10) 3730 887 428 202 2213

Identified prospective sites 1994 102 103 137 1651

ADUs 400 120 120 120 40

Infill 270 0 0 0 270

Revised Total Expected Units 6384 1109 651 459 4174

Percentage of total zoned capacity 17% 10% 7% 65%

RHNA 5353 1421 818 868 2248

Revised Surplus/Deficit (units) 1041 -312 -167 -409 1926

Revised Percentage of Required units 119% 78% 80% 53% 186%

Thus, despite planning for a 19% buffer above the total units required under RHNA, the Housing
Element as written has the potential to fall well short of the needed number of very-low-, low-,
and moderate-income deed-restricted affordable units, similar to what transpired during the
previous RHNA cycle.

AFFIRMATIVELY FURTHERING FAIR HOUSING

Bay Farm/Main Island imbalance
The Housing Element’s most glaring deficiency in terms of AFFH is that Bay Farm is not
receiving close to a proportional number of new units relative to its population:

Table 6: Main Island and Bay Farm population vs. Expected Housing Unit Production
(specific sites)

Area zip code
2021
population

Percentage of
population

specific site
expected units

Percentage
of new units

Main Island 94501 65,565 82% 5,414 95%

Bay Farm 94502 14,471 18% 300 5%

Total 80,036 5,714

The majority of Bay Farm’s housing stock was developed as part of a 1000-acre bay infill master
development project known as Harbor Bay Isle in the 1970s. In 1973, this project was barred
during development by the voters on a signature ballot initiative from adding planned lower-cost
multifamily housing on the site by the passage of Measure A. The developer was forced to
change their plans to develop only higher-cost exclusionary single family homes and
townhomes on the site. Today, CC&Rs and HOAs tie up land-use control over the majority of



that 1,000-acre development which presents a barrier to the effectiveness of upzoning in this
part of the city and to any future development and infill construction.

Periphery vs. core neighborhoods
The draft Housing Element does to some extent distribute new units across the various
neighborhoods in the city. However, the vast majority of site-specific expected units are either on
the periphery of the main island in underdeveloped former industrial areas or relatively modern
infill sites (see Figure E-1, “Housing Sites”). The following map uses bar charts to graphically
represent the revised number (per Table 4 above) of expected site-specific new housing units by
income category:

Figure 1: Map of Proposed Development Sites with estimated new site-specific housing
units by income category



For the purposes of this analysis, the “core” area is defined as Bay Farm plus areas on the main
island that are South of the northern waterfront (with the Clement Ave Branch Railroad serving
as the historic boundary between primarily affluent residential and mixed
industrial/working-class housing); West of Main Street; and North of the historic (pre-war)
southern shore, represented by the lagoons that separate the South Shore development from
the rest of the island. Using this definition, the following are revised expected new units (using
the more realistic revised affordability numbers from Table 4 above) broken out by core
(including estimated neighborhood infill and ADU production) vs. peripheral areas:

Table 7: Revised Housing Unit Production by Income Category and Core/Peripheral
Areas

VLI LI Mod Market Total

Core Neighborhoods 300 192 174 954 1,620

Periphery 868 518 335 3,053 4,774

TOTAL 1,144 687 512 4,041 6,384

Core % of total 26% 27% 34% 24% 25%

Given the overwhelming concentration of population and access to opportunity in Alameda’s
core neighborhoods, this outcome in the 6th RHNA cycle would fail to meet the standard set by
State law that “requires Alameda to ensure that its laws, programs, and activities affirmatively
further fair housing, which means taking meaningful actions, in addition to combating
discrimination, that overcome patterns of segregation and foster inclusive communities free from
barriers that restrict access to opportunity and housing.” The Racially Concentrated Areas of
Affluence (RCAAs) identified by HCD (Figure 2) are within the affluent East End/Fernside
neighborhood where few new units are planned, reinforcing this deficiency.

Figure 2: Racially Concentrated Areas of Affluence (RCAAs)

https://www.abandonedrails.com/alameda-california


City Charter parks provision
Article 22, Section 12 of the City Charter prohibits public parks from being “sold or otherwise
alienated except pursuant to the affirmative votes of the majority of the electors voting on such a
proposition,” i.e. via a ballot initiative. This is understood to prohibit parkland from being
converted to residential uses. This requirement may help with the open space requirements for
higher density housing required by RHNA.  It should be noted that a considerable portion of this
open space is Jean Sweeney Open Space Park, which was previously railway property no
longer in use.  A small proportion of Jean Sweeney was subsequently turned into a high-quality
park, leaving the majority as underutilized space which is to be developed in future years as
funding becomes available. Perhaps a win- win for both open space and affordable housing
advocates could be to seek funding together with a portion of the remaining space being used
for affordable housing and the rest for completing the full vision of the park.

SOLUTIONS

The demand for homes for families who cannot afford to rent apartments priced at the current
market is profound, and is a direct antecedent to the homelessness crisis we are experiencing
in the Bay Area. Alameda must adequately plan to produce its share of affordable homes and
meet RHNA requirements for low-, very-low-, and moderate-income deed-restricted units over
the next eight years.

To combat the severe shortage of subsidized affordable housing, the city can and should seek
additional funding for affordable housing production, whether by bond measure or other means.
In the context of the Housing Element, however, the tool we have at hand is Alameda’s
inclusionary housing ordinance. At the same time, AFFH requires that Alameda not steer the
preponderance of new residential development away from high-opportunity and historically
exclusionary neighborhoods. Alameda must therefore update its zoning regulations to enable
new families, including and especially families with more modest incomes who have been
historically marginalized, to enjoy the benefits of living here.

Fortunately, the Housing Element’s deficiencies in both of these areas have the same solutions.
Alameda can leverage additional upzoning to create more affordable homes using the
inclusionary requirements, and preferentially locate that additional zoned capacity in
high-opportunity neighborhoods – including those identified as Racially Concentrated Areas of
Affluence – in order to affirmatively further fair housing.

Upzoning
We recommend Alameda increase capacity in several zones beyond what has already been
proposed. Upzoning has an incremental effect on total capacity for new units, but it can also
unlock new development as increased potential unit development makes it economically
advantageous for prospective developers to engage with disparate, small property owners to
assemble development sites, many of which have substantial remediation needs.



C-1, Neighborhood Business District. A major untapped opportunity is in the C-1,
Neighborhood Business District zone. This zone covers properties throughout the city with
legacy commercial spaces that are well-located by design: many of these parcels are on former
streetcar lines that are now on or near bus routes. The proposed zoning ordinance update sets
a new minimum density of 30 dua but leaves the maximum height at two stories (30 feet) unless
there is an adjacent building that is taller. Raising the height limit to allow up to four or five
stories would potentially yield much-needed reinvestment in these charming but underutilized
areas. C-1 parcels are emphasized below to give a sense of their importance in tying the city
together with walkable neighborhood commercial amenities across all residential areas.

Figure 3: Zoning Map with C-1 emphasized

North Park Street Gateway (NP-G) and North Park Street Residential (NP-R) sub-districts.
The city’s objectives for the North Park Street District (Figure 4) include supporting a pedestrian
friendly, transit-oriented mixed-use district and remedying the "auto-row" physical characteristics
of the district while maintaining mixed use areas that have historically provided a transition
between residential areas and adjacent industrial and commercial mixed-use districts. The
NP-G sub-district (dark blue), which is the Park Street corridor itself, is currently proposed to be
zoned at a height maximum of 60’, while the adjacent residential areas (NP-R, light blue) has
been proposed to have a 45’ height limit. The city’s objectives for the North Park Street District
would only be benefitted by increasing the intensity of development in this area.

Increasing height limits in these sub-districts to 90’ for NP-G and 60’ for NP-R would unlock
significantly increased housing production in a priority area for more intense, transit- and
pedestrian-centric development, a neighborhoods that will soon be on a completed



Cross-Alameda Trail and is on or adjacent to many commercial and recreational amenities. As
the city’s objectives suggest, development in this area will come with significant remediation
obligations due to the pervasiveness of industrial and auto-oriented current and former uses;
increased allowable residential density will finally allow projects of sufficient size to cover the
cost of remediation and create a neighborhood for people. This portion of Park Street is not a
Historic District so it is in keeping with city guidelines to cultivate a look and feel distinct from
other Alameda neighborhoods. At the same time, this area is largely buffered from existing
residential areas by Tilden Way and existing automotive/industrial uses and vacant parcels.

Figure 4: North Park Street District

R-1 and R-2 Residential Districts. Both R-1 and R-2 are proposed to maintain their existing
30’ height limit, while eliminating the existing density limit and apartment prohibition. Yet it is a
fact that in these zones, which make up the majority of acreage available for residential
development, there are hundreds of beautiful, historic homes that exceed that limit. Thus the
ostensible reason for the limit, to preserve the aesthetic character possessed by many of the
neighborhoods within these zones, is simply not valid. R-1 and R-2 should have their height
limits increased to 45’ to allow for an additional story of living space, leading to one or potentially



two additional dwelling units per parcel, either by adding a new top floor or, as is already
common, lifting the house and adding a floor at or below ground level.

Harbor Bay Club (C-2). Bay Farm is home to 18% of Alameda’s population but is only expected
to host 5% of the new housing planned for specific sites in the housing element. There is a huge
opportunity on the 10-acre Harbor Bay Club site to build hundreds of new homes and a modern
recreational facility to replace the current, under-subscribed legacy facility. While the site
currently has a 100-foot height limit and will be affected by the proposed city-wide repeal of
Alameda’s unlawful ban on multifamily housing, the current density limit of a minimum of 2,000
square feet per unit (21 dua) is set to remain in place. This would be a major limitation and has
already been determined by HCD to be incompatible with the development of more affordable
multifamily housing. Alameda should eliminate the density requirement on this site to allow for
more intensive residential development.

Height limit exemption for 100% affordable development
Many nonprofit housing developers who build 100% affordable housing projects create projects
which are often four or five stories high and to a density of at least sixty units an acre.  Having
the specific height limit exemption to accommodate 100% affordable projects, especially along
transit corridors and areas rich in services, would enable Alameda to better meet its housing
goals for low and very low income households. This could be accomplished by adding this
exemption to the proposed Transit-Oriented Housing Waiver.

Explore ground leases on well-located excess public open space
In the Parks + Open Space Element in the city's General Plan, the city has bountiful existing
and planned parks but lacks sufficient funding to develop and maintain new ones; consequently
the city’s primary goal for this element is to “Maintain, enhance and improve the existing system
of parks, open spaces, Nature Reserves, trails, and recreational facilities.” This contrasts with
the need to drastically expand the supply of housing in order to advance the Housing Element’s
goals of providing an ample supply of housing for existing and projected housing needs,
affirmatively further fair housing, and ending and preventing homelessness in Alameda. The city
could advance both goals simultaneously if it was able to use excess/underutilized open space
for housing, providing new, low-barrier development opportunities that could be leveraged to
provide new funding for park development and maintenance.

The map in Figure 5 from the General Plan shows planned public parks (lightest green), many
of which have no identified funding source for development and maintenance. Only one, Jean
Sweeney Open Space Park (JSOSP), is centrally located, putting it adjacent to existing
residential neighborhoods, advancing the city’s goals of creating walkable and transit-accessible
infill development, and alleviating the need for a costly infrastructure build-out to accommodate
new development.



Figure 5: Existing/Planned Parks + Open Space (from Alameda General Plan 2040)

The detailed map below shows the current status of JSOSP. Phase 1 development has now
been completed, giving the city a new, beautiful, high-quality play area and community space
(purple) and a bike and pedestrian path (green) that forms a major part of the Cross Alameda
Trail. The remaining, approximately 14-acre undeveloped segment (red) remains empty and will
not be developed until the city identifies a source of funding.

Figure 6: Development Status of Jean Sweeney Open Space Park



If a small portion of this underutilized land could be used to build housing it could help the city
meet both its open space and housing goals. A significant barrier, though, is Article 22, Section
12 of the City Charter, which prohibits public parks from being “sold or otherwise alienated
except pursuant to the affirmative votes of the majority of the electors voting on such a
proposition,” i.e. via a ballot initiative.

However, the city need not relinquish ownership of this open space to achieve these ends. The
city can issue a ground lease for a portion of this space, allowing more homes to be built while
maintaining public ownership. Such an arrangement would have two major benefits: it could
provide revenue for developing and maintaining new segments of the park; and it would give the
city the tools to negotiate for higher affordability percentages in the resulting development than
would otherwise be required. If the city chose to go this route, rezoning the relevant portion of
the land may be necessary.

CONCLUSION

We look forward to a subsequent draft of the Housing Element that incorporates these
suggestions and puts Alameda firmly on the path to achieving our housing production goals
while affirmatively furthering fair housing across Alameda.

Thank you for your work advancing environmental sustainability, equity and affordability in our
city.

Signed,
Alameda Housing Element Working Group

Zac Bowling
Kevis Brownson
David Burton
Drew Dara-Abrams
Mike Friedrich
Josh Geyer
Josh Hawn
Lynette Lee
Gaylon Parsons
Laura Thomas
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Nancy McPeak

From: Alameda Citizens Task Force <announcements@alamedacitizenstaskforce.org>
Sent: Saturday, September 10, 2022 10:28 AM
To: Hanson Hom; Diana Ariza; Teresa Ruiz; Asheshh Saheba; Alan Teague; Ronald Curtis; 

Xiomara Cisneros; Nancy McPeak
Cc: Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft; Malia Vella; John Knox White; Trish Spencer; Tony Daysog; 

Andrew Thomas; Manager Manager; Yibin Shen; claire.sullivan-halpern@hcd.ca.gov; 
paul.mcdougall@hcd.ca.gov

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Item-7-B, Alameda Planning Board Sept. 12, 2022, Agenda-Housing 
Element & Zoning Amendments

Attachments: We sent you safe versions of your files; Termination of Tennancies AMC.pdf

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

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

ACT  
Alameda Citizens Task Force     

Vigilance, Truth, Civility  
  
  

Dear Planning Board Members  
  
This letter supplements our letter of August 21, 2022, which appears as part of Exhibit 1 in the Planning 
Department (PD) report attached to Item 7-B of your Sept. 12 agenda. It is submitted in response to that report. 
  
1. The real impact of the draft Housing Element: Table E-2, Item 15, consisting of all residential units, 
contains a total of 995 units, out of a total 6424 units which is over 15%, not the 10% claimed in the report. 
However, even 15% is a gross understatement of the actual impact of the proposed housing element.   
  
Item 15 (b) projects only 160 new units and is limited to adding new units within the walls of existing 
structures. However, the housing element goes beyond RHNA requirements to massively upzone all of 
the16,000 infill residential parcels in the city to additionally allow conversions or demolition of existing 
structures with unlimited density if they are within ¼ mile of a good commuter bus line and 30 to 60 units/acre 
in R-3 to R-6 zoning districts. Considering that many parcels contain multiple households and that there are 
about 30,000 households in the city (HE Table C-4, PDF page 72), the actual impact of adoption of this housing 
element and zoning amendments would massively upzone the city!  
  
The PD report justifies this massive upzoning by stating that the Fair Housing provisions of the Housing 
Element Law require that every zoning district in a city be upzoned to allow for sufficient density to 
accommodate deed restricted housing for lower income residents. However, no such provision exists! We 
have reviewed the first 14 housing elements formally approved by HCD in the Southern California SCAG 
region. None of them upzoned all of their residential zones and many have residential zones with a density 
requirement much lower than our 22 units/acre. This is clear proof the HCD does not require this. Obviously, if 
the city does the upzoning that would please HCD, but they have no authority to require it. Thus, the upzoning 
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violates Article 26 (Measure A) of our Charter as it is not required to achieve an approved Housing 
Element!  
  
2. Displacement of Existing Tenants: Our August 21 letter addresses this subject in detail and will not be 
repeated here. Suffice it to say that with 16,000 parcels occupied by existing dwellings, many of which contain 
multiple households, being upzoned to the extent set forth above and with 53% of our city residents being 
renters, the potential for displacement by these projects resulting from this upzoning could number in the 
thousands and most certainly in at least the hundreds.   
  
The PD report seeks to minimize this issue by stating the lack of displacement that has been experienced in 
ADU development. That data is irrelevant to this issue. ADU’s do not impact existing units in a structure, they 
simply add units to a parcel. This minimization of the displacement issue is consistent with the PD treatment of 
the issue in the General Plan 2040 EIR at PDF page 119 where they assert:   
  
“In the vast majority of cases, there would be no need to displace existing development, and no displacement of 
housing is anticipated.”  
  
Yet in the August proposed HCD Infill Analysis of the former 270-unit allocation they stated:   
  
“Looking at the available capacity, the City’s projection of 34 additional units from conversions or additions to 
existing structures is very conservative and will most likely be much higher.”  
  
Both statements cannot be true! We believe the true statement to be in the August proposed Infill Analysis.  
  
When work begins on these projects displaced tenants will need immediate replacement housing. Our city 
ordinances give absolutely no assurance of meeting this need. We have attached a summary of the relief 
currently available to displaced tenants under the Alameda Rent Ordinance.   
  
If the project includes demolition of the existing structure or a tenant’s unit in a structure, the only relief is the 
one-time relocation payment. The tenant has no guarantee whatsoever of replacement housing. Please refer 
to our Aug. 21 letter discussing the tightness of the rental market and the impact of this displacement on the 
health and welfare of the tenant.  
  
If the project manages to keep the tenant’s present unit intact but requires him/her to leave while work is in 
progress, the landlord may provide replacement housing or provide a per diem payment for such housing, but 
for only a maximum of two months.   
  
It is ironic that Almeda has one of the toughest rent control ordinances in California, then upzones the 
city, thus encouraging displacement, and does not provide any practical remedy for these innocent 
tenants.  
  
3. Possible Solutions:  The results of the Measure Z ballot measure last year tell us that 60% of Alameda voters 
oppose the upzoning of the residential infill zoning districts. We suggest that there is room for significant 
changes in the draft housing element that might not satisfy anybody, but still bring us together to broadly 
support the housing element. They are as follows:   
  

1. Delete the upzoning of R‐1 altogether. It has already been upzoned significantly this year.  
2. Delete all of the upzonings of R‐2 through R‐6 other than allowing additional dwelling units to be 

constructed within existing structures. Consistency requires that this also apply to the small North Park 
Street NP‐R and NP‐MU zoning districts.  
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3. Limit the above upzoning to no more than 4 units per parcel that must provide at least one tandem 
parking space per unit. The existing ADU allowance would remain.  

4. Present a supplemental EIR to address the above tenant displacement issue and provide meaningful 
mitigations that guarantee housing for permanently displaced tenants and temporary housing for 
tenants who will be returned to their unit.  

  
Note that items A, B & C above would meet the Planning Department’s Fair Housing position that every 
residential zoning district in the city provides some housing potential for lower income residents. All 6 districts 
would project lower income housing via ADU’s and R-2 to R-6 would also offer it via the addition of units in 
existing structures.  
  
It is clear to us that an HCD approved Housing Element can be achieved without polarizing the community and 
with every neighborhood in the city contributing new housing.  
  
Sincerely,  
  
Alameda Citizens Task Force  
By Paul S Foreman, Board Member    
 



6-58.80 - Evictions and Terminations of Tenancies.

F. Demolition. The Landlord seeks in good faith and in compliance with the City's Ellis Act Policy to 
take action to terminate a Tenancy to demolish the Rental Unit and remove the property 
permanently from residential rental housing use; provided, however, the Landlord shall not take 
any action to terminate such Tenancy until the Landlord has obtained all necessary and proper 
demolition and related permits from the City.

G. Capital Improvement Plan. The Landlord seeks in good faith to take action to terminate a 
Tenancy in order to carry out an approved Capital Improvement Plan.

6-58.85- Relocation Payments.

Permanent Relocation Payments

A. Permanent Relocation Payments. A Landlord who: (i) takes action to terminate a tenancy 
permanently for the reasons specified in subsections E, F, G, H, or I of Section 6-58.80,… shall 
provide to an Eligible Tenant a Permanent Relocation Payment.

D. Offer of a Comparable Unit. Notwithstanding subsection B of this Section 6-58.85, a Landlord, 
in lieu of making Temporary Relocation Payments or Rent Differential Payments, may offer the 
Tenant a Comparable Rental Unit in Alameda while the work on the displaced Tenant's Rental Unit 
is being completed. The Tenant, in the Tenant's sole discretion, may waive, in writing, any of the 
Comparable factors in deciding whether the Rental Unit is Comparable.

A schedule of relocation payments can be found at:

***********.alamedarentprogram.org/News-articles/Updated-relocation-payments-2022-2023 

As of July 1, 2022, the Permanent Relocation Payment amounts will increase to the 
following, based on the size of the rental unit:

 Studio: $6,004
 1 bedroom: $6,743
 2 bedrooms: $7,789
 3 bedrooms: $9,781
 4+ bedrooms: $11,430

Tenant households that include someone age 62 or older, who has a disability, or who 
has a child younger than 18 receive a larger payment. Permanent Relocation Payment 
amounts for these Qualified Tenant Households will increase to the following:

 Studio: $7,758
 1 bedroom: $8,869
 2 bedrooms: $10,408
 3 bedrooms: $13,425
 4+ bedrooms: $15,900



Temporary Relocation Payments

In addition, tenants who are temporarily displaced from their unit through no fault of their 
own may be owed Temporary Relocation Payments until they are able to return. These 
amounts are similarly adjusted annually.

As of July 1, 2022, the per diem payment amounts will be updated to the following:

 Hotel or Motel: $228 per day per household
 Meal Expenses: $66 per day per person
 Laundry: $1 per day per household
 Pets - Dog: $67 per day per animal
 Pets - Cat: $36 per day per animal

Further explanation of temporary relocation payments can be found at:

***********.alamedarentprogram.org/FAQs/Temporary-Relocation-Schedule 

Temporary relocation assistance is owed when:

1.The landlord takes action to terminate a tenancy temporarily; or

2.When the tenant has temporarily vacated the rental unit:

(i) in compliance with a governmental agency’s order to vacate;
(ii) due to health and safety conditions, as defined; or
(iii) as part of an approved Capital Improvement Plan.

 

Temporary Relocation Payment Amount

For the first 60 days from the date the tenant vacates the rental unit, the landlord shall 
make Temporary Relocation Payments to the tenant until the tenant re-occupies the unit 
within seven calendar days after the landlord has informed the tenant in writing that the 
repairs have been made or the Health and Safety Conditions eliminated and the tenant 
may re-occupy the rental unit.

Applicable Temporary Relocation Payments shall be calculated on a daily basis and 
paid at least on a weekly basis. A tenant continues to pay rent to the landlord while 
receiving Temporary Relocation Payments.

If the work necessary to comply with the governmental order or to correct the Health of 
Safety Conditions takes longer than 60 days to complete, the landlord shall make Rent 
Differential Payments to the tenant until either the work is completed and the tenant re-



occupies the rental unit within seven calendar days after the landlord informs the tenant 
in writing that the rental unit may be re-occupied, or the tenant finds alternative, 
permanent housing. A tenant shall not pay rent to the landlord while receiving a Rent 
Differential Payment.

The Rent Differential Payment is calculated by subtracting the lawful rent the tenant is 
paying at the time the tenant vacated the rental unit from the Fair Market Rent, as set 
forth below, based on the number of bedrooms in the rental unit from which the tenant 
has been displaced. If the Fair Market Rent is less than the lawful rent paid by the 
tenant, then no Rent Differential Payment is required.

Rental Unit Fair Market Rent

Studio $1,463

1 bedroom $1,771

2 bedrooms $2,207

3 bedrooms $3,037

4+ bedrooms $3,727

 Amounts effective 7/1/2022
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Nancy McPeak

From: Maria Piper <mbtomori@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, September 12, 2022 3:58 PM
To: Nancy McPeak
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Housing Diversity

Hello Nancy and Planning Board,  
 
My husband and I purchased a townhome in Bay Farm in 2014 that we, quickly outgrew by having three children and my 
mother move in with us (in addition to our pets). We sold our townhouse in 2020, and due to the cost of purchasing, we 
are renting a single‐family home.  
 
We are very interested in staying in Alameda and would like to eventually buy again, but I’ve noticed there isn’t a lot of 
diversity in current and future developments for homes that would fit our family. We would be happy to purchase a 
townhouse again, but would honestly prefer a one‐story condominium‐style unit since my mother would prefer to have 
no stairs and the more modern townhouses (with garages at the bottom) would require her to at least ascend one level 
to get to the main living space. We would also, ideally, like have 5 smaller bedrooms instead of a smaller number of 
larger rooms, but I have seen only one recent townhome/condo style building with 5 bedrooms (near Alameda Point), 
and I believe that had one unit with that floorpan total. 
 
Alameda has many multi‐generational households that would like to stay in tact, and it seems like most of the housing 
that is being designed is for smaller family units or people without mobility concerns. I would love to see more housing 
that would allow families like mine to live in larger buildings than to rely on a small number of single‐family homes or 
townhouses that require the use of stairs.  
 
I’d also encourage the planning board to utilize more of a co‐housing design with a focus on building community while 
balancing privacy and keeping vehicles out of common spaces to make them safer. When communities are built around 
alleys with garages, they become unsafe for non‐cars to use and inevitably, arguments break out over who should be 
allowed to use the space, often with cars winning out. For example, in my former townhouse community Islandia, the 
best place to have kids do chalk drawings or learn how to ride a bike was in the alleys, but there was constant tension 
over who should be allowed to use them. The HOA monthly newsletter consistently reminded people that the alleys 
were “fire lanes” and that kids should leave the community entirely to play at parks (which also didn’t have good areas 
for wheeled activities). I believe we should focus the design of communities for people first — to enable people to play, 
interact, and get to know one another, not to make it as convenient as possible for a car to get in and out. 
 
Thank you for taking the time to read my thoughts. I hope it’s helpful and look forward to seeing all of the new housing 
get built. Hopefully we’ll be able to make use of it! 
 
—MariaPiper 
 




