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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 
 


