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12/16/2021


Online 
Feedback 
Form


I would like more retail besides a bunch of banks


12/16/2021


Online 
Feedback 
Form


I support ADU’s, but they should be small with height and dimension limits. They should not impact the homeowner, not the neighbors. Build close to the house not the back property line. Go 
below ground to keep height low on inclines.  Make sure drainage issues are addressed during building and once built.


12/16/2021


Online 
Feedback 
Form


Better public transportation and bike accessibility should come before an increase in housing, not the other way around. Piedmont is still very car dependent. If there were a grocery store bigger 
and more general than Mulberry's in the center of town that would be a step to less reliance on cars. Bring back the key line streetcars so we could take a trolley to Berkeley or Oakland. The 
added cars from a lot more housing would be detrimental to everyone living in Piedmont.


12/17/2021


Online 
Feedback 
Form


leave existing open spaces alone


12/17/2021


Online 
Feedback 
Form


I am very concerned that planners, architects and the like who stand to benefit from these changes are moving the conversation forward rather than non planning/housing professionals that will 
have to live near any new development.


12/19/2021


Online 
Feedback 
Form


Please don't prioritize protection of rich people's views and 'architectural features', its racist


12/20/2021


Online 
Feedback 
Form


Please don't dump new housing in Blair Park (on Moraga). We need open space. Let's find other options for additional housing.  The state requirements for Piedmont are absolutely ridiculous.


12/20/2021


Online 
Feedback 
Form


I am concerned about the possible development of housing in Blair Park or the reservoir location on Scenic Avenue.  The additional traffic and parking issues seem insurmountable.


1/3/2022


Online 
Feedback 
Form I care deeply for our community.  I come from a diverse background and believe I have a good understanding of what people are looking for in affordable housing.  I am realistic.


1/6/2022


Online 
Feedback 
Form Use this to complete a meaningful City Master Plan.  Use the Housing Demand to build a sense of place that enhances Piedmont.


1/6/2022


Online 
Feedback 
Form There is no space unfortunately for low income housing


1/6/2022


Online 
Feedback 
Form As much as I am a proponent of ADUs, I would strongly fight (NEPA and CEQA on my side) the real impact of increase density development on Piedmont.


1/6/2022


Online 
Feedback 
Form There should be far more existing community input


1/11/2022


Online 
Feedback 
Form


I think adding more affordable housing could be one way to increase diversity in Piedmont. I support changes to our zoning and building code that will bring more affordable housing to Piedmont, 
and urge that action be taken soon. I also urge that the city think creatively about how they foster affordable housing on their own publicly owned property.


1/12/2022


Online 
Feedback 
Form


I would like to see the City use the Housing Element as an opportunity to create opportunities for families of diverse backgrounds to live in our community. The high cost of housing and limited 
range of housing types is a major barrier to our city becoming more diverse and equitable. I support changes to our zoning and building code that will bring more affordable housing to Piedmont.


Piedmont Housing Element Update - Online 
Feedback Form & Email Public Comments
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1/12/2022


Online 
Feedback 
Form Housing is a social determinant of health. Resources need to be more equitably distributed from high resource areas to low resource areas.


1/14/2022


Online 
Feedback 
Form


I believe housing can not be resolved independently of other planning issues: surrounding commercial, retail, & public uses. The (welcome & necessary) major housing changes require a model 
and vision for each neighborhood, and in fact the entire city.


4.16.22 Email


Housing Advisory Committee, Planning Commission and City Council,


The draft Housing Element (HE) released by the Planning Department and its consultants is a bold, dramatic plan for affordable housing in Piedmont.  For the past 30 years Piedmont has relied 
almost entirely upon Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) for its housing element plans.  For the first time the city will plan for long term affordable housing large enough for new families to move 
into Piedmont.  I applaud the collective effort to issue this draft and offer comments that I hope will make the plan even better.  


In my opinion the draft HE does not yet meet the feasibility criteria issued by the California Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) as guidance for the preparation of 
housing element plans.  The primary reason for this is that Piedmont has no history of permitting and building the types of housing proposed in the draft HE.  It has no track record for (1) multi-
family affordable housing projects on public land, (2) mixed use housing projects in the commercial districts or (3) affordable housing projects based upon the State's density bonus law.  
Because there is insufficient data for Piedmont the draft HE instead has a list of projects in development on various sites in Oakland (see Table B-7).  Without any past production to demonstrate 
plan feasibility Piedmont instead should follow the HCD approved housing strategy of over-zoning.  


As background, the draft plan relies upon 140 ADUs plus a Sites Inventory of Zone B public land sites, mixed use sites in Zone D, YIGBY (Yes in God's Backyard) projects in Zone A and primary 
home development on single family lots in Zones A and E.  Added together the draft HE has a surplus of 71 units over the RHNA goal for Piedmont (see Table B-8).  This surplus is illusory, and 
the proposed plan's Sites Inventory should be increased.  This can be accomplished through over-zoning as explained below.  


Here are some observations on each housing component in the draft HE:


4.16.22 Email
The primary reason for this is that Piedmont has no history of permitting and building the types of housing proposed in the draft HE.  It has no track record for (1) multi-family affordable housing 
projects on public land, (2) mixed use housing projects in the commercial districts


4.16.22 Email


ADUs are overstated at 140 units.  While this number is based on past production in Piedmont from 2019-2021, HCD requires Piedmont to determine whether ADUs have been used as rentals 
or as guest quarters and home offices.  The draft HE does not have this analysis estimating how many of the planned ADUs will be used as rentals.  While it is commonly known that ADUs are 
not often rented in Piedmont this is not yet reflected in the draft HE.  The 140 planned ADUs should be reduced by at least 50% to 70 ADU rental units.  This would be a high aspirational goal for 
the Planning Department in the sixth housing cycle.  This reduction would eliminate the 71 unit plan surplus, but it should comply with HCD required analysis for ADUs.


4.16.22 Email


The 7 Zone B public land sites in the Sites Inventory are backed by Blair Park as an alternate site.  This predisposition towards the Corporation Yard and the Civic Center area is not supported 
by an objective evaluation of public land sites.  It also is a preliminary conclusion that should not be made before the draft programmatic EIR has been released and reviewed by the public.  Blair 
Park is the largest, undeveloped and unused site owned by the city.  It should be included in the Sites Inventory along with the Corporation Yard and Civic Center sites.  This will increase the 
Sites Inventory capacity and could make the draft HE feasible based on HCD guidance.  Over-zoning requires enough additional land for residential development to yield at least a 20% surplus 
above the city's RHNA goal.  Blair Park is large enough to provide a 20% surplus by itself.


4.16.22 Email


The 5 Zone D sites are designated as Above Moderate or market rate units.  The only financial modeling disclosed by LWC in October last year had unrealistically low assumptions for 
construction and land costs.  In addition, the October model inputs included a 15% low income inclusionary requirement which capped rent revenue at the affordable housing income limit.  The 
proposed density of 80 dwelling units/acre for Zone D has not been shown to be feasible under a publicly disclosed financial model for a market rate project.  A revised model run should be 
prepared to support the recommended density.  As Piedmont has no track record or market trend for mixed use housing, financial modeling supporting this density should be disclosed.


4.16.22 Email


The YIGBY sites rely upon implementation of the State's density bonus law in Zone A.  This State law is among the most important incentives for affordable housing and has been used in many 
other jurisdictions.  However, Piedmont's Chapter 17 only cross-references this law in Zones C and D.  To date the Planning Commission has not granted a density bonus for an affordable 
housing project in either zone.  To be a credible component of the draft HE the city should explain why introduction of this State law to Zone A will have a different result.  The record to date is 
that no development has occurred under the city's cross-references of the State's density bonus law and the current densities for Zones C and D.


4.16.22 Email


The draft HE's single family lot component also is devoted to Above Moderate housing.  Needless to say there is not a track record or market trend in Piedmont for this component.  Apart from 
ADUs new home construction in Piedmont has been limited in the current housing cycle to the seven townhouses on Linda Ave.  The city will need to do more to make primary home 
development a feasible component of the draft HE. In summary the draft HE is a very good start, but it does not yet meet HCD guidance for plan feasibility.  The ADU number should be reduced 
based upon HCD required analysis of rentals vs guest quarters and home offices.  Due to the speculative nature of the new housing proposals, which are untested in Piedmont, the Sites 
Inventory should be increased through over-zoning to include Blair Park.
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4.19.22 Email


Thank you very much for the detailed draft housing element, which reflects your hard work and countless hours of time.  Also, thank you for the effort at outreach.  The flags on the streets are 
great!


As a member of PREC, I would like to add a few points of emphasis to the PREC submittal:


Relying on ADUs for the tally of affordable housing is not realistic without a regulatory structure that guarantees an ADU will be rented at affordable rates.  If creating a database is the end of the 
effort on ADUs, then that doesn't help create dependable, predictable affordable housing.  Counting ephemeral housing doesn't seem valid.
The HE must be realistic.  Otherwise, it's vulnerable to challenge.  Choosing sites for development that are already developed does not make sense.  
Both Blair Park and the Corporation yard should be considered together as probably the most viable site in town for the development of affordable housing.  As I've said before, the corp yard 
wastes so much valuable space.  A more compact drive-through facility in Blair Park makes a lot of sense.  Blair Park is lovely, visually. (I live close by.)  Were we in a rural area, it would remain 
open and untamed.  But it is crying out for a higher use.  If it is seismically safe.  Please include it in the Housing Element plan for developing affordable 
Thank you again for all the time and effort you have devoted to this very important project to develop real housing that is affordable.   


4.19.22 Email


The DHE identifies four sites for the development of lower income multi-family rental housing: two 1.0-acre parcels along Moraga on either edge of Coaches Field, plus the City Hall site and the 
Corey Reich Tennis Center site. My questions and comments regarding this are as follows: I strongly believe that the Kennelly Skate Park site should be included in the sites inventory, 
especially if the City is considering development along Moraga downhill of Coaches Field that could provide direct access from Moraga to that site. The skate park does not appear to be well-
used, and a skate park could be incorporated at multiple other locations throughout the City that would be more readily accessible (for example, the concrete/dirt lot adjacent to the Beach 
playfield, or the grassy landscaped area adjacent to the fenced in Linda dog park, to name just a few options off the top of my head).


4.19.22 Email


While I understand the logic of the Specific Plan for the Corporation Yard area, I am concerned that the timeline for such planning is far too slow and would preclude use of Measure A-1 funding 
to facilitate development of any site along Moraga (since Blair Park is only to be considered as an alternate if the Corp Yard sites can't produce enough units). The timeline set out in the DHE 
contemplates issuing a development RFP in mid 2025, and entering into an agreement with development partners by early 2026. The timeline for Measure A-1, assuming the County grants an 
additional one-year extension as requested by the City, would require entering into a development agreement and committing funds to the project by December 2023.     


4.19.22 Email


With regard to Measure A-1, I think it would make far more sense for the City to complete some basic feasibility analysis of the Corp Yard area and Blair Park now (and include Blair Park in the 
sites inventory in case that ends up being the most feasible site), and then promptly proceed with the planning necessary to issue an RFP for development of the most readily available site. Or 
perhaps the City intends to proceed with development of one of the Vista Ave sites for use of Measure A-1? In any event, now that the Draft Housing Element has been released and public 
comment on it underway, the City should re-initiate its discussion regarding Measure A-1 to allow the public discussion on this to proceed. As you likely recall, discussion regarding possible sites 
for Measure A-1 was effectively put on hold until the Housing Element was released.


4.19.22 Email


Regarding the Vista Ave sites selected, it would seem to me to make sense to do a Specific Plan for the City center/civic center. For example, one could then consider building parking under the 
tennis courts, with a number of spots designated for housing to be developed in the civic center, such as at 801 Magnolia. Parking below tennis courts could also be used for the City fleet 
instead of using prime central property near the exedra for parking and thereby free up that land for development. Piedmont Park could also be included in the Specific Plan, to maximize the 
open space, recreation resources, and arts/community space that could be provided in the park and community hall (for example, expanding the community hall to two stories to incorporate 
space for an arts center). 


4.19.22 Email


More generally, I believe more emphasis should be placed on prioritizing housing in the civic center, in closest proximity to schools, city offices, and transit.
Proposed Multi-family development impact fee:
Policy 1.12 on p.36, (ironically, under the heading of Goal 1: New Housing Production) states,
"Multi-family Housing City Service Fee: Require developers of multi-family housing, including mixed-use multi-family housing, to contribute to the costs of City services and infrastructure." On p. 
41, under Programs, the Draft HE expands upon this, and clarifies it is intended to be an Impact Fee on multi-family development: "1.K City Services Impact Fee for Multi-family Housing The City 
has high standards for provision of services to community residents. In order to maintain the level of service, City will study the nexus between the impacts of new multifamily development on 
City services and infrastructure and the costs to provide the services and infrastructure. If warranted, such study would provide the basis for impact fees for developers of multi-family housing 
including mixed-use multi-family housing. Fees received will help fund continuation of service to offset potential impacts of the increased population envisioned in the Housing Element. • 
Objective: To ensure new projects help pay for the cost of maintaining City services and infrastructure." 


4.19.22 Email


Why are multifamily projects singled out for this expense? Wouldn't single family homes have the same impact? I am concerned that this Policy/Program will be an impediment to creation of 
multi-family housing. At a minimum, the DHE should include the caveat stated elsewhere (i.e. regarding a new tax on each new SF unit or ADU) that  "Potential revenue enhancements will be 
measured against the possibility of creating new constraints to housing production." Furthermore, a carve-out should be included for affordable units.
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4.19.22 Email


I am by no means a housing expert, but it seems like the current plan is to put a majority of the affordable housing on the outskirts of the city.  I was wondering what might be involved in moving 
high density housing more to the center of town. It seems like converting/rezoning the existing retail/office space (what is currently around Mulberry’s, the Piedmont Veterans Hall, Wells Fargo, 
the Piedmont Community Church, etc) into mixed use (preserving the ground level banks, markets, etc) could be a viable option that doesn’t marginalize a good number of future residents to the 
city boundary near the cemetery. Would a Highland Ave location also provide for better access to public transit? I wasn’t sure if there was already a parallel plan to handle the influx of traffic that 
would impact Moraga Ave with the current draft housing element.


4.19.22 Email


I realize any plans for change will likely involve hurdles/barriers, so I was just curious what those might be.  It seems like historical preservation might need to be balanced with the needs of a 
growing community.  I understand that it does make sense to develop in the proposed area since there is nothing there at the moment, but it seems like bringing future residents to other parts of 
the city might also be beneficial.  It also seems like incorporating new residents throughout the city is more aligned with what seems to be the sentiment of the city that states they largely support 
DEI goals. I understand this is a long process and there might be many changes along the way, but I just wanted to get a better understanding of the current approach.  We have been so happy 
since moving to Piedmont, and can imagine many happy years here, so I just wanted to share some thoughts.


4.22.22 Email


Thank you for sharing the draft housing element with Piedmont residents. The map included with the plan shows a very lopsided plan to put most of the new housing on the corporation yard on 
Moraga Ave. or Blair Park on Moraga. These locations are not near public transportation, in contrast to the sites on Grand Avenue or the center of the city. The increased cars resulting from the 
proposed housing would drastically alter the traffic on Moraga and nearby streets. The traffic of parents dropping off kids at school is already extreme. Have you considered what it would be like 
with 100+ more families living on Moraga Avenue?


4.22.22 Email


There are many large lots on the Southeast side of town that the plan suggests should be above moderate income housing. It is not equitable to have such a great proportion of  the density 
burden being borne by residents on the northwest side of town. 


4.22.22 Email
There are many undocumented apartments being rented in Piedmont that already result in increased pressure on traffic, parking and more children in our schools. Many of these apartments are 
affordable to low income individuals and families. These units should count toward our responsibility to provide housing to families at a variety of income levels. 


4.24.22
Email with 
attached PDF


We are writing to remind you of Piedmont's obligation to include sufficient sites in your upcoming Housing Element to accommodate your Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) of 587 
units. In the Annual Progress Reports that Piedmont submitted to HCD, we observe the following trend of housing units permitted in the last three years: Year: Housing units permitted
2018: 14; 2019: 11; 2020: 24; Average, 2018-2020: 6.


4.24.22
Email with 
attached PDF


To meet the 6th cycle RHNA target, the rate of new housing permits in Piedmont would need to increase from 16 units per year in 2018-2020 to 73 units per year in the next 8 years. This is a 
349% increase from recent years. If the current pace were to continue, Piedmont would meet only 22% of its new housing target. 
Based on these trends, it is unlikely that Piedmont’s existing realistic zoning capacity is sufficient to meet its 6th cycle RHNA target. According to HCD’s Housing Element Sites Inventory 
Guidebook, housing elements must analyze the realistic capacity of their sites, which may include considerations of “[l]ocal or regional track records”, “past production trends”, and “the rate at 
which similar parcels were developed during the previous planning period”. A housing element that does not include a significant rezoning component is therefore unlikely to be compliant with 
state law. 


4.24.22
Email with 
attached PDF


We urge Piedmont to include a major rezoning component in its Housing Element—a rezoning large enough to close the gap between recent housing production trends and the RHNA target. 
The rezoning should be within existing communities and should comply with the city’s obligation to Affirmatively Further Fair Housing. We also urge Piedmont to ease any other constraints, such 
as discretionary approval processes or impact fees, that may impede the rate of development on your city's housing sites. 


3.30.22


Website 
Comment 
Form


1. There are many unregistered "in-law" units and ADU's in the city. Declare an amnesty and allow people to register them without fine or fees. The City can then pick up 100+ housing units to 
meet the State quota requirement at essentially no cost to anyone.


2. Use the vacant land known as "Blair Park" to build a multi-family apartment complex of 150 to 200 units and target 35% for low income residents. Many builders would step forward to do the 
development.
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4.28.22
Email with 
attached PDF


Hello Kevin and Pierce,


I'm sending information that I'm hoping will be useful to you during the city's Housing Element process.  At MidPen Housing, where I work, we've created some case studies featuring our 
affordable home developments that demonstrate how cities have used the housing element process to make affordable housing possible and more feasible.  I think it's got some great examples 
in it of effective city policies, some of which could be adopted in Piedmont.  And at a minimum it helps to demonstrate what high qualify affordable housing looks like!  


I'm going to also separately send this to the City Council members - if you think this is useful, could you also please send on to the Planning Commission members and the Housing Advisory 
Committee?  


Thank you,


Alice Talcott


4.28.22 Email


The expense of housing hits senior citizens especially hard, as they are often on fixed incomes, unable to work, etc. Therefore, I feel a substantial portion, including any and all low income 
housing, of the new proposed housing element, should be devoted to persons at least 55 years of age. We should also give priority for housing to olderPiedmont residents, to the extent possible. 
This would encourage older residents to sell


4.29.22 Email


I'm writing to support this program. I'm glad to see our city pay back a little of all that we've reaped, especially from the years when there was redlining.


Thank you for this,
Agnes


4.29.22 Email


Please consider the use of the decommissioned reservoir area at the top of Dudley Ave.  There would be room for a beautiful town home development.  I did not see a place on the form to make 
suggestions. It would also be good to building housing above businesses on Grand, remove the gas station and build there as well.  Could any of the gigantic Piedmont homes that are too large 
for one family be repurposed into flats?


Sincerely,
Susan Goldsmith
460 Mountain Ave
Piedmont, CA 94611


4.29.22 Email


With caveats, I’m all for a thoughtful approach to adding affordable housing units in Piedmont over time.  The caveats are that: 1) those units are spread throughout every neighborhood in the 
City; 2) Zoning changes are enacted to enable 1); and 3) infrastructure, environmental and safety issues are addressed in any developmental plan.


Philip Stein
16 Nellie Ave
Piedmont 94618


4.29.22


Website 
Comment 
Form


In the 24 years we have lived in the center of Piedmont it has already become much more crowded with traffic passing through and parking is difficult especially during school days but also when 
there are events at Piedmont Park etc. Overall this has a negative effect on quality of life for the residents. Putting more housing units in an already busy central space is not smart. I cannot 
begin to tell you how many episodes of near miss traffic accidents we have witnessed in front of our house in addition to people speeding when they hit the wide area of Highland Ave between 
Sierra and Sheridan. The police have a record of an incident a few months ago when 3? parked cars were sideswiped in front of our house and damaged at 9am in the morning. Increasing the 
population in the already busy and multi functional town center is just plain stupid and risky.


5.1.22 Email


We are the owner of 28 Olive in Piedmont and I would like to provide comments regarding the piedmont housing plan. Our neighbor brought this to our attention today. I was not aware of the 
project and more importantly that we can provide feedback to the city. Reviewing the plan, it sounds like there is a proposal for 1 or 2 houses on the Plymouth church lot on Olive between 
Oakland Avenue and Lake avenue. From the information I reviewed, it was quite difficult to understand what is the exact plan for this location. It looks like the density of 2 dewling unit per acre 
proposed in the map is double the density of similar streets in our neighborhood. I’m not opposed to have new single family home in our street but I’m afraid the plan call for a multi units, such as 
or an duplex/condos or something bigger. I would appreciate getting clarity of this point and what is the decision making process  A single family house will have a positive impact on the 
neighborhood but any project involving a multi-units will have negative impact for our quiet street and will likely decrease our home values.


Robin Giguere and Banafhseh Rafii
28 Olive Avenue, Piedmont.


5.1.22 Email


I would also like to stress that it is difficult to understand the information shared by the city regarding the housing plan. I don’t recall getting any communication from the city regarding this project 
and today’s deadline for feedback. I would appreciate getting written communication by mail from the city regarding this project in the future. We didn’t heard anything from my other neighbors 
regarding this project and we are assuming we won’t be the only one surprised by this project.
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5.1.22 Email


The Piedmont Housing Puzzle is confusing. As an initial comment, a number of neighbors and I have tried to use the Piedmont Housing Puzzle, but find it confusing. We cannot understand it or 
figure out how to use it. Use of the Puzzle may result in user input contrary to the users’ intentions. For example, the website shows for Zone N (Plymouth Community Church) “1 housing unit” 
and “2 dwelling units per acre.” What does this mean? The Help button does not clarify. Also, the difference between “housing unit” and “dwelling unit” is unclear. The circled “i” information 
button indicates that Plymouth Church owns 0.45 acres in Piedmont Zone A, asks whether new housing units could “be constructed as part of an expansion of this religious use,” and enables 
clicking to add up to 9 housing units.Where is Zone A? The map shows the lot in Zone N. Does the information mean that only units dedicated to a “religious use” can be added? Also, adding 
even one unit would exceed the two unit per acre limit. Finally, adding a comment to a particular site/zone in the Puzzle may be interpreted as user endorsement of that site as a candidate for 
housing when, in fact, the user opposes designation of that site as a candidate.


Sincerely,


Robert Saltzberg


27 Olive Avenue


Piedmont, CA 94611


5.1.22 Email


Adding housing to Zone N (Plymouth Community Church) raises at least the following issues: Easement: Piedmont City Hall records indicate that a “30’ [foot] GARDEN EASEMENT” attaches to 
the lot. Building on the lot could violate the easement. Density: Although the lot may be appropriate for a single family home, it is not appropriate for higher density. The street comprises single 
family homes. To my knowledge, the street includes no multi-unit buildings. Drainage / water quality: The drainage on the lot is insufficient. During rains, a stream of water spills onto the adjacent 
property. The lot is also upstream of houses on the other side of Olive Avenue. To my knowledge, those houses have had issues in the past with water flowing from higher ground. Addition of 
housing to the lot could exacerbate those issues. The builder of any unit on the property must also ensure water quality downstream and in the water table is not negatively impacted. Erosion 
and other impacts: The lot is hilly. Grading and removing vegetation can lead to soil erosion. Parking: At least before the COVID pandemic reduced commuting, cars would fill up much of the 
street parking space on Olive Avenue shortly before, during and shortly after the workday. The cars belonged to commuters who would walk 1-2 blocks to the nearby Transbay bus stop and 
casual carpool line on Oakland Avenue. Adding units to the lot would exacerbate the parking situation, especially if they did not include on-site parking. Traffic: Adding housing will increase 
traffic, at least incrementally. And, related to the parking issue, further limiting parking spaces may cause drivers to drive around more to find street parking. This is a family neighborhood, with 
small children playing on the sidewalks and sometimes crossing the street. Moreover, a nursery school is around the corner on Lake Avenue. Endangered species: The lot would need to be 
surveyed for any environmental impact (e.g., under CEQA), including impact on protected plant and animal species. Historic preservation: The lot should be surveyed to ensure any objects of a 
Native American or other historic nature are properly treated.


4.30.22 Email


I completed the "Piedmont Housing Puzzle", which was informative and fun.  Nice job!  The puzzle identified many potential housing sites.  However, I noticed the abandoned water reservoir 
near Blair and Scenic was not among them. What are the plans for this site?  It's a large, essentially abandoned site, that doesn't seem to be generating any revenue for the city.  This seems like 
an ideal place to develop some of the very-dense housing needed to satisfy the revised housing mandate.  Developing it would not result in displacing much of anything. Was this site 
considered?  If so, what was the reason to exclude it?


Jack Preston
102 Maxwelton Road


4.30.22 Email


Although I’m new to the planning process for increased housing I had one immediate reaction to the proposed low income housing.  I don’t think it’s good to provide all the housing in one 
location. This will significantly impact traffic in one area versus spreading it throughout the town. Additionally with the state lifting restrictions on building on lots, it seems that duplexes or triplexes 
or division of larger lots could accomplish this as well. Coronado California has done this nicely. I also feel there may be some discrimination bunching housing on the perimeter of the city rather 
than including them in the neighborhoods.   Patty Siskind
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5.2.22 Email


I’m surprised that I had to be alerted by my neighbors that the city of Piedmont is planning to permit housing with twice the population density of New York all around Coaches Field. But I looked 
and saw it, it’s buried pretty deep (page 156 of a 374 page document). I had seen the signs about town but I assumed the 500 new houses would be somewhat evenly distributed. Instead they 
are stacked up in our neighborhood.


Moraga is already an extremely dangerous road. I and two other people that I know have been struck by speeding cars while biking there. The cities Safe Streets plan already leans pretty heavy 
on the bike symbols painted on Moraga to make it seem like a place where people can bike. When you throw in hundreds of new cars because there is absolutely no transportation near 
Coaches Field the bodies will stack up.


I assume that this plan is just crazy high numbers put in place to satisfy a poorly written requirement by the state. In the case that a developer actually tries to build something with even half of 
the proposed density we’ll have the rally as a neighborhood and most likely sue to stop it. That seems like a lot of work to put on citizens and a cost to the city to have to deal with the lawsuits.


Instead I think the city should come up with a better plan.


5.3.22 Email


We have lived in the northern part of Piedmont on Abbott Way for over 20 years raising our family here with both our kids attending the local schools and enjoying all that the community and its 
location have to offer. We appreciate all the effort to date made by the city to respond to the challenge of this housing cycle and address the need to plan for the development of up to 587 new 
housing units to help alleviate the regional housing crisis.  We particularly appreciate the city soliciting and incorporating input from all potentially affected neighborhoods to ensure that projects 
are appropriately conceived, prioritized and compatible with existing neighborhoods and infrastructure.  In a project that is intended to be a city-wide response, we believe that efforts to make 
affordable housing should also be borne equitably across the community and the city should actively assess ways to integrate new housing in all areas of Piedmont.   The current plan proposes 
to position the bulk of new low-income units in the northern part of the city near Coaches Field, and there are some concerns as well as opportunities that we would like to point out regarding the 
plan.  


5.3.22 Email


First, allocating the large portion of affordable housing only on the northern edge of the city is not a thoughtful or equitable approach to development and is an ineffective way to promote diversity 
and integrate new residents into the Piedmont community.   Making only residents of a couple specific zones endure construction noise and traffic congestion as well as the environmental impact 
from such large developments for years to come is clearly not equitable. Piedmont should take the time needed to carefully plan a more equitable distribution of all income unit types across the 
city and promote ways to truly welcome new residents to our community.


5.3.22 Email


We recommend first focusing large multi-unit development with an eye to leveraging synergies with existing public services (e.g., transportation and schools) and commercial areas.  Isolating 
multi-unit residents in the northern edge of town with less services would create significant additional infrastructure needs to accommodate new residents.  Currently, the northern part of the city 
is impacted by significant morning rush-hour traffic (especially around school start times) and narrow roads without consistent sidewalks that have the potential to become hazardous with major 
additional development.  A large multi-unit building may substantially aggravate these problems, and such plans should not be considered without appropriate plans for street widening, sidewalk 
improvements, traffic safety improvements, and expansion of public transportation.  In this regard, we advocate prioritizing development in the downtown core area where there is greatest 
access to existing public services as well as public properties that may be redeveloped. 


5.3.22 Email


Second, we strongly support the development in the downtown area followed by distributed development in multiple areas across the city.  For example, we encourage a city-wide building code 
update to enable multi-unit property development across all zones, enabling duplexes, triplexes and fourplex development as well as ADUs on lots throughout the city.  On large lots, more 
extensive development may be possible as well and should be facilitated as part of the planning effort.  With expansion of multi-unit properties, new units may be more seamlessly integrated 
throughout the Piedmont community and avoid creating a disproportionately targeted zone.  


5.3.22 Email


Third, there is an opportunity to expand the ADU component of the plan by specifically allocating resources to promote ADU growth.  The current passive assumption relying on historical trends 
should be reassessed.  Please consider proactive strategies, including incentives, to encourage ADU development in the city, potentially modeling off jurisdictions who may have had success in 
positive ADU growth. Thank you for the significant work to date. We appreciate your consideration for a balanced approach to the housing crisis, using multiple tactics across all housing zones in 
the entire Piedmont community yielding an integrated outcome. Sincerely, Scott & Rika Mortimer







Date


Method of 
Communicati
on (Email, 
phone call, 
etc.)


Comment/ Question


5.2.22 Email


This memo follows our conversation of last week regarding the evaluation of Zion
Lutheran Church (5201 Park Boulevard) as a potential opportunity site for housing
development. During our conversation I shared my sense that the existing B.2.5
language misrepresented the use/health of our church property (it isn’t of marginal
economic viability and not at the end of its useful life). You indicated that Zion was
identified because of its acreage and not for these other reasons. It feels as if the other
relatively large parcels were chosen based on size as well.
For the sake of accuracy, please consider the verbiage modification shown in redline as
follows:


B.2.5 Suitability of Nonvacant Sites
Since residential land in Piedmont is generally built out, the sites inventory includes nonvacant sites.
Nonvacant sites are relied on to accommodate more than 50 percent of the City’s lower income RHNA.
Therefore, the City conducted an analysis to determine if substantial evidence exists to support the
premise that housing can be accommodated on these sites and/or existing uses on these sites will be
discontinued during the planning period (2023-2031). Nonvacant parcels primarily include relatively
large properties (over 0.50 acres) irrespective of current use, underutilized sites with surface parking
and commercial buildings where the existing uses are of marginal economic viability, or the structures
are at or near the end of their useful life. Screening for potential sites considered market conditions and
recent development trends throughout the Bay Area and the State and utilized conservative
assumptions in projecting units well below observed densities for residential and mixed-use projects.


5.3.22 Email


We are residents of Abbott Way in Piedmont, and we are excited at the prospect of being part of the solution of California’s unprecedented housing crisis.  However, the current proposal to 
locate 132 units in one neighborhood by the corporate yard by Coaches Playfield creates more problems than it solves for both new and existing residents.


The spirit of the housing plan is to abolish patterns of segregation and racially concentrated areas of poverty, however when the bulk of affordable housing is designated for the farthest corner of 
Piedmont, it seems that we are only perpetuating economic, social, and often racial segregation and not advancing integrated and balanced living patterns.  The current plan does little to 
affirmatively further fair housing as required under the law since low-income housing is segregated in one location at the Piedmont/Oakland border and not truly integrated into Piedmont.


Piedmont shirks its responsibility  to provide access to education, transportation and employment with the current proposal to place half of the low-income housing in an area with no sidewalks 
and which is not walkable for most people to any of those categories. With distance as a barrier and no sidewalks in this neighborhood, cars will be required for residents which will add traffic 
and congestion and pose a safety hazard for pedestrians, especially for children in the neighborhood.


5.3.22 Email


We are also concerned that the current plans overall are unrealistic and urge the City to consider spreading low income housing across all of Piedmont by changing zoning laws to allow ADUs 
and multiplex housing (especially in Zones A and E) across the city and revising zoning laws on Grand Avenue to allow units that are higher than 30 feet.  Grand Avenue currently has the 
infrastructure that this neighborhood lacks like sidewalks, wide streets, traffic lights, public transportation and access to employment/commercial zones.  We also urge the City to consider re-
zoning the City center to allow increased occupancy housing.


5.3.22 Email


The current plan will contribute to inefficient resource allocation and poor housing outcomes.  Will there be compensatory damages for affected property owners?  What is the plan to scale up 
public services like sanitation, sewers, pollution reduction and public education? If new housing attracts new residents, then the city must have the finances and a plan to adequately expand 
municipal services to avoid perpetuating historical discrimination in the provision of municipal services to low income communities. 


Raising property taxes to finance incremental municipal services should not be an option, especially for those of us who are retirees and/or have limited income.  Most Californians have their 
savings in property value, and our immediate neighborhood will certainly experience a disproportionate negative impact on the values of our homes due to the increased density of low-income 
housing in one small neighborhood on the outskirts of Piedmont. There are studies that support how low-income housing DOES lower surrounding property values when it is aggregated in one 
location within a city.
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5.3.22 Email


Wildfire & Earthquake Risk and the economic and human cost to the Community:


Evacuation


We live in a populous community where the highest density of new housing is being proposed for the riskiest wildfire zone in Piedmont. In fact, some of the proposed new homes are located 
where the Oakland Firestorm occurred in 1991! See attached map.


This is an area of the community that is at highest risk from wildfire compared to the rest of Piedmont.  So many California wildfire evacuations turn into deadly traffic jams, and I am not seeing 
enough roads (nor are the current roads sized) to lead so many neighbors to safety.  Our narrow roads have restricted access, and these road conditions could lead to problems for emergency 
responders as well as people evacuating.


We need realistic and publicly available evacuation plans with route maps and zones. There were at least 10 deaths in the Paradise Camp Fire of people who died in their vehicles trying to 
escape.  The Cedar Fire in San Diego (2003) also claimed 10 lives of people trying to escape in their cars. Large, undeveloped meadows can oftentimes serve as a refuge from wildfires.  The 
City and State should be making it harder to build in open spaces on fire lines and should look to infill the city center instead.


To ignore or downplay the risk when the fire season has been extended to an all-year round event is a tragedy waiting to happen.  It’s not a question of “if” but “when” a major fire will hit our 
area. Ratio of people to limited evacuation routes should be a major concern.


Email


5.3.22 Email


Earthquake Risk:


The proposed location of half of low-income housing is closest to the Hayward Fault line. The Hayward fault has a relatively short recurrence time for earthquakes, so the expectation is that we 
are due for a big one.  There is a 72 percent likelihood of a 6.7 earthquake or larger happening along the Hayward fault, which is considered the most dangerous in the US.


5.3.22 Email


Homeowners’ Insurance


Building new structures (wildfires jump from structure to structure) will create an undue burden on existing homeowners that the City is forcing on us. Increased insurance costs or not being able 
to get insurance at all is a foregone conclusion.  Our insurance is already so expensive, and premiums are on the rise for homeowners in areas at risk of wildfires (my premium when up 33% last 
year), and some insurers are refusing to renew policies for people in our area as happened to us in 2012 and many of my neighbors more recently.  


The current proposal is building in our wildland-urban interface.  Building in this area places the burden of paying for increased wildfires solely on the residents who live near these fire lines.  The 
State and the City need to mitigate climate risk for the existing homeowners, not encourage reckless building in high risk fire areas.


5.4.22 Email


I am a resident of Piedmont and wish to express my strong objection to the Low-Income housing plan.  I currently reside at 7 Abbott Way, a small enclave of about 30 homes.  More specifically, 
there are about 6 homes above Spring Trial.  The plans to add 50 homes on Spring Trail (seems rather difficult)  is, therefore, a potential disaster for us as it would increase density by 20 fold 
where as several other possible sites (including the business center) are untouched. It is clear this plan did not seriously consider other options in Piedmont and assumes that we are not going to 
resist this plan with all available tools.  Our neighbors purchased their home last year.  That is, they put up their life savings to come up with a 20 percent down payment.  This plan will effectively 
wipe them out and severely diminish their ability to enjoy their most precious investment. I have discussed this matter with an experienced attorney and plan to bring suit against the city given 
the concentration of housing in a small enclave in town without serious consideration to other sites.
I learned at a young age that causing financial harm to people is an act of violence.  I want you to know, that as a group, we will not ignore this act of violence and will fight this plan with every 
legal avenue we can manage.  The alternative (substantial and un-equal loss in value and enjoyment) is far more costly.


5.4.22 Email


We are writing first to commend the goal of Piedmont to provide more affordable housing and diversify the demographics of our city.  Second, although we are in favor of this goal, we have 
specific concerns about the proposed plan. We live at 50 Maxwelton Road. When we purchased this house, we knew it would be our "forever" home--a place where we will raise our sons (ages 
4 and 2) and take part in the vibrant Piedmont community. We were drawn in by the tranquility of our little neighborhood, the quiet streets, and the friendly neighbors. Our part of town 
encompasses a small area of <50 homes where neighbors walk their dogs in the streets, kids run between houses and we can enjoy the trees, birds and beauty of our surroundings - much like 
other areas in Piedmont. Looking at the proposal, it seems a disproportionately high concentration of denser, more affordable housing (132 units) would be added to our neighborhood. While we 
welcome the increase in housing, and would definitely welcome new neighbors, this specific proposal is concerning to us.


5.4.22 Email


First, we are concerned with safety. We do not have the infrastructure to support ~4x the number of homes in the area. Our streets are narrow, with blind turns. There are no sidewalks, nor is 
there room to build them. With so many young kids around (some of whom walk in the road to take the Spring Path on their way to school), we fear they would not be able to safely navigate the 
neighborhood with the inevitable increase in car traffic on the roads. Furthermore, with wildfire posing a real threat to our hillside, adding so many more homes without careful attention to 
potential emergency egress options would be a terrible mistake.
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5.4.22 Email
Second, by increasing the number of homes so drastically, it would detract from the tranquility and natural surroundings that brought us to this part of Piedmont. All neighbors - old and new - 
would experience more traffic and noise, and enjoy less green space. 


5.4.22 Email


Third, despite a purported focus on diversity, equity and inclusion in our community, this plan would functionally not achieve these goals. Rather than integrating folks of different backgrounds 
and income levels across Piedmont, the plan would segregate the majority of all proposed low-income housing into one neighborhood.  While we'd welcome the addition of new neighbors at any 
income level, we don't feel this plan achieves "integration" in any real way and certainly does not reflect the shared Piedmont value of welcoming new neighbors into all parts of our community. 


5.4.22 Email


Again, we are in favor of increased housing, especially affordable housing. So, we'd like to share some additional thoughts we feel should be considered: While opposed to 132 units in our 
immediate neighborhood, we are open to a reduced number of units in our neighborhood, and therefore a better distribution of total units throughout Piedmont.  Blair Park should also be 
considered as an option. We'd like to avoid extending the Abbott Way cul de sac as this would minimize the traffic, congestion and safety issues in our immediate neighborhood.
Zones A & E should be allowed to build duplexes and fourplexes, theoretically increasing the number of units that could be built in other geographical areas of Piedmont. 
Areas like Grand Ave that currently have the infrastructure to support increased housing should be reviewed, and zoning changed, to allow for increased housing units.  
Thank you for taking our considerations into your decision and we look forward to being an active part of this decision and solution.


5.4.22 Email


Thanks for all the work you are doing for us. Please extend the time until November for the public comment period on the additional units.The document is very thorough, and it's a lot to read. 
There's so much to consider. Does anyone have a summary of the 300+ pages with maps to show where the projects are? I see them in the document, but I need something simpler to get an 
overview.Thanks so much.


5.4.22 Email


Re: Housing Element Comments for 5/12/22 Planning Commission Meeting
After reviewing the “Draft” Housing Element report from April 2022 (and hearing/seeing
comments so far), it appears there are some glaring issues which have been ignored:


5.4.22 Email


The Housing Element Conflicts with the City Charter
Within the 374-page Housing Element, just 3 pages seem to provide an actual plan. Pages B-12
to B-14, in Appendix B (Housing Capacity Analysis and Methodology), describe the City’s
solution: build the very low and low income affordable housing behind Coaches Field and/or in
Blair Park. These parcels are currently designated ZONE B (Public Facilities), which permits
parks, city buildings, certain ADUs, public and single family/ZONE A use. (Municipal Code
17.22). But the Housing Element proposes that duplex and multi-family units be constructed on
ZONE B land. (Appendix B, B-13). The proposal suggests that the Coaches Field site would
have 132 units, and Blair Park would include 210 units.
Such construction would exceed ZONE B, and would fall under ZONE C (Multi-Family
Residential) or D (Commercial & Mixed Use). The Housing Element suggests that the City can
just make “zoning amendments” to allow multi-family construction in ZONE B areas. (Housing
Element, Section IV.1.F). Housing Advisory Committee members and PREC representatives
have all stated that such zoning amendments need only be approved by the City Council. But
this ignores the 2018 Piedmont City Charter which provides that no zone shall be reclassified, or
reduced/enlarged without a public vote. (Section 9.02; Zoning System). Unless Piedmont intends
to own/operate these public housing facilities on its own lands, it would appear that allowing
ZONE C/D construction on ZONE B parcels will require a ballot measure. Otherwise, what is
the point of even having a City Charter? Remarkably, the Housing Element concludes that the City can simply edit the 2018 City Charter
to “eliminate” those pesky voter-approval requirements needed for zoning changes which are
currently contained in Section 9.02. (Housing Element, Section IV.4.H). In other words, the City
Council would just unilaterally rescind the ballot requirement for zoning reclassifications to fit
its needs. Such a plan to revoke public rights is arbitrary and capricious, and would certainly
face legal challenge.


5.4.22 Email


The Housing Element will Apparently Donate Piedmont’s Parks and Open Space
Missing in the Housing Element is exactly how the City’s open space and parks will be
transferred to build affordable housing. Piedmont parks have long been targeted by certain
groups as the so called “easy solution” for more housing. The fact that no land transfer plan is 
explained in the Housing Element suggests that the City intends to simply donate its property to
satisfy current social demands. Even the Surplus Land Act suggests that fair compensation can
be received for parcels sold or leased. Is the City planning to sell off its parks or just give them
away? Piedmont residents have paid property taxes and made donations for 100 years to
maintain and preserve these lands. Informing residents how their municipal facilities will be
eliminated by the City should be made clear.
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5.4.22 Email


The Proposal Seeks to Isolate Low-Income Housing to a Remote Piedmont Border
The “Specific Plan” in the Housing Element provides that at least 100 low and very low income
housing units will be placed in the Coaches Field area, and a much larger but unspecified number
in Blair Park. (Appendix B, Section B.3.1). This proposal would isolate nearly all the lowest
income housing to a single location on the Piedmont border. RHNA and the Housing Element
have an underlying requirement to maintain equity and fairness in the hosing planning process.
How does ostracizing low income residents to a remote portion of the City accomplish this?
Visit Marin City and see what happens when multi-family low-income housing is concentrated
in this way. Is that really what the City and the PREC want from this process?


5.4.22 Email


I strongly support extending the comment period out to November so that the community has more time to process the enormously impactful housing-related proposals.


 


5.4.22 Email


It is clear that the City of Piedmont staff has been working hard to create a viable Housing Element, and I appreciate all of the progress that's made in the draft to date. I support many of the 
ideas outlined in the plan, especially proposals to increase allowable density in the multifamily and commercial zones, to explore publicly owned land for affordable housing development, to 
include home sharing in the Housing Element proposed programs, and to create a Housing Fund. There are few areas in which I believe the Housing Element can be improved: The City should 
amend the zoning for Zones A and E to allow duplexes, triplexes, and small multifamily buildings. We know these can work in Piedmont, as there are many good examples throughout the city. 1) 
This will yield more types of housing throughout the city in a more integrated and balanced manner.  2) It is time to abolish a policy born from racist sentiments. By carrying these policies forward 
(i.e. doing nothing to amend them), we are continuing to create negative impacts and continue to uphold racist policies. 


 


5.4.22 Email


- The City should create policies to enable affordable housing throughout all of Piedmont, in all the zones, rather than planning for it in just one or two areas. This is creating unnecessary 
constraints.
- The City should proceed with affordable housing on publicly owned land by increasing the number of Zone B (Public Facilities) sites under consideration to include Blair Park and Kennelly 
Skate Park and doing feasibility studies of all these sites. By citing one proposed site, as is currently in the Housing Element, the City is creating more unnecessary constraints. Our City should 
research and analyze as many sites as possible to ensure results that are the best for the community.  


 


5.4.22 Email


- The City has relied too heavily on parcels owned by faith-based organizations. Churches and synagogues, which are well attended and dearly valued by members of our community. In all 
likelihood, these community-based faith institutions are not selling land to the degree in which the City has accounted for in the Housing Element. I believe HCD will recognize this as an 
unrealistic plan to create more affordable housing, which is the utmost goal.


5.4.22 Email


5. The City's proposed Housing Fund should not be tied only to the ADU/Habitat for Humanity program. There should be an evaluation of several potential uses, first, before the Funds are tied to 
any one program. For example, the Fund could support the acquisition of small sites for affordable rentals, support small remodel projects to create JADUs in seniors' home, provide rental 
assistance for extremely low, very low and low income renters in Piedmont (Apartments, ADUs, JADU and Room renting) among other programs.


Again, thank you for your work and commitment to our City. And, thank you for considering the above amendments to Piedmont's Draft Housing Element.


5.4.22 Email


We are residents of Abbott Way in Piedmont, and we are excited at the prospect of being part of the solution of California’s unprecedented housing crisis.  However, the current proposal to 
locate 132 units in one neighborhood by the corporate yard by Coaches Playfield creates more problems than it solves for both new and existing residents.


5.4.22 Email


We are residents of Scenic Avenue and just celebrated 16 years in our home which overlooks Moraga Canyon and Blair Park.  We are happy to be part of the solution to our state's housing 
crisis. First, we would like to incorporate by reference all of the excellent points raised below by our friends Rami and Daphne Albert of Abbott Way as we are in agreement with them and there is 
no need to reinvent the wheel. However, there are still other points the committee should consider.  In 2009, the city faced a crisis when it had to rebuild Havens Elementary School to meet 
earthquake safety codes and needed a temporary location for a school.  Blair Park was considered and rejected as the traffic on Moraga Avenue, which was a major artery for Oakland Fire 
Trucks during the Oakland Hills Fire, was already an issue and the idea of adding more traffic and having children playing near and crossing Moraga Avenue was deemed unsafe. We also had 
the misguided idea of building a large soccer complex on Blair Park in 2009.  I, along with many members of the Friends of Moraga Canyon, spent many nights attending City Council meetings 
into the early hours of the morning explaining to the Council why this was a very bad idea.  The Environmental Impact Report that was done at that time showed that on many levels the soccer 
complex idea was unsound and unsafe and the project was thankfully scrapped. 
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5.4.22 Email


The Blair Park/Corporation Yard area sits on part of the Hayward Fault which is worth considering when we're talking about building high density housing.   Has this even been considered?   It's 
also the only undeveloped park land in Piedmont that does not have an annual maintenance budget; this fact seems more than coincidental to many,  Blair Park and the Corporation Yard are 
always trotted out any time there is a need for land on which to develop in Piedmont. I cannot think of a more unsafe area to put high density housing that will likely house families with many 
children than along that stretch of Moraga Avenue.  If it was a safe area to develop, houses would have been built there almost 100 years when all the other homes on Moraga Avenue near 
Highland Avenue were built.Traffic studies done in 2009 when the soccer complex was being considered bear out how dangerous it is.   And one accident/fatality on Moraga Avenue involving a 
small child would result in a huge liability lawsuit against the City of Piedmont.We truly hope that this misguided idea of placing high density housing near the Corporation Yard or in Blair Park will 
be abandoned due to all the safety issues raised by placing housing in such an unsuitable area.


5.5.22 Email


As a resident of Piedmont, I am excited about efforts addressing the lack of affordable housing in  Piedmont and California’s housing crisis overall. However, the housing element put forward by 
the  City of Piedmont places an undue burden on a small population of current homeowners and results in  a lack of integration of any new residents to the detriment of the community as a 
whole.  
There are two issues, both obvious when looking at the draft housing element and the aggregation of  high-density units in one section of town. Placing these units in a central location or having 
multiple  units over a larger geographic reach would ameliorate the concerns noted in these comments.  


5.5.22 Email


The first issue is the perpetuation of historic exclusionary practices through a new  mechanism by the segregation of low to mid income individuals within Piedmont The proposed development 
plans are not significant, meaningful, or sufficient to affirmatively further  fair housing to the benefit of Piedmont as a whole. The realization of the existing benefits to living in  Piedmont is key for 
integration of new residents. Maintaining use and access to these benefits for  both new and existing residents through the proposed development can enrich the lives of current  residents and 
facilitate individuals welcoming necessary changes in their immediate surroundings and  lives. Having low- and moderate-income households in proximity to more than one park, close to public 
transportation, close to schools, accessible to City amenities and services and in a walkable  area would be ideal and is actually feasible with an amended specific plan that looks to the City’s  
center as the location for building high density housing units. Perhaps these are built in tandem with  the current site(s) off Moraga, but a meaningful distribution throughout the City is required for  
integration and acceptance. Other sites that are currently slated for higher income homes should be  revisited to allow for mixed income development


5.5.22 Email


The current location of the specific plan is in an area that cannot bear additional traffic, is not  walkable, has no public transportation, is on the edge of the City and is harder to access than other  
areas of Piedmont. The location would require significant infrastructure planning (including additional  roads) and increase traffic in a high fire zone which serves as the solitary evacuation 
corridor for the  adjacent community.  
In addition, this aggregation and concentration of low- moderate income housing units in one location  (both the identified site and the alternate site lie within a quarter mile of each other or less) 
creates a  high risk of perpetuating the legacy of bias by absolutely failing to address prior exclusionary  practices via integration. This plan indirectly thwarts efforts to diversify our schools, 
services and  other parts of the City as BIPOC individuals and immigrants could look at this deliberate placement of  a population that is likely more racially diverse than Piedmont currently is, 
and rationally choose other  townships and cities that are perceived as more welcoming to work in and to live in for generations to  come. This potential outcome negatively impacts current 
residents who seek vibrant engagement with  a range of people. 


5.5.22 Email


The second issue is the disproportionate impact of this plan on one neighborhood within  Piedmont 
Studies have found that affordable housing does not depress neighboring property values except in  certain circumstances. It has been shown that large concentrations of affordable units are 
best  avoided due to the potential to depress nearby property values. The potential for negative property  value impact is greater when those units are clustered in one neighborhood instead of 
dispersed 
throughout the community. The point of comparison to gauge what is “large” and what constitutes a  single geographic neighborhood is the current housing pool in Piedmont and the natural 
biography and streets that separate and define neighborhoods.  
Ensuring that access to resources, including the accrued savings represented by home ownership,  remain level or enriched by development for Piedmont residents should be a priority of the 
City. Any  negative impact does not have to be by design, but at this juncture it will occur through neglect or a  negation of any sense of duty to current residents should this specific plan move 
forward without  concurrent high-density development in other areas of the City. 
Unfortunately, the current proposed housing element for Piedmont perpetuates racially and ethnically  concentrated areas of poverty and affluence. It has the potential of subjecting one discreet  
neighborhood to disproportionate impacts of construction, probable negative impacts on property  value, and a significant increase in population density and change of environmental habitat. 
These  units could be placed in already developed areas of the City and/or in the Moraga area (coupled with  high density developments in other areas of the City) thus mitigating the extent of 
the impact on a  single area of town. 


5.5.22 Email


Equitable development and enhancement throughout the City is fair, environmentally sound, and can rectify generational tolerance of discrimination and bias within Piedmont 
The specific plan for housing should be located in the City center with a reimagination of the area  around Veteran’s Hall, a hard look at the underutilized Arts Center on Magnolia, and with 
strong incentives to capitalize on the stagnant business center of banks by the gas station on Highland. The  results would be greater integration of new residents, minimal impacts on traffic and 
leveraging of this  opportunity to upgrade services and infrastructure of the City as a whole. Dense housing  development in the center of town, in conjunction with housing located at other areas 
around the City  (including the current proposed sites around Corporation Yard and underutilized level area near  Coaches Field and, as an alternative to this build on one side of Moraga, the 
site of Blair Park or  other recreational facilities), changing height restrictions and building on Grand Avenue and putting  forth feasible development plans are key. This equitable distribution of 
housing across the City makes sense and facilitates a fair distribution of housing impacts while integrating new residents by design.  
The City has invested in efforts to foster civic engagement and communication between neighbors as  a means to enrich the fabric of our community and create strong neighborhoods. This 
“small town”  feel is absolutely achievable with multifamily housing developments dispersed throughout the City. However, under the current draft housing element, retaining the best aspects and 
character of the  City is unattainable for residents directly adjacent to the current specific plan site and out of reach for  new residents. 
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5.5.22 Email


I am writing to provide comments on the draft housing element. First, I want to commend City staff, Council leadership, and the resident volunteers of our committees who have embraced the 
need for more housing in Piedmont and have been willing to objectively consider all feasible options for Piedmont to do its part to address the crushing housing crisis in our region and state.


I was pleased to see a long list of potential sites included in the housing element and would encourage the City to develop a housing element that has as large a buffer for potential sites as 
possible. While HCD has recommended a 15-30% buffer, the likelihood of development within the RHNA cycle for any one site in Piedmont is likely to be low. To make sure we are doing our 
part, I recommend the City come up with at least  50% more housing units than are required by RHNA to make sure that we see housing production in the City. To do our part, Piedmont needs 
to support more housing, all across the City, for everyone.


5.5.22 Email


One part of the City where I think there is significant opportunity for housing development is around Highland Avenue considering both the civic and commercial buildings in this area, as well as 
the road itself. This is an area that is well served by local (33 bus) and regional (P bus) transit, that is walkable to schools, businesses, and parks, and has land that could be better used for 
development. In the recently updated Piedmont Safer Streets Plan that the City recently adopted (I was the chair of the committee overseeing its development), we requested that the Highland 
bend be incorporated into the proposed road diet for Highland Avenue. There is a huge opportunity to take the acre plus of asphalt in the center of town and turn it into a safer place for people 
walking and bicycling and a significant number of new housing units. I encourage the City to incorporate some of the existing road space into the available land as part of the housing element 
and to develop a master plan for this area that maximizes these two goals.
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Notice   The final Housing Element is due for submission May 2023.  The deadline for public comment should be extended to November 2022.  The May 5 comment due date for the May 12 PC 
meeting are buried in p9 of the April 19, 2022 Staff Report; more public outreach is required.
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Blair Park  The consideration of using Blair Park for low-income housing seems appropriate given the many issues at play. Blair Park is the single largest open area in town and is a little used 
area. The elimination of recreational areas, should Blair Park not work out (Housing Element Draft p42), is an undesirable alternative that would affect the entire Piedmont community. All efforts 
should be made to see if Blair Park and the near-by land currently used by the Corporation Yard can be utilized for housing. I am mindful of the Moraga Canyon neighbor concerns, however 
thoughtful planning can create a low-impact solution to Piedmont’s RHNA that can be significantly met in Moraga Canyon. Coaches Field   The Draft includes a projection for 50 units in the 
Coaches overflow lot.  The lot is small and this projection seems unrealistic as it would create a very tall building right next to the roadway and not be aesthetically pleasing.  The Draft includes a 
projection for 50 units in the slope below the 3rd base line.  I doubt this is possible and again would be aesthetically questionable. Exploring Blair Park use for multi-units is more realistic and 
retains the recreational use of Coaches Field.
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Zone A Lot size: 4,000 sf  The current 8,000 minimum is excessive.  There are zone A homes on lots of 2,000, 2,250, 3,212f (31, 34 and 35 Blair). About 400 homes are on lots smaller than 
4,000 ft.  Going to a smaller lot size in Zone A allows lot splits of larger zone A lots. These small homes will likely qualify for low-income RHNA. New homes are subject to Piedmont’s robust 
design review guidelines thereby retaining Piedmont’s desirable character.  No City wide vote is required as there is no use change.
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SB9  The Draft HE does not sufficiently explore what is possible under SB9; thoughtful projections will lead to significant satisfaction of Piedmont’s RHNA.  Specifically: (1) include a site-specific 
inventory of sites where SB 9 projections are being applied. (2) Include undeveloped sites analysis demonstrating the effect of development. (3) Identify any governmental constraints to the use 
of SB 9 in the creation of units (including land use controls, fees, and other exactions, as well as locally adopted ordinances that impact the cost and supply of residential development), and (4) 
include programs and policies that establish zoning and development standards early in the planning period and implement incentives to encourage and facilitate development. The element 
should support this analysis with local information such as local developer or owner interest to utilize zoning and incentives established through SB 9.
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  Small homes may be more affordable than large homes and more small homes will help satisfy the low income RHNA requirements. The City should put more emphasis in allowing duplexes 
and a 2nd small home on lots that can accommodate such development. Adding a 3rd unit as an ADU is desirable. This philosophy spreads the RHNA requirements throughout the City rather 
than unrealistic suggestions of developing City Center sites into low-income multi-family buildings. 1.M Manufactured and Mobile Homes  Subject to GC65852.3 and because of reduced cost of 
these types of home, this seems viable if objective standards can be maintained. 
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City Charter Amendment The Draft HE suggests a revision to the City code and eliminating the currently required City wide vote to change uses within zones.  This is undesirable and frankly in 
the past the City moved to allow commercial use in Zone B where previously it was not allowed so that the Piedmont Post could rent space at 801 Magnolia.  This was done without a City wide 
vote and was clearly a use change though questionably declared a “use modification” by the City.
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https://drive.google.com/file/d/1Uk2xOzMLuV3mtudqsdCBrZe7Pd6ZFn-4/view?usp=sharing
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I am writing to you regarding the Piedmont Affordable Housing project proposal. My name is Tim Tam. My wife, Charlotte, our 2 kids, Ivan (9) and Katy (7), and I live in 11 Abbott Way here in 
Piedmont. Here is a picture of our family: Firstly, I would like to acknowledge the need for affordable housing in the Bay Area. And we wholeheartedly support Piedmont’s initiatives in creating 
affordable housing and diversity in our community. Nonetheless, I would like to request that you consider preserving the spaciousness, serenity and soothingness of our small neighborhood 
when working on the next stage of planning. My request has nothing to do with property values. Data and research have shown that building affordable housing has no financial impact on nearby 
houses. I’m requesting to retain the openness and sereneness of the hill side next to our house because of my daughter’s and my personal mental health concerns. Below is a picture of the area 
I am referring to. Both my daughter and I are autistic. For the past many years, I have struggled with severe depression and anxiety. Although I’m currently on the maximum dose of daily anti-
depressant, on a daily basis I still struggle with some symptoms of depression. And on some bad days, even with the prescription, I struggle with severe depression and the symptoms. Typically 
my depression peaks at night when my wife and kids are asleep. Staring into the darkness, spaciousness, calmness, and quietness of the hillside really helps me get through each night. Here 
are pictures of our windows and patio facing the hillside. My biggest concern is having houses built on the hillside. With all the houses, street lights, lights from the houses, cars, garage door 
sounds, car exhaust, doors opening and closing, people talking to each other, etc., not only I’m concerned with no longer having this soothingness of our surroundings, but also having the added 
stress and anxiety from the feeling of crowdedness, commotions, and less privacy. Because we don’t have window shadings, both my daughter and I will be paranoid and anxious that someone 
can be watching us when we're even in our own home. Out on the streets, because of this anxiety, my daughter has told strangers not to stare at her. At her age, it can be cute and those people 
typically think it’s funny. But as she gets older, it will be an issue. I have trained myself to manage this anxiety when I’m outside of the house. But I still get very anxious and paranoid when I think 
someone can be watching when I’m inside the house. And putting shades on these windows will make the rooms darker and more depressing. I have always hoped that my daughter and I can 
escape from these stimulations, stress, and anxiety when we're home. We also have three dogs. Our German Shepherd Dog and Toy Poodle will bark when they see someone from our house. 
This creates a lot of stress and anxiety for me knowing neighbors can complain. I can train them not to bark but we do want them to bark if someone is too close to our house. One time my mom’
s dog was here and barked excessively and a neighbor complained. Her complaint triggered major depression episodes for me for weeks. My greatest worry is that this added stress and anxiety 
will make my depression a lot worse leading to a mental breakdown. My kids are young. They really need a dad around to care for them. 
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Additionally, I would like to also express some concerns with building 132 new units on this side of town. Currently during the morning commute, congestions on Moraga can be pretty bad. 
Because parents need to get kids to school on time, many cars are already making illegal left turns on Monte and Mesa. After making those illegal turns, cars normally speed up to beat the cars 
turning left onto Highland Ave. On a really bad traffic day, some cars will turn left onto Pala Ave - which is a one-way street. In short, morning traffic on Moraga right now can be hectic and 
unsafe for some families. Building 132 units on Moraga will undoubtedly make traffic even more unsafe. We have to assume that those who want to live in Piedmont are those who have kids and 
want to attend Piedmont schools. It is unrealistic to conclude any assumptions on how many families will be walking to school vs. driving, which means we have to assume there will be an 
additional 132 cars on Moraga in the morning within a 5 -10 minute window. More traffic means more illegal turns and more aggressive drivings. In a community that values education, parents 
will take desperate measures to get kids to school on time. Public transportation is also an essential need for affordable housing. The significant increase in the numbers of cars, public 
transportation needs, and additional bus lines will tremendously worsen driving conditions, traffic, and pedestrian safety. Also, adding an additional 132 units in an already moderately dense, 
small neighborhood will undoubtedly makes it extremely hazardous for residents during emergency evacuations with only one main road.  One final thought. We are concerned that the current 
proposed plan with the affordable housing concentrating in a certain parts of town can project an image of discrimination and segregation. We all know Piedmont is not like that. We also know 
there is enough space in Piedmont to allow development of duplexes and quadplexes so that these affordable housing families can be better integrated into the Piedmont community.
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Firstly, I want to express my sincere admiration for your effort — and actual plan! — to reimagine how Piedmont evolves over the coming decade. I'm energized by the idea of accommodating 
more residents and increasing our ethnic and socioeconomic diversity, and making Piedmont more inclusive and accessible. Adding nearly 600 units is no small feat in Piedmont's footprint, and 
takes real creativity. I wanted to take this opportunity to express my support for PREC's three main points of consideration: 1. The City should move forward with affordable housing on publicly 
owned land by expanding the number of Zone B (Public Facilities) sites under consideration to include Blair Park and Kennelly Skate Park and doing feasibility studies of all these sites. 


5.5.22 Email


The City should amend the zoning for Zones A and E (the Single Family and Estate zones) to allow duplexes, triplexes, and small multifamily buildings. These types of housing already exist in 
the middle of Piedmont’s single-family zones and fit in well: We should allow more of them to be built.
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The City should create policies to enable affordable housing throughout Piedmont, in all the zones, rather than planning for it in just one or two areas. I've seen some of the photos of examples 
for #2 that I had no idea existed! I believe many Piedmonters have "limiting beliefs" on what small multifamily units might look like, and it's clear to me that we can allow far more of those units 
without compromising the physical beauty of our neighborhoods — and in turn, improving the vibrancy of our community and residents.


 


Thanks again for all that you do. You have a HARD job, and this is certainly chess and not checkers, so I'm grateful for your commitment to this wonderful community.


5.5.22 Email


My name is Anu and I’m a resident in Upper Piedmont. We have 2 young kids and moved here 2 years ago. We love it here but are so disheartened by how much empty space is  available, 
when so many people are working so hard to find homes for themselves and their children. I am a huge advocate of increasing our housing density. I’d love to put an ADU on even our plot to 
help with this issue (chewing on this as we speak)!  hope we build more housing in Upper Piedmont and make this a more welcome community for families and children. AND I hope that by 
building more homes and apartments, and increasing our density, we are forced to address the accessibility issue of our community and the lack of community gathering spaces and tot lots. If 
you live in Upper Piedmont, there is very little in the way of easy access hang out spots, to meet other moms and other children. Hampton park has one play structure for 0-5. The sidewalks to 
get there are steep/ uphill, non existent and often difficult to navigate because many of them don’t have a ramp runoff to the street that you can use with a stroller or bike.
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Regarding the housing element survey and plan for increasing housing, I hope the city considers rezoning + buying some of the large plots of land in Upper Piedmont to build large apartment 
complexes on them. Some of this land is so under- utilized and should be partly public. Case in point-  ?280 Indian road ( I think? Someone owns that giant underutilized gulch down there). And 
26 SeaView Avenue is for sale. It’s 3 acres in the middle of nowhere! What is the city’s stance on buying it and just redeveloping it or giving clearance to some developers to do the same?! A lot 
of the newer neighbors agree with me that they’d love to see more development happening in the Upper Piedmont area, and change the feeling of it to a more inclusive community. I know a lot 
of the proposed building is slated for Lower Piedmont, but please save some development and improvement for Upper Piedmont— we’re so excited for it and we actually have the space (but 
may need a few zoning tweaks). Thanks for hearing me out!
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I appeal to you to extend the public review and public comment period for the housing element revision cycle 6. There's a lot to read and evaluate.   I believe that with the extension, we'll can 
help ensure that we have an outstanding plan.
Seeing as the deadline for submission of the plan is not until May 2023, it seems prudent to extend the time for public evaluation.
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I am writing to offer feedback on Piedmont’s Draft Housing Element. I would like to congratulate the City’s Planning staff and Lisa Wise Consulting for an excellent plan that contains numerous 
solid proposals for helping our city build more housing. Planning for more housing is how we who are lucky enough to live in Piedmont make room for others–including many folks who are 
already members of our community: teachers, Schoolmates employees, police and firefighters, grandparents, and adult children who would like to return to raise their own kids in the community. 
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I want to offer two main thoughts or suggestions: First, I strongly support the City’s proposal to explore building affordable housing on publicly owned land (Zone B). Given the market realities–
especially the astronomical cost of land and skyrocketing cost of construction–building affordable housing on privately owned land is extremely challenging. That’s why we need to prioritize 
moving forward intentionally and expeditiously with planning for housing in Zone B. I urge the City to explore concrete plans for several sites in Moraga Canyon–including the Corporation Yard, 
Blair Park, and the underutilized skate park–as well as the Civic Center sites identified in the Site Inventory.
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Second, I believe the City’s Draft Housing Element has left an important strategy off the table–namely, increasing the allowable density in Zones A and E. These occupy 68% of the City’s total 
land (and something like 93-95% of its residential areas.) We should be enabling the construction of duplexes, triplexes, and quadplexes in all of these zones–with appropriate restrictions for 
height, open space, objective design standards, and so on, if desired. Adding this kind of “gentle density” would really be just an incremental change, since current state laws allow three units on 
every single-family lot (and four or more under SB9). But the aforementioned state laws restrict the configuration of these units: they don’t allow, for example, the kinds of innovative small lot 
projects that are being done in Oakland and Berkeley–which put two or three townhouses on a single lot–or the kinds of duplexes or triplexes that are common in Rockridge and Elmwood.


Piedmont already has many beautiful examples of “plexes” nestled into our single-family zones. If you want to see how the introduction of such “gentle density” might affect a city, come to my 
neighborhood in Piedmont: I live in a beautiful 1910s Craftsman house near the Linda Ave. dog park, next door to a legal two-story duplex with upstairs and downstairs units. The owners of the 
duplex lived in the upstairs for over a decade, raising their kids in Piedmont. After their kids graduated from high school, the owners moved elsewhere, and started renting both units. In the 
decade that I’ve lived in my home, the tenants have included a couple with a baby, a single parent and child, and two working professional-roommates in their 30s–including a queer African 
American woman. All of them have been wonderful neighbors. Around the corner from me is a fourplex on Linda Ave. (across from Beach school). And a couple blocks away is a multi-family 
apartment on Linda Ave., where one of my son’s best friends live. The residents of these buildings are cherished neighbors; most of them probably could not afford the $2.4 million median home 
price (according to realtor.com) in Piedmont. Our neighborhood is tight-knit, quiet, peaceful, and diverse (by Piedmont standards). It offers evidence that adding a duplex or a triplex here and 
there will have few if any adverse effects, while creating several positive ones, such as making space for a wider range of families and households than the city’s building stock currently 
supports.


To be clear, any new duplexes or small multifamily conversions that might be enabled if we relax the restrictions in Zones A and E will be scattered, and the vast majority will be market-rate and 
therefore will not necessarily help Piedmont meet its state-mandated targets for housing accommodating low- and very-low income families. (Hence the need to also plan for affordable housing 
in Zone B.) Our housing strategies must be “both-and” not “either-or.” But -plexes could help us meet our above-moderate goals, and most will be more “affordable by design” simply by being 
smaller than the typical 2400+ sf single-family home. And with some creativity, my hope is that some units may be able to be converted to below-market-rate housing (for example, by working 
with a community land trust or small-site affordable housing developer).


Thank you for allowing me to offer these thoughts, and as always, thank you to staff and our city leaders for their hard work and commitment to building a more diverse, inclusive, and 
sustainable community.
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We live at 81 Maxwelton road, and read the Public Review Draft of the 6th Cycle Housing Element for the City of Piedmont.  We certainly agree that more people, and especially city employees, 
fire fighters, police, and teachers and school staff should be able to afford to live in the city of Piedmont, to say nothing of making Piedmont more accessible to a diverse community beyond the 
largely white and asian professionals that currently live here.



https://drive.google.com/file/d/1CqIoxgC7QfxI-oYKNb6jG3j7uIEN-VRi/view?usp=sharing
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However, we have several comments regarding the proposal to make land available for affordable housing units in either Blair Park, or on the hillside above Coach's Field.  We certainly think 
these sites have potential for housing some of the hundreds of proposed units, but have concerns that these sites are not appropriate for all 180+ units.  In particular, the land above Coach's 
Field is a very steep hillside, and would likely be extremely expensive to develop.  This may be one of the least attractive places for affordable housing developers to build in the entire city. 
Similarly, Blair Park, while relatively level, may work for a smaller number of units but is not appropriate for building hundreds of units.  It would also potentially create the impression of Piedmont 
segregating lower-income housing into a single concentrated area, near the border of Piedmont, in a canyon with no views, little daylight, and near a busy and dangerous road. The civic center 
of Piedmont is the logical place to build multi-family housing, as it is level, close to essential services, centrally located, and next to public transportation.  It appears several parcels of land that 
would be the most attractive to developers were eliminated from consideration, such as gas stations (see Appendix B-6).  Given the rapid shift to electric vehicles, the public utility of gas stations 
has already significantly decreased, and is likely to continue to dramatically decrease over the next 5 years, especially in Piedmont.  The percentage of homes in Piedmont with an electric 
vehicle is significant, and growing.  We strongly urge the City to re-evaluate the gas station at the corner of Highland Ave. and Highland Way.  We further strongly urge the City to think more 
creatively about ways to incentivize private businesses, such as the Wells Fargo on Highland Ave and Highland Way, to sell their location (or at least the rights above their location) to a 
developer.  Surely there must be a way by waiving or reducing taxes to incentivize Wells Fargo to sell their location.  Many brick and mortar retail locations have seen significantly lower traffic 
due to the pandemic, and may be looking for opportunities to sell.  My wife Mojdeh worked at Wells Fargo in San Francisco in 2019, and was aware that Wells Fargo was looking for reasons to 
close branches, even before the pandemic.  We strongly urge the City to come up with a creative approach for this key location.
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If the City of Piedmont is serious about encouraging developers to build, and actually getting affordable housing built within the city, it should consider more creative or alternative locations that 
would be more attractive to developers.  As it currently stands, the land proposed gives the impression the City of Piedmont is more interested in meeting the state requirements but not actually 
getting housing built.  Piedmont can do better than it has in the past, using ADU's to meet the state requirements in letter, but not spirit.  Thank you for all your hard work putting together the 
detailed Housing Element, and for allowing us to comment.
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As a member of the Housing Advisory Committee, Piedmont resident, and housing professional I have  eagerly combed through Piedmont’s Draft 6th Cycle Housing Element. I commend City 
staff (particularly  Kevin Jackson and Pierce Macdonald-Powell) and Lisa Wise Consulting (LWC) for capturing so much of what  the community has requested in the Draft Element (“Draft”). The 
City and LWC have drafted a state-of-the art housing element full of incentive programs, code and regulation changes, and creative ideas to help us  meet our RHNA target of 587 units. Bravo to 
the team for this impressive first draft.  
I am grateful for the opportunity to share thoughts and recommendations on the Draft in writing. Below are  the priority items I would like to see addressed: 1L - Specific Plan (p. 41) 
I applaud Staff & LWC’s vision for identifying excess City-owned land in Piedmont where we can site  new housing, specifically in Moraga Canyon where our town has the most realistic 
opportunities for  development, especially for low-income multifamily. Both during the 5/19 HAC meeting and afterward I  heard from members of the Moraga Canyon neighborhood about their 
concerns for siting over 130 homes  in their neighborhood. While this community is not opposed to welcoming new housing and new  neighbors, they are concerned that they will lose valuable 
amenity space and want to have a voice in how  the corporation yard, Blair Park, and future housing will be considered. I urge the Planning Commission and  City staff to host at least two in-
depth community meetings with the neighbors of Moraga Canyon to  discuss their preferences for how the area might be redeveloped before the Housing Element is finalized.  Instead of building 
housing alone we as a City should consider a “both and” approach which would pair a  new multi-family affordable housing development with park enhancements at Blair Park. If we are to be  
successful in our efforts to build housing in Piedmont we need to welcome everyone into the tent.  
Simultaneously I urge us to add Blair Park to the Specific Plan. From a site feasibility perspective  Blair Park is a much more logical location for housing development than some of the other sites 
listed in the  draft Specific Plan for Moraga Canyon. For example, the hill behind the Corporation Yard (currently shown  as able to accommodate 30 homes) is steep and challenging to develop. 
By comparison, Blair Park is a  gently sloping site and already has street frontage. We should consider all the public land in Moraga  Canyon, then work with developers and neighbors to land at 
a solution that is both feasible and neighbor  supported. Moraga Canyon is our town’s most valuable resource for new housing development. 
I would like to see us make a formal commitment to building a 100% affordable multifamily  development in Moraga Canyon, financed with Alameda County A1 funding and a de minimis ground 
lease. 
The Draft is missing a bold statement committing City resources, land, and support to develop a 100%  affordable housing development in town. As our own City staff has said in past public 
meetings, we are not  going to get to 587 without at least one multifamily development. As already identified in the Draft  Element, certain multifamily housing is permitted in Zone B. We need not 
wait for charter amendment to  move forward with multifamily on this site. Let’s commit to making that happen in Moraga Canyon,  informed by neighborhood input. 
As we further develop the plan for Moraga Canyon I hope that we can explore plans not just to  build low-income housing (which should be on the flattest and most accessible site) and market 
rate but  also “missing middle” housing. I recognize that it is a challenge to develop and finance missing middle  income housing, but public land may unlock this opportunity. 
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Summarized recommendations: 
● Host at least two community meetings with the Moraga Canyon community 
● Pair a new multi-family affordable housing development with neighborhood amenity  enhancements at Blair Park 
● Incorporate Blair Park into the Specific Plan 
● Commitment to building a 100% affordable multifamily development in Moraga Canyon. 
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3E - Affordable Housing Fund (p. 50) 
I was pleased to read about the proposed creation of an Affordable Housing Fund (AHF). This brings  us in-line with other municipalities in California that financially support affordable housing 
development.  However, as written the AHF is too restrictive and does not effectively leverage our City’s resources.  Currently the AHF monies would be used to support the development of 
ADUs in partnership with Habitat  for Humanity. A multitude of other funding programs (both State and local) already exist to subsidize ADU  development, but outside of Alameda County A1 we 
have no resources set aside for multifamily affordable  housing development in town. We should commit the AHF to the creation of 100% permanently affordable multifamily housing 
development. 
Additionally, we should further study the implementation of an inclusionary housing zoning  ordinance to leverage in-lieu fees and other contributions to fund the AHF. I suggest the City either 
hold  and administer their own affordable housing fund or contract with another regional entity (such as the Bay  Area Housing Finance Agency - BAHFA) to administer the funds.  
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3F - Incentives for Rent-Restricted ADUs (p. 51) 
Piedmont has been successful in encouraging ADU development in town, and we have largely met  our previous RHNA goals through this critical gentle density. I commend the City and LWC for 
continuing to  explore options to ramp up ADU creation in town. However, we must implement a monitoring system to  ensure that the promised public benefits (affordable rents for low-income 
tenants) are being delivered. We  should implement a two-step monitoring program that would ensure public benefit without being overly  onerous for homeowners and the City: 1) require annual 
homeowner self-reporting; and 2) mail annual 
letters from the City to tenants in rent-restricted ADUs informing them of the rent-restricted nature of their  rental unit.  
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Please add: Fair Housing 
In April Sara Lillevand and Carol Galante hosted a truly fantastic panel of realtors on real estate best  practices for building a more inclusive community. The panel included concrete 
recommendations for  homeowners, realtors, and the general public on how to reduce bias in the real estate market. I encourage  the City to consider adding a continuing education and 
engagement campaign on fair housing education for  residents and realtors to the Housing Element. 
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As highlighted by the two public comment letters received by the Housing Advisory Committee in  advance of their 5/19 public meeting, the Draft omits perhaps the most feasible (from a 
development  feasibility standpoint) site in town. We need to add Blair Park to the Site Inventory, not as a back-up but as  a main site to consider for the Specific Plan Goal 1L. It is one of the few 
undeveloped sites in the City and is  primed for development of both housing and improved amenity space for the community. 
I appreciate that it is incredibly challenging to find opportunities to site 587 new homes in town  given the lack of undeveloped land in town. Many of the sites currently listed in the Draft are 
already  developed, and well-loved, parcels (City Hall, the PCA, etc). These sites are unlikely to be redeveloped into  housing. Because of the challenges presented by these sites I recommend 
we aim for an even higher surplus than the current buffer of 71 units.  
Please consider increasing options to densify Zones A & E through incentives that bolster the power  unlocked by SB9 to introduce gentle density through duplexes and split lots. Much like 
Piedmont’s success  in taking statewide ADU laws a step further to encourage additional units, we can augment and expand  SB9’s scope to create a uniquely Piedmont solution to encouraging 
gentle density. 
Finally, a small request - the site inventory map (B-15) in the Housing Element is hard to read  because it is small and relatively pixelated. Can we produce a larger City-wide map as well as “key 
site”  maps that focus in on some of the finer grained areas (Moraga Canyon, the center of town, Grand Avenue,  etc)? 
Congratulations again to City staff and Lisa Wise Consulting on a bold Draft Housing Element. I look forward  to listening to community feedback and continuing the discussion in the months to 
come.  
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We want to express our concern about some of the plans to develop Moraga Ave as affordable housing. We are concerned that putting all or most of the units in one place segregates those 
residents which is something that should be avoided if we are attempting integration. That area in particular is long and slow as it is with winding narrow roads, adding more congestion during 
school hours could be a challenge. I know this is not an easy issue to solve, and we want to help, but consolidating housing in one area doesn't seem like the best option.
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We are residents on Maxwelton Road in Piedmont and have lived and loved this neighborhood for 12 years. We have some concerns about possible building sites that have been concentrated 
in our neighborhood. 1. Narrow roads, steep terrain, fire risks and fire breaks:  


We are very opposed to the idea of building new housing off the end of Abbott Way and off of Maxwelton Road at the cemetery gate. We are not opposed to low income housing. But we are 
opposed to adding to the density of a neighborhood that really does not have the infrastructure or terrain to support it. Insurance is difficult to get in this neighborhood because of the fire risk and 
narrow, twisty and steep roads. There is a fire break in the area off of Abbott and Maxwelton that would be best to maintain without buildings. This area has a fairly high fire risk, in general and is 
only a few blocks from where the Oakland Hills Firestorm of 1991 burned down huge swathes of homes. We've had two auto accidents on Maxwelton Road in the years we've lived here even 
with the traffic we have now. There is really not a way to support more traffic and density.  Biking and walking are also treacherous, with no sidewalk or curbs, you have to walk or bicycle in the 
steep roads with blind turns.   There is no public transportation which means there will be a lot more cars on the roads. Most children are driven to and from school 1.5 miles away.
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2. Open spaces, wildlife and nature: 


We are on the border of nature where wildlife is just barely able to survive. We have deer, coyotes, lots of turkeys, hawks and other birds, skunks, an occasional red tail fox and other beautiful 
creatures. By building in their habitat, it would reduce their survival. Reducing the open spaces all of Piedmont enjoys would be a tragedy. We love this neighborhood and the city of Piedmont in 
a large part because of these open spaces. By building in them, it would be removing one of the city's best qualities, resources and beauty. For example, we regularly use Blair Park and the 
Spring Trail. It makes much more sense to build higher density and taller buildings in flat parts of the city that have curbs, sidewalks, wider roads, bike lanes and buses to support more people, 
like off Grand Avenue or in the center of Piedmont, where low rise buildings could more easily and more cost effectively be replaced with higher rise buildings. We understand the need for 
additional housing, but it would be better to see it spread throughout the city or located in easier to build locations that have the needed infrastructure already in place.


5.5.22 Email Attached please find the PREC Housing Committee's feedback on the City's Draft Housing Element. Thank you!
5.5.22 Email Keating Letter


5.5.22 Email


 As a Park Commissioner, I attended the excellent Housing Element presentation last night at the Park Commission hearing.  After reflecting overnight, I wanted to share a new comment from 
my husband, Chris Brumfiel, and me (as a member of the public, not a Commissioner): We appreciate the deference to preserving open space.  However, if there is a possibility that Blair Park 
will be developed, we strongly urge that the City consider the dog run area at Linda/Beach.  Blair Park is not near transit and Moraga is very narrow, so cars would be required and getting to any 
manor artery would be difficult and impact traffic and bike and pedestrian routes.  Blair Park is beautiful open space. However, the dog run area at Linda/Beach has a very limited use: as a 
relatively unsightly dog run.  The grassy area is being redone and is not very usable.  Two other very large dog runs are available not far away in Dracena and Piedmont Parks.  With excavation 
and shoring, the space could be developed.  There is ample transit available on Oakland Avenue.  Plus, easy access to 580, etc. Consideration of this area also seems vastly preferable to 
development in the center of town. 


 


5.5.22 Email


A concern that has emerged in my research and discussions on the matter, involves the requirements for and availability of the respective utilities  required for the proposed 580 new units to be 
added to the Piedmont community. Noting that natural gas will not be available for these new units, and that provision for electric charging stations will be a necessity, a considerable additional 
burden on our electrical grid will clearly emerge.  My question to the committee and associated engineers, is …How serious will this burden be??
        The committee needs to identify the sources of our electrical generation, how far the power must be transmitted(often through badly aging and deteriorating overhead power lines), and 
whether the power generation and transmission will be capable of  sustaining our community at a reasonable level(noting that within the last two years, there have been serious outages that 
resulted both from wind damage and from auto accidents involving power poles).
        Generally less vulnerable, but similarly vital, is our water distribution system-particularly given the predictions for extended and severe drought.  And perhaps our sewer system as well.
        I would appreciate it if the committee could discuss these issues with the appropriate engineers and respond to these questions.


                                


5.4.22 Email


I understand the enormous task ahead of you to analyze, reach consensus and recommend your conclusions for the draft Piedmont Housing Element to the City Council. I am writing regarding 
the proposal to develop 132 low – and moderate-income housing units in the Corporation Yard, or if that proves infeasible, to build 200 low-income units in Blair Park.  I urge you to weigh 
carefully the impact of both of these proposals. While Moraga Canyon may seem like a great solution to Piedmont’s scarcity of developable land, there are serious drawbacks to these sites.  


•  Moraga Ave. is the City’s busiest thoroughfare in the City, with speeding traffic in both directions 24/7.  There is no safe place for a pedestrian crossing on Moraga Ave. from Blair Park. A traffic 
study done 10 years ago concluded there  are insufficient sight-lines for a traffic light.


•  Moraga Canyon is over a mile from central Piedmont, schools, services and major bus routes. Putting half or more of the City’s requisite low-income housing in Moraga Canyon is not equitable 
and likely would not meet HCD’s requirement that housing be integrated into the community.


 • To quote the Housing Element draft: “Wildfire is Piedmont’s most significant environmental hazard. Over a third of the City's residential area is located in a Fire Hazard Severity Zone, with 
increased exposure in the southeast where over nine percent of the City is in a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone (VHFHSZ). Parts of Piedmont have similar landscape character as the area 
burned in the devastating 1991 Oakland Hills Fire, the southern extent of which nearly reached the City’s open spaces along Upper Moraga Canyon.”  
I can assure you this is completely accurate.  Moraga Ave. was total gridlock during the 1991 firestorm, with people from the hills trying to flee the encroaching flames.  Imagine the scene with 
the addition of 200 more households trying to escape.
In addition, Moraga Canyon is less than a mile from the Hayward Fault.



https://drive.google.com/file/d/1X6F4ccJ5NTGx9qCxEzDv3DH0CYTFUgwr/view?usp=sharing

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1fj7OtjkcZ7xDVqLB9bOacrOxep06QLRS/view?usp=sharing
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5.4.22 Email


• Perhaps most important of all, taking parkland for housing would set a precedent. No other city has proposed doing this, and it could lead to unfortunate consequences.  If Blair Park is 
developed, what about other Piedmont parks – Crocker, Linda Beach, and more?  Further, as Piedmont’s population increases with potentially several thousand more residents, local parks and 
open space will become all the more valuable.  Blair Park is a designated park in the City’s General Plan.  It is a wildlife corridor, an oak woodland, the site of a designated Heritage Tree, an off-
leash dog park and a quiet retreat for those who want to sit or stroll through and enjoy its peacefulness. It could be far more attractive and usable if the City funded the landscape plan. Parking 
could be improved, picnic benches installed, and more. 


• I agree there is some potential for housing in the area behind the Corporation Yard, perhaps half of the 111 units proposed in the draft Housing Element. 


Thank you for your consideration and for all of your efforts and hard work on behalf of Piedmont.


5.5.22 Email


We have lived in Piedmont for 36 years, first on Manor Drive and for the past few years on Maxwelton Road. We appreciate your hard work in creating the housing element proposal. There is no 
question that you are making a good faith effort to reconcile many different, and often conflicting interests. But it appears to us that you are failing to give due attention to the effect of segregating 
a disproportionate amount of low-income housing in the area adjacent to and north of Moraga Avenue. 


One of the sad lessons of the urban renewal plans of the 1950s and 1960s was the harmful effect of segregating neighborhoods by constructing highways through urban areas. Of course, there 
are no highways in Piedmont, but Moraga Avenue is analogous. For most of its length, it is a high speed thoroughfare, lacking stop signs or traffic lights. It separates the Corporate Yard and a 
residential area from the rest of the City. It is dangerous to cross.  


Locating most of the low-income housing on one side of Moraga Avenue will not only segregate the new residents, it will also expose their children to traffic hazards. There is no public 
transportation connecting the area north of Moraga to the rest of the City.  The new resident children will have to cross Moraga to attend Piedmont’s public schools. Or they will have to be driven, 
which will add to the already heavy traffic volume. 


The City has long recognized the dangers posed to cyclists and pedestrians attempting to cross Moraga Avenue. The City’s October 28, 2021 Safer Streets Plan noted: “Moraga Avenue 
presents a special danger to cyclists because of the hills and curves, and to pedestrians at several intersections, especially at Coaches Field.” (P. 22) The Plan designated Moraga Avenue for 
improvements “because of a long history of speed-related collisions causing property damage and near-misses.” (P. 37) It also noted that “Moraga Avenue is particularly challenging for cyclists 
and pedestrians.” (P. 58) 


When we mention these traffic dangers, we are not doing so abstractly. Our daughter and her husband were hit by a car while making a legal turn off Moraga onto Maxwelton Road.  Their car 
was totaled and our son-in-law suffered a concussion. The police at the scene, and a neighbor residing at that corner, told us that such accidents are common in that locale.  


The current plan proposes to situate the majority of the new residents in an area adjacent to Moraga Avenue, thus exposing them and their children to daily risks. 


5.5.22 Email
I’m writing to request that Piedmont extends the time for public comment on the housing plan update.   State of Calif doesn't require the update until 1 year from now, so we're not served by 
rushing it. 


5.5.22 Email


Thank you for your time and attention in the creation of the housing element proposal. We are glad that Piedmont seeks to address the issue of providing a range of housing options for a range 
of incomes. We were surprised that your proposal designated only one location for low-income housing. There are impacts and solutions that we urge you to address. 
Grouping all low-income housing in Corporate Yard means all low-income families live on the outskirts of town, all in one area, and separated from the rest of Piedmont. Integration of low-income 
families throughout Piedmont is essential and can be achieved by spreading affordable housing throughout Piedmont and decreasing the amount of units in Corporate Yard. 


5.5.22 Email


Additionally, the current plan of all low-income housing in one location disproportionately impacts the nearby area. We are happy to welcome new neighbors and feel that more zones in 
Piedmont need to allow for low-income housing. This is important to support integration of new residents rather than the current proposal which segregates our lowest income residents in one 
location away from the rest of Piedmont. Additionally, studies have shown that low income housing does not lower surrounding property values unless it is aggregated in one location within a city 
(as the current proposal does). This can be remedied by spreading affordable and low income housing amongst other Piedmont locations. 
a. Blair Park (though this will not address the serious concern of the segregation of low- and moderate-income housing given close proximity to Corporation Yard) b. Rezone city center area to 
allow for increased occupancy housing. This area is especially appealing as it means children could easily and safely walk to school. There are many locations with great potential. 
i. Bank of America is underutilized 
ii. Relocate tennis courts to either the roof of a low-income housing structure or to the Corporate yard area. 
iii. Center for the Arts 
c. Allow for units that are higher than 30 feet on Grand Avenue. Grand Avenue currently has the infrastructure to support additional housing (sidewalks, wide streets, traffic lights, public 
transportation) that the Corporate Yard area lacks. d. Look again at church site possibilities. 
e. Zoning changes in zones A & E to allow for duplex and fourplex housing. Given the sizes of many lots and structures in these zones, there are likely creative ways to secure low- and 
moderate-income units. 


5.5.22 Email
I am writing to request that the City of Piedmont extend the time for public comment on the housing plan update.   State of California doesn't require the update until 1 year from now, so we're 
not served by rushing it.
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5.5.22 Email Link here


5.5.22 Email


I would like to understand who is creating and developing the proposed sites for this new housing? Removing our Veterans Hall which is used for classes for children, adults and the elderly does 
not seem like a wise decision. As it stands, our city has very few venues for classes and gathering spaces. Removing the few we have left to create more density of housing is not something that 
adds value to the current 10,000 residents of Piedmont. The center of town is currently very dense with activity around our tiny commercial district, our schools and our community park. Is this 
really a location where we want to create more density, more traffic and more congestion? Where would these new residents park their cars?  I am curious to know for the proposed housing at 
Couches Field, does the field get removed as well? I have received feedback from all the field sports in Piedmont that we don't have enough available fields. Removing another would be very 
unfortunate. Will there be a vote in our community on these huge decisions that will impact our lives? 


5.5.22 Email


Joyce and I have been residents since 1972 and have lived in our current home since 1979.  We are enthusiastic about many of the civic improvements Piedmont has done, and can’t  remember 
a time when I was more concerned about the direction some of the leaders are suggesting in the proposed new housing plan. Below are some of our concerns: Environmental Impact.


Several of the proposals have the potential for adverse impact on the environment. For example, adding 100+ housing units to the Blair Park/Corporation Yard Area will increase automobile  
traffic which will add to both noise and air pollution. Has there been an impact study to access the effect such housing would have on the environment? Regarding the possible use of Blair Park 
for additional housing I have the same question. It is my recollection that when this area was being considered for a soccer field, the Environmental Impact Report showed that on many levels 
the soccer complex idea was unsound and unsafe and the project was stopped.


 


5.5.22 Email


Safety: For both the Corporation Yard, and Blair Park Projects,  the increase in traffic presents a serious challenge to safety,  In the past few years, the traffic on Moraga Way has steadily 
increased so much that often it is difficult for me to make a left turn either onto Estates or Harbord because of the steady flow of traffic, What increased amount of traffic is expected with the 
proposed new housing? Children biking to and from school is only one of many considerations that need to be carefully considered. From my own experience as a road cyclist, I often bike up 
Moraga on Saturday and Sunday mornings returning from my bike ride. Even as early as 9:30am on the weekends, there is a steady flow of cars.  If additional housing units are added there will 
be increased bicycle traffic (children and adults). This will be unavoidable and the City needs to clearly plan for how the safety of bikers will be addressed. It is currently not safe.


Financial Impact:


Several of the proposed projects have fiscal implications.  How are these projects to be paid for and who is to  assume the burden for the cost? Piedmont has recently begun a major swimming 
pool/recreation project. This obligation is financed through bonds. Is the City planning to incur more public debt and if so, such debt needs to be vetted with the Piedmont Citizens who will be 
ultimately responsible?   Question: Without passing more assessments or bonds, how will these proposed projects be paid for and by whom?


 


5.5.22 Email


Financial Impact:


Several of the proposed projects have fiscal implications.  How are these projects to be paid for and who is to  assume the burden for the cost? Piedmont has recently begun a major swimming 
pool/recreation project. This obligation is financed through bonds. Is the City planning to incur more public debt and if so, such debt needs to be vetted with the Piedmont Citizens who will be 
ultimately responsible?   Question: Without passing more assessments or bonds, how will these proposed projects be paid for and by whom?


5.5.22 Email


Public Meetings: Something as important as what is being proposed needs to be discussed at several town hall meetings.  I know that many residents have expressed concerns. We, the citizens 
of Piedmont need the opportunity to address the concerns rather than rush though what may turn out to be a serious mistake for our City,


I urge you to slow down in what seems to be a rapid push for changes that may change the City of Piedmont for the foreseeable future.


5.10.22 Email


As we know, Piedmont has a shortage of available land for new housing, but the City does NOT have a shortage o existing homes. So I wonder if you would consider some different, perhaps 
more creative approaches to finding ne housing sites. 
The link below is to a recent article in the San Francisco Chronicle that describes how a senior homeowner in Mar selling her home to a community trust for a steep discount that allows her to 
stay in her home as long as she lives. When she dies the trust can develop the property or sell it to a developer to create affordable housing.  
Why couldn’t Piedmont offer a similar kind of program that would provide financial incentives to older homeowners who could stay in their Piedmont homes a few more years with less financial 
overhead if they agree to sell at a ste discount when they move or die? Perhaps the City could obtain a grant to launch a housing trust that would allow participating homeowners to forego 
school and/or other local taxes in exchange for reducing the final sale price of  homes. 
https://www.sfchronicle.com/realestate/article/Point-Reyes-home-land-trust-17145987.php 



https://docs.google.com/document/d/172ixKkunPi40Rb1h2wsdRbKB1mlro3QY/edit?usp=sharing&ouid=100131931390563880143&rtpof=true&sd=true
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5.10.22 Email


Another idea: Does Piedmont track, or have an inventory, of unoccupied houses in the City? For example, the hou at 637 Moraga Ave. has been unoccupied for 2 years. It was a rental property 
for many years until the owner pass away. The house has been neglected and appears to be in very poor shape. The property would be an ideal site f duplex or even a fourplex. Can the City 
approach the homeowner family to see if they would be willing to sell it to a developer? Perhaps there are other unoccupied Piedmont homes in similar circumstances. 
I would appreciate your letting me know if either of these ideas is feasible and worth pursuing. 


5.10.22 Email


I am reaching out ahead of the May 12 Special Planning Commission Meeting regarding the Housing Element and by copy of John Tulloch, request this sent to city council member emails. I 
appreciate the challenges City Council faces to balance RHNA with our aims for an inclusive community, for support of our current residents, and for our children to experience an education that 
centers justice, equity, diversity, dignity and inclusion. And I am concerned with the pace and the current direction of the housing element. I've been on a parallel track. Just weeks before the 
murder of George Floyd, I co-founded and launched the J.E.D.I Collaborative (Justice Equity, Diversity, Inclusion), an industry wide DEI platform for food and CPG products. I launched this on 
the heels of launching a highly successful Climate Collaborative which  has thousands of food companies engaged.  I am passionate about the work because justice, equity, dignity and inclusion 
are at the center of every issue we face, including the climate crisis. And launching the JEDI Collaborative has taken a toll on our core community.  When the BLM movement grew, we reacted to 
the call from our industry to come up with a lot of answers and solutions quickly.  Rushed solutions about complex issues  guided in reaction to a vocal few is a recipe for big missteps. 


 The biggest learning I've had is that you cannot force or rush this kind of Equity work without significant harm to the core community as well as the folks we are trying to serve (in this case lower 
income people of all identities).  And rush does not mean to make a decision and then say we have 10 years to implement the decision.  Rush means to rush through a proposal that the core 
community has barely noticed and does not include folks of marginalized backgrounds in the decision making process.  I am worried after reading the basics of this proposal.  Many "woke '' 
privileged folks get highly activated to "lead" change that is not for them to lead and it does more damage than good. The best advice from DEI experts across the country I have consulted is 
"Slow Down."  Our country is built on the back of slave labor and stolen land...and this kind of reparation does not take years to achieve, it takes decades. It takes decades because to do it right, 
it needs extreme consideration, education, and checking all egos at the door.  
While I do not know most of the players,  I do not doubt the good intentions of every person at the table.  BUT diversity of perspective is the biggest asset we have.  That is what informs the best 
decisions and most successful outcomes. And right now, it seems that a vocal few organized special interest groups are making a lot of demands while we are moving through a rushed process.  
When only a vocal few are represented...then we are feeding egos rather than making fair, considerate, or informed decisions about the values of the community perspective and interest at 
large. 


5.10.22 Email


Yes...we have a housing element and 587 new homes to identify in a very small area. How much of the community have we heard from beyond a couple of  organizations?  I realize that the city 
council has worked hard to elevate this issue, and people are nervous to comment on something they do not fully understand. Particularly when many folks still participate in a call out versus call 
in culture.  This is a time to listen to new voices and give every voice the dignity it deserves...not just a vocal few.  There are many options out there.  What do people in low income 
neighborhoods want from a life in Piedmont?  Their answers may be different than we assume.  What does our community want? What do our teachers want? What is the best experience for our 
students?   Do we want to put up high rises in the center of town or create more integrative opportunities across and throughout Piedmont? I am hearing a lot about the housing element but not a 
lot about the vision for PIedmont.  I'd like to hear that before making a decision on where to put hundreds of new units. Are the schools still going to be the center of our community or are we 
reimagining our community? I request that we conduct studies and come up with thoughtful paced solutions.  I understand that some studies have been done...but we have not truly heard from a 
broad cross section of Piedmont or of folks outside of Piedmont who need affordable houses. 


5.9.22 Email


I am pleased that the City of Piedmont has embraced a plan to create more housing. I participated in one of the Piedmont Housing Element Focus Group interviews in July 2021 and was excited 
to discuss possible ways to expand affordable, equitable housing opportunities in Piedmont.
I recently tried to participate in the Housing Puzzle Map; however, each time I thought about adding housing on the interactive map I was stumped. I did not understand why only certain locations 
were selected for housing, including some locations that are occupied, such as the Ace Hardware Store on Grand Ave. or church properties. If Piedmont is to create 587 new housing units, I 
believe the city needs to create housing throughout the community, in all zones, rather than in just one or two areas, primarily in lower Piedmont or on the borders of the city. Moreover, the city 
should consider allowing duplexes, triplexes, and small multifamily buildings in single-family zones. Around the corner from our house is a duplex that fits in well with the neighborhood. However, 
lots sizes in lower Piedmont are small and homes are close together, Allowing more multifamily buildings on the larger lots in upper Piedmont would allow for more options.
I appreciate the difficulties of finding space in an already built-up community for more housing. But if Piedmont spreads the new housing throughout the community in various forms of living 
arrangements, not only ADUs, but also duplexes, triplexes, and two homes on a large lot, I believe the goal can be achieved.


5.9.22 Email


In regard to "Establish a transitional home for 6 homeless individuals in a residential neighborhood. Collaborate with a nonprofit affordable housing organization to convert a home or homes to 
transitional housing for six persons.  This would require changing current residential zone restrictions to allow transitional housing throughout the city. (page 74)."


As a physician who started her career working at the Berkeley Free Clinic treating the homeless population, I strongly oppose the proposal of bringing 6 homeless persons into a community with 
no mental health or chemical dependency treatment facilities.  Homeless individuals are not simply 'down on their luck.'  The overwhelming majority have chemical dependency and/or mental 
health disease which brings with it unpredictable behavior. This is NOT compatible with a community where young children play unsupervised at parks.  Piedmonters who want to help with the 
homeless crisis should donate funds towards the proposed homeless projects in the City of Berkeley, esp. the upcoming People's Park project.  Berkeley has a hospital, mental health hospital, 
free health clinics and chemical dependency programs; Piedmont has none of the above.  
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5.9.22 Email


Piedmont already suffers from a reduction in school enrollment. We now must pull in children from Oakland to reach a sufficient school population because families do not choose to move here.  
Making neighborhoods and parks unsafe for young children will send more families through the tunnel to find safe parks and streets for children to play in. 


5.9.22 Email


As a last comment, several of the Planning Commission current proposals are uber liberal and prioritize low income residents over children, reflective of views of a small segment of voters. The 
United States has become very polarized and it is frustrating to see Piedmont move so far left as to alienate some residents.  Two of my neighbors (both long term residents) recently sold their 
houses to move out-of-the-area specifically because of Piedmont politics.  Changing current residential zoning to allow transitional housing must be put on the ballot.  This is not a decision that 
should be changed by a small group of people, esp. those who apparently have no young children at PUSD who play at our limited, valuable parks. 


5.8.22 Email


We are Piedmont residents who live on Waldo Avenue and wanted to provide some comments on certain parts of the proposed Housing Element under consideration by the Planning 
Commission. We would appreciate it if you could circulate these comments to the full Planning Commission members and appropriate staff. We recognize that meeting the State’s housing 
requirements will mean increasing housing density in Piedmont but believe this increase in density should be focused primarily on Piedmont’s mixed-use areas so that existing Piedmonters’ 
quality of life will not be significantly diminished. These mixed-use areas, such as the city center near City Hall, Veteran’s Hall, Piedmont Community Church, the arts center, the tennis courts, 
and the fire and police department buildings, and Grand Avenue, including the synagogue there, could be converted to mixed housing and commercial/religious use. These areas could readily 
incorporate mid-rise apartment complexes providing many new housing units, all of which would be in walking distance to schools, transportation, and other services. 


5.8.22 Email


Instead, the draft Housing Element, while mentioning these as options, focuses on a proposal to permit construction of 130 housing units on the Corporation Yard and adjoining sites on Moraga 
Avenue, as well as potentially allowing even more units to be constructed at Blair Park, also on Moraga Avenue. While these are city-owned and generally undeveloped, they are undeveloped 
for good reasons, all related to our three main objections to this aspect of the proposal: (1) wildfire risk, (2) traffic and infrastructure issues, and (3) remoteness of the site. We echo comments we 
have read by our neighbors who live above the Corporation Yard and elsewhere in the Moraga Avenue area.


First, as we understand it, this area is in the part of Piedmont already identified to be at the greatest risk of wildfire. As climate change and drought continue to increase — not decrease — 
wildfire risk, intentionally building housing in an area of heightened wildfire risk makes no sense. Also, given the traffic issue discussed below, it would also endanger all the families who would 
live in the proposed units plus those already living in surrounding areas. Second, Moraga Avenue is a narrow, two-lane road, divided into single lanes in part. Adding 130 or more housing units 
and families, who would have to rely on Moraga Avenue for their primary egress and ingress, would make Moraga Avenue a bumper-to-bumper traffic zone throughout the day. This would cause 
major traffic problems not just for those living in the new housing units, but for us and everyone else in Piedmont who rely on Moraga Avenue to get to Highway 13, Montclair, Pleasant Valley, 
and other areas. Such a development would seriously and negatively impact the quality of life for residents in the entire central Piedmont area who use Moraga Avenue daily. And as noted 
above, in the event of a wildfire, it would be nearly impossible for families to evacuate the area due to the inadequate traffic infrastructure of the two-lane Moraga Avenue, creating a risk of loss 
of life. Third, this area is on the far edge of Piedmont, at considerable distance from the city center, Havens Elementary, PMS, and PHS/MHS, and has no sidewalks or convenient public 
transportation options. Those factors would work together to isolate the new Piedmont residents we are trying to incorporate into our community, magnify the traffic issues since they would have 
to drive to get anywhere (including schools), defeat a key goal of the Housing Element, all while creating the major issues raised above. Finally, while there are benefits from increasing Piedmont 
housing, there are also costs and burdens to increased housing and density. It is only fair to spread both the benefits and burdens across the entire city as a whole, through adding apartment 
buildings in the existing mixed-use city center and Grand Avenue areas, and by building more ADUs, duplexes, and similar housing units in all areas of the city. The proposal to place most of the 
new housing units in just one small area of Piedmont without adequate road and other infrastructure and services is contrary to the equitable goals of this process. It should not be the path 
Piedmont takes.


 


Thank you for your consideration of these important issues.


5.6.22 Email


Our family vehemently opposes the proposition below to abolish our limited community parks and replace with housing.  Field space is at an absolute premium in Piedmont. As a family of 3 
sport-playing children, we are constantly negotiating to get field space/practice time due to the limited capacity of Piedmont fields.  Destruction of our valued park space is not family-friendly and 
will certainly drive families of school age children out.  Is it any surprise that Piedmont School enrollment is down when the community does not value parks and recreation for children. 
Suggestions such as this will send our family, and many other, through the tunnel in search of more family-friendly communities.
Rezone the Corporation Yard and areas around Coaches Field to accommodate 130 housing units.  Fifty high density units would be built in the Coaches Filed overflow parking lot and 50 units 
on the slope below the third base line of the field.  If this plan is infeasible, develop 200 high density units in Blair Park. (Appendix B-14)


5.6.22 Email


As I think everyone knows, it’s been a very busy spring in Piedmont. My husband and I have two young children in the district, as well as a time-consuming job and care of our elderly parents. 
We have admittedly not had the bandwidth to focus on the city proposals for zoning and housing changes, but now that I am seeing some of what is being proposed, I have VERY serious 
concerns.


Most importantly, I don’t think the community is fully aware of what is being proposed — I think we need more time for Piedmont residents, especially families busy with children and careers in 
this pandemic, to take time to digest all of this. PLEASE do not rush this decision process. I do believe that we need to expand housing in this town, but some of the current proposals are NOT 
the way to do it.


5.6.22 Email


City Hall and Veteran’s Hall should not be converted to low-income housing — we need those structures, both literally for the many uses they provide the community, but also symbolically for 
what they represent as the center of our town and community. I’m also very concerned about the increase in traffic around our largest elementary school and our middle and two high schools in 
the center of town. There have already been a lot of traffic and safety concerns for students walking to school — this will only make the center of town busier, more hectic and crowded with cars.
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5.6.22 Email


I’m also very concerned about the proposed "transitional home for 6 homeless individuals.” Where would this home be located? Are there plans to address the drug use and mental health 
challenges that are sadly endemic to the homeless community? What is the actual goal of providing housing for only 6 homeless people other than performative liberalism?


I do strongly support the goal to “create additional local housing opportunities for persons employed within Piedmont” — both for a reduction in greenhouse gases from long commutes but also 
so they are more fully a part of our community.


5.6.22 Email
Coaches’ field does in some ways seem like an ideal location for more affordable housing, but again, I worry about significant increased traffic on already busy Moraga. How much is traffic flow 
being factored in to these plans? The bottom line is that I think we need more time to consider these changes and hear from a larger portion of the community. Please give us the time do so.


5.6.22 Email


Apologies if I am sending this a day late, I hope our comments can still be accounted for in the public comment process. Our main concern with the housing plan is the number of houses (and 
therefore cars and traffic) that will be part of converting City Hall and Veterans Buildings to Low-Income Housing. Background on our perspective: Our two children attend Havens Elementary. 
This past year there has been extensive education and discussion amongst Havens staff, teachers and parents in partnership with the Piedmont Police Department (PPD) and other city groups 
about the dangerous traffic and concerns for child pedestrian safety on Highland Avenue. There are already very serious concerns about pedestrian safety - with so many children walking to 
school (and being encouraged to do so because it alleviates and already serious traffic issue). The Piedmont Police Dept has shared that speeding and poor driving has dramatically increased 
on Highland over the last 2 years. The city workers who can have provide the data and insights on the dangerous traffic situation are: PPD Captain Monahan, PPD Officer Petit and Public Works 
Director Daniel Gonzales who have spoken with the Havens parents community and staff. I don't know the number of units that are being considered for City Hall / Veterans - but I think 
understanding the current traffic safety challenges is paramount in this process and partnering with PPD to understand this is necessary. I strongly disagree with adding significant housing and 
therefore traffic in an area where there is a high concentration of child pedestrians in Piedmont (with 4 of the city's school located within in a 2 block radius). This is even more concerning 
considering the known traffic safety issues and dangers in this area. 
Thank you for taking into account my public comment,


5.6.22 Email Hi, we recently moved to Piedmont. I agree these changes should be voted on. It’s the least you could ask from people trying to govern their local communities.


5.11.22 Email


Please extend the review time for the proposed Piedmont Housing Element to the end of this year. This
300+ page proposal, updated April 2022 mandates significant changes to the inclusion of 587 housing
elements into the City of Piedmont. The consequences of the policies and programs in the proposal have
not had enough exposure with the residents of this community nor have they been fully vetted. Given
the limited detail provided in the plan, it is not possible to fully comprehend these consequences. The
community review time should be extended to the end of this year ‐ it is not due to the State until 2023.
Please organize city meetings that are well advertised (and not just banners on Highland) so that those
of us here in Piedmont are part of the process, our concerns heard, further details behind the proposed
build‐outs are addressed and the impact on the community further addressed ‐ before approving this
plan! Sixty days is hardly enough.


5.11.22 Email


I am responding to the draft housing element that was presented:
Requirement that new or expanded homes have ADUs is burdensome.  I suggest the use of incentives instead.
Please proceed with caution allowing greater density and higher than 3 stories in zones C and D.  No highrises in Piedmont!  I don’t want some stupid tower blocking all the sunlight to my 
property like Piedmont towers does to several blocks of Linda.
To entice people to rent ADUs (to anyone, but especially to low income people), we need TAX BREAKS.  The “incentives” listed in 3.1 are not useful.  I do not WANT my neighbors to be able to 
build even a bigger ADU!  I just want all of us to have nice small ADUs and not have to pay 1) tons of money to build one, 2) tons more in taxes because now my property value is higher, and on 
top of THAT, 3) tax on rent I receive.
I vote NO on the idea of 3 ADUs on one parcel unless the parcel is exceptionally (Sea View size) large.
I think the “Housing Puzzle” game is ridiculous because it does not illustrate the effect of choosing one alternative over another.  Also calling it a “puzzle” and presenting it as a game makes it 
seem unimportant.
I did not understand the purpose of the long list of addresses in appendix B…..what is supposed to happen with those?
Please be sure to preserve our parks and trees and green space.
I know Piedmont is supposed to take their “fair share” of housing but, it seems kind of ridiculous when there is so much vacant and seemingly abandoned property all around a Piedmont.  Can’t 
we “make a deal” with Oakland (or property owners in Oakland)?  Why can’t there be a HUGE complex at 51st and Broadway?  Are they really considering it as a Home Depot when there is 
another Home Depot just a few miles away?  You could probably fit Piedmont’s entire “quota” onto that property.
I don’t want Piedmont to become like Manhattan and I don’t understand why we should be forced into that.
And lastly, I am begging for the city, state, EBMUD, PG&E, anybody (!) to provide me some incentive to get rid of my swimming pool.  It is a waste of space, water, and electricity, but still very 
expensive to demolish.  We will even build an ADU in its place, but need some financial help. I digressed, but there you have it.  Thanks,
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5.12.22 Email


(Image/ article referenced HERE) We’re an architecture, construction, and development firm in Oakland with a number of ADUs in our portfolio and we’re very interested in the work you’re doing 
integrating them into Piedmont’s housing element and incentivizing their construction. We’ve designed and built ADUs all over the East Bay and believe they are an underutilized tool for making 
housing more affordable for working families. With funding from the AIA’s housing initiative, we’ve previously developed Co-ADU, a coop¬erative model for producing batches of similar ADUs 
simultaneously within neighborhoods to create economies of scale in design, permitting and construction. 


We believe this approach could be the solution to Piedmont’s teacher shortage, which is largely driven by housing costs. Including teachers in your incentives programs and/or developing 
additional incentives for teacher housing would encourage homeowners to add affordable units and enable Piedmont teachers to live in the communities they teach. We would like to work 
together to take advantage of your ADU incentives in a batch of 6-12 ADUs for teachers as a pilot project. We’d use your pre-approved plans or work with you to develop new ADU plan(s) to 
satisfy local ADU-cu¬rious homeowners. We’d appreciate any help you can provide in streamlining the process and navigat¬ing your incentive requirements.


5.12.22 Email


(Image/ article referenced HERE) I'd like to submit the following opinion article I wrote in The Exedra, including the comments in response to the article, into the record as public comment on 
tonight's Housing Element update agenda item.
Letter to the Editor | More housing for everyone, everywhere
By Andrea Ruiz-Esquide | May 10, 2022
The City of Piedmont recently released its draft Housing Element –- a state-required plan for how to enable 587 units of housing in the next eight years, the City’s “fair share” of housing growth in 
the San Francisco Bay Area. I applaud the City’s efforts. Besides being a way for the City to fulfill its legal and moral obligation to help address the regional housing crisis, planning for more 
housing — and especially more affordable housing — can help Piedmont become a more diverse, equitable, culturally rich, and inclusive community. 


The City’s draft has many important proposals, and, depending on one’s opinion, there may be room for improvement. To avoid confusion, it is good to start by emphasizing some basic facts 
about the Housing Element: First, it is not unique to Piedmont. State law requires every city in California to produce a Housing Element, and the state gives each city a target number to plan for 
(in this case, 587 units). Second, the plan does not authorize the construction of any new housing: it is just a high-level planning document for how to change current zoning and create programs 
to incentivize more housing construction. Third, it is not a finished product: per state law, this is an iterative process with several rounds of public and state review and comment, including the 
preparation of an Environmental Impact Report under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Community input is essential. We urge the City to create ample opportunities for robust 
community dialogue about the plan before its adoption.


The City’s draft plan incorporates several excellent ideas for incentivizing housing production. For example, it encourages homeowners to build backyard cottages or ADUs; it proposes 
increasing the allowable density on commercial sites along Grand Avenue and in the center of town to enable housing production on those sites; and it explores the viability of building affordable 
housing on several publicly owned parcels. As a Piedmont resident and a member of the Piedmont Racial Equity Campaign (PREC) Housing Committee, I strongly support all of these ideas, and 
I generally think the City has produced a solid draft plan.


5.12.22 Email


However, the City’s Housing Element could be further improved in several ways that would enable the more equitable and expeditious production of more housing, for everyone, everywhere.
Suggestions to accommodate more homes
First, the City should create policies to enable affordable housing throughout Piedmont, in all the zones, rather than planning for it in just one or two areas. The draft Housing Element designates 
just a few sites — either under public or religious institution ownership, and mostly on the edges of the City — as suitable for affordable housing.  And, it only proposes detailed planning, in the 
form of a specific plan, for one area — the Corporation Yard.  Given that the opportunities for affordable housing are so limited and the financing is complex, the City should make a greater effort 
to integrate affordable housing into the residential, mixed use / commercial zones, too.


5.12.22 Email


Second, to achieve the goal of distributing more housing everywhere, the City should amend the zoning for Zones A and E (the Single Family and Estate zones) to allow duplexes, triplexes, and 
small multifamily buildings on larger lots. While the state has recently adopted laws that facilitate construction of ADUs, duplexes and lot splits, Piedmont would be well served by adopting 
amendments that augment and tailor these laws to be more effective in our local context.  These types of housing already exist in the middle of Piedmont’s single-family zones and fit in well (see 
photo). The City should allow more of them to be built. 
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5.12.22 Email


Lastly, the City should move forward more intentionally with building affordable housing on publicly owned land by expanding the number of Zone B (Public Facilities) sites under consideration 
and doing feasibility studies of all these sites. Building on public land is the City’s most realistic path to creating real affordable housing and we should make sure the Housing Element will enable 
thoughtful and sustainable change in our community.


To be clear: I and the other members of PREC Housing believe that the above strategies must be part of an “all of the above strategy” — not “either/or.”  Very little of the new housing in the 
single-family or commercial zones is likely to yield genuinely affordable housing, given the high cost of land and construction in Piedmont. That’s why we must simultaneously actively pursue all 
opportunities for building on publicly owned land. Incorporating the above principles and strategies into the Housing Element plan will result in a more equitable and proactive policy document, 
helping make sure that we create a viable and prudent plan that will bring us one step closer to the inclusive, diverse, and equitable community that many of us envision. I invite anyone who is 
interested in learning more about these ideas to contact the PREC Housing Committee at piedmontracialequity@gmail.com or go to www.piedmontracialequity.com. To review the City’s Housing 
Element and other related documents, visit https://www.piedmontishome.org. 
Lastly, please consider supporting more housing, for everyone, everywhere, by participating in the Planning Commission hearing this Thursday, May 12 at 5:30 p.m.


5.12.22 Email


I understand there’s been a good amount of work done on where to place low-income housing in Piedmont. A formidable task, no doubt. I’m writing to express some concern about the 
preparedness of making such decisions. Based on the few conversations I’ve had and little awareness/knowledge in the community, I feel most people are not ready/equipped to make an 
informed decision. From what I’ve reviewed, I feel like I understand the location options, but it’s unclear to me the overarching strategy/goals for our community. And, for the families/individuals 
we’re addressing, how do these options fit their needs? Is there an option to dig deeper and ensure we’re aligned on strategy and addressing the needs of our new community members? 
If I’m forced to decide now, I feel Grand Ave is likely the first place to add housing given its proximity to broader public transportation and area businesses. It is also more conducive to multi-unit 
housing with parking. Similar point of view for the (smaller) options along Park Ave. The second major area I’d develop is along Moraga. We could add not only housing, but a park with soccer 
field (also desperately needed). The issue with this location is that I feel we’d need a better public transportation in this area. Finally, I strongly believe we should NOT add housing in the center 
of town. If anything, I think it can be developed to have a bit more retail – café/restaurant/etc instead of 3(!) banks.


5.12.22 Email


In response to finding a great spot to open up housing in Piedmont, which I do support. I don’t think the proposed sites work nor are they practical, especially looking at the areas near Coaches' 
Field. What I would like to propose is to look at the rezoning laws in Piedmont. There are incredible opportunities to change some of the single family homes on large plots to multi-family 
dwellings. Some of these homes are large enough already to be converted to 2-3 family houses.


We need to revisit the zoning code to facilitate this growth. The impact to the neighborhood would be positive and would bring more opportunities for all families. Piedmont schools are the 
biggest draw and having more families would keep the schools strong while creating a diverse, inclusive student body.


5.12.22 Email


Hello, I have some comments regarding the Draft housing element.  If we must add more housing, then we must.  I also have some confusion, and I hope that these comments are useful.  I 
hope that there is more clarity in the efforts of the housing element team to find suitable sites in the upcoming revisions.  
The chart on Table B-6 lists a mere four sites, two of which are less than one acre in size and hardly worth pursuing due to low unit yield.  One rather obvious large site that is missing from the 
chart is Reservoir Number Two, which could perhaps have direct egress to Moraga via the residence at 970 Moraga.  Were no other lots identified?
I will go through the four sites with my comments, below.  I do have confusion because the sites listed on the website https://www.piedmontcivic.org/2022/05/02/opinion-extend-public-comment-
on-housing-element-through-november/ do not align with those listed in Table B-6.
Site 1 – Looks like the best location.  I do like that the field will remain, as it is frequently used, including by my family for baseball, Christmas trees, and pumpkins.  I have no feelings about the 
skate park.  The yard could be consolidated, or, I believe, there is a large amount of lightly used space between the Middle School and Football stadium.  I believe this is PSUD’s yard, and 
perhaps the two yards could be combined, or ‘Bern Field’ could be given to the City.  


5.12.22 Email


I would encourage going as vertical as possible in the canyon to maximize number of units.  In Blair Park, to increase the site size, I would encourage thought be given to building a podium 
above Moraga Ave (eg Boston big dig).  While apartments above the busy street might not be desirable, a parking garage or a park could be placed there (eg SF Transbay terminal, Highline 
NYC).  The result would be a sort of “Texas-donut” type construction with apartments over Blair Park and parking above Moraga Ave.


5.12.22 Email


Site 2 – No, thank you.  If Piedmont Station Townhouses were 7 units on .35 acres (I believe 2 story), then the .83 acre City Hall site would yield a mere 16.6 units.  The 40 proposed units in 
Table B-6, would result in a five-story building.  Are you proposing a five-story building?  This is too tall to fit in with the surrounding residential vernacular.  40-units would add significant traffic to 
‘downtown’, which is already quite busy, and the police are called regularly to help get the Havens children to school safely.  Besides being too tall and too dense, the lack of City planning is 
torture.  If apartments are to be located downtown, the site should be inclusive of City Hall, Veterans Hall, the Police Station, the Piedmont Center for the Arts, the new pool complex, Corey 
Reich Tennis, and the Recreation building.  This combined site, in addition to maybe the air space over (or closure of) Bonita or Magnolia would be enough space to be worthwhile.  I have heard 
rumors that a number of these buildings are slated to be rebuilt.  Combining all these lots into one master project would make more sense.  Hearing that the housing element and pool project are 
moving in parallel without any apparent coordination is frustrating.  I am not experienced but relocating a fire station and a police station seems tricky (e.g. the giant antennae on top of City Hall 
and the large emergency generators on Magnolia).  If you can get the State of California to pay for relocation, that’s a boon.  The pool complex should include flex spaces for temporary 
relocation of various services that will lose operational space when their structure is rebuilt.  Lastly, City Hall is architecturally beautiful, and I hope it will be preserved rather than torn down.


5.12.22 Email


Site 3 – Fine.  My children attend TRIS, who I believe leases Zion Church, but I think this is another great site.  Was Corpus Christi approached?
Site 4 – No.  For the same reasons at Site 2.  Five-story building.  Not coordinated with pool project or any other downtown project.  And why demolish the beautiful tennis courts that were just 
re-done and frequently used.  I would rather the Oakland Davie Tennis Stadium (located within Piedmont according to my reading of the map) be the demolished tennis courts.
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5.16.22 Email


Message: Dear Piedmont, we recently saw the draft plan for affordable housing in Piedmont. We believe that affordable housing is a challenge for Piedmont, the Bay Area and the state of 
California. As we saw the plan, we were wondering what criteria are being used to identified the best sites. For example we saw potential sites on Glen Alpine and Indian Gulch. Have the issues 
regarding traffic/safety been considered appropriately? There was more than one blind corner with many young children on our street. It would be helpful to better understand what 
considerations have been made regarding the safety issues which are important to all residents whether in affordable housing or not. Also it would be helpful to understand the criteria under 
which a lot can be subdivided – – would this require neighborhood approval to avoid speculators from entering the market and creating what would be a community that wouldn't be safe or 
comfortable for any resident – – whether in affordable housing or otherwise. Thanks very much for your concern and focus around affordable housing as well as the safety in our community.


5.12.22 Email


Please forward to PC. This article partially explains how California's population is declining while housing costs rise or at least remain high. The available inventory of housing for sale
 is very low because people have unusually long tenure, or to put it simply, they don't move as often.
This factor is generally unrecognized. Link HERE


5.18.22 Email


Thank you for the opportunity to respond. I am a physician with over five years of homeless health experience both directly in clinical care and in research. I worked primarily within downtown 
Los Angeles and the Veterans Health Administration. Within the context of this experience, I am writing regarding the considerations that must be undertaken to responsibly provide housing for 
the homeless as proposed in the Housing Element. The homeless are a diverse population. They are as diverse as any metropolitan city. They are a mix of persons with varying educational 
backgrounds, trauma histories, addiction, mental health and medical disorders. They are so diverse that even shelter or single rent occupancy housing has not proved to be a reliable way to 
transition one out of homelessness. It is hard for many to comprehend but providing housing does not end homelessness due to their diversity of needs. The diversity of needs within the 
homeless population is what will guide the services provided. The below list is following considerations that should be undertaken when considering housing for homeless or unstably housed 
persons. This list is not complete but a glimpse of what is needed if one were to responsibly provide homeless and transitional housing: -Some are struggling with concomitant mental health and 
addiction disorders and are not able to care for themselves regardless of housing. They need active case management, addiction and mental health treatment. For many, unfortunately, there is 
no good mental health therapy due to the nature of their disorders. Additionally, as they are adults, they cannot be forced to engage in therapy and, as such, need active management to limit 
harm to self and others. -There are those with the above disorders who have children. These children find themselves rotating through shelters and foster services. These children experience 
significant trauma wrought by instability and need care themselves. -There are those with profound medical disorders that are beyond cure and need in-home health services, transport to regular 
medical appointments and social work to create a web of care so they don’t slip through. -There are the ‘unstably’ housed who can be elderly, working poor and undocumented persons who 
need adult protective services, legal representation and social workers to guide them through the labyrinth of legal and medical services. There is also a public health consideration, as the 
pandemic has also taught us. I was exposed to tuberculosis while working as a physician in a homeless health clinic. It occurred during the Los Angeles tuberculosis outbreak. Placing persons 
within close and enclosed proximity with diminished consideration for ventilation, space, toileting and sanitation fueled the spread of an already highly infectious organism. Persons who chose to 
not use the shelters were less likely to be affected. In this instance, remaining unhoused offered greater protection. Frankly, all of us who worked in homeless healthcare had a positive tuberculin 
skin test after several months of working. There is no cure and I now must contend with the possibility of this sneaky bacterium re-awakening should I need chemotherapy or other 
immunosuppressive therapy. In summary, simply providing housing is a very reductionist view of the diverse needs of our homeless and unstably housed population and will ultimately fail to 
provide the needed care and support. You have my permission to more widely share, should it be needed.


5.5.222 Email


As a long time resident of Piedmont with a home bordering Moraga Canyon, I’d like to weigh in on a number of issues that are of concern regarding development in Moraga Canyon either at Red 
Rock Road or in Blair Park.
As with the attempt to develop a soccer field in Blair Park, there are so many issues that are negatives.


5.5.222 Email


* there is a comment in the document that there are no traffic issues in Piedmont. As a resident on this road, I beg to differ. If you are coming up     from Pleasant Valley any time near morning or 
afternoon commute, you are in for a long wait. If you are attempting to exit a road off of Moraga at      those times, it can be several minutes before egress or re-entry can be made. If you attempt 
to go into Montclair, the left turn signal off of 13 is backed up so far that you have to go past Thornhill and past the park, into Montclair in order to circle back. I’m fortunate to be able to adjust my 
schedule accordingly, but that is not typical.


* I was here during the 1991 fire. Evacuation was disturbing to say the least. At one point I was in a completely stopped traffic jam and no one knew what was happening. Adding 200 hundred 
plus more cars would not be the best idea. In fact, it’s not even clear if 111 or 211 units will be built. How many people are we talking about? 300/500? That translates into the addition of many 
many cars on a fast 2 lane road.


* this section of Moraga Avenue is NOT pedestrian friendly. There is NO sidewalk and NO crosswalk for access to Blair Park. Adding a crosswalk and or light or stop sign would exacerbate the 
traffic, which as I have pointed out above, is already an issue at commute times.


* there is sidewalk access at Red Rock Road, however, the same issue as above: adding a huge number of cars to an already dangerous and congested road, no easy public transportation 
access, etc.
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5.5.222 Email


are you planning on having adult only housing? Because if I had a child, they would never be allowed to go near a street that people frequently drive in excess of the speed limit. I presume there 
will be families. How are the children supposed to walk to school? Or even to a friend's house or leave the complex? Again, having a crosswalk/light/stop sign will be a huge impediment to the 
traffic flow.


* it is the last open space in Piedmont. It’s a beautiful open space filled with native Oaks. A huge effort was put forth to preserve the space from development for many viable reasons. I’m not 
clear why this is now targeted as a good location because it’s only one of two available?


* Blair Park is narrow and would require an enormous amount of excavation. How will that impact the houses on the ridge (mine isn’t one of them). It seems like an unnecessary engineering 
project near a prominent earthquake fault line.


* low income units: how is it helpful to people who are “low income” and potentially with only one vehicle or even none, to be living where there is no good sidewalk access, no close public transit 
and easy access to daily needs? Dependency on cars is part and parcel of development in both of these locations. Seems contradictory to what is trying to be achieved.


* proposed development of 111 low & moderate income housing units in the Corp. Yard. (Red Rock Road)  and/or 211 low-income units in Blair Park, which is listed as an “alternate site” to the 
Corp. Yard.  Either of these plans would put nearly 1/2 the City’s required low-income housing on Moraga Ave. Why is the development not spread out in smaller parcels over the whole city? Are 
there truly not enough creative minds to have a more tenable solution to this issue? I read that these are determined as the best options but cannot agree.


5.30.22 Email Letter HERE


6.2.22 Email


PDF HERE; Summary: The City does not have a large enough buffer on the number of sites, given low historical
rates of development, particularly on Low and Very Low Income sites. Piedmont should both speed up the implementation of SB 9 in the zoning code and go
further by expanding SB9 to allow the development of 6 units per lot. Many of the sites appear to be city-owned, but the city has not provided enough detail on
those sites.The Draft Sites Inventory includes numerous sites that are unlikely to be developed
because they are in-use as pools, driveways, etc by adjacent properties.The Draft Sites Inventory contains a large portion of the city’s schools, churches, banks,
and civic buildings without providing strong evidence that these property owners are willing to sell or develop these properties.


6.6.22 Email


Piedmont’s draft Housing Element, as stated by the City’s Housing consultant, specifically excludes reducing the RHNA requirement by the potential of SB9 implementation. This is directly 
contrary to the March 2022 HCD guideline. (See Attached at p6 HOUSING ELEMENT LAW attached).  HCD states the conditions needed for SB9 projections which will lead to partial 
satisfaction of Piedmont’s RHNA.  The four requirements are site specific inventory, undeveloped site analysis, identify government restrain and show policies that establish zoning standards 
early in the process.  Doing this work with accepted projections can meaningfully aid in satisfying the RHNA and commensurately retain Piedmont Design Review. Why are SB9 projections, as 
indicated and outlined by HCD, not included in the HE Draft? 


6.8.22 email


Dear City Council, I attended to full 2 hours of last nights zoom meeting addressing the proposed public housing element in Piedmont. I thought this was a forum for community questions and 
concerns to be addressed. Unfortunately none of my questions were answered or comments addressed in this meeting. Some of the questions I had were the following.


1. How may stories high will the Veterans Hall, City Hall and Piedmont Arts Center potentially become? 


2. Have we considered the parking implications for these new housing units? Will a parking garage also be built? 


3. Will the 7 large redwood trees around the Veterans hall be preserved? 


4. Have we seriously considered alternative sites on Grand Avenue that will have less impact on our already dense part of town (city center). 


5. Has there been an assessment of how this development will impact traffic safety and congestion in the city center? 


My concern, and that of many other families I have spoken to, is that the community concerns are not being heard and not seriously considered in the plans that have been put forth. I already 
observed developers at the Veterans hall today. It seems this plan is already moving forward without real community feedback. 


6.8.22 Email
Full letter attached here. Summary: I support the Draft 6th Cycle PHE because it provides a toolbox of solutions that the City will sue to work with private property owners, the development 
community and the State of California, to improve housing affordability for School District staff, Piedmont residents and the broader communtiy.


Email See full letter and attachment 
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6.18.22 Email


I admit I am confused by your response re the use of SB9 projections in the HE. I assume you are relying on professional advice, but your response seems contrary to the plain words of the 
HCD Fact Sheet, which says that a jurisdiction can "utilize projections based on SB9 toward a jurisdiction's regional housing needs assessment" then it lays out the 4 steps to follow. 
In your 2nd paragraph you say SB9 "has been interpreted" to mean something rather different from the words quoted above. By whom was it so interpreted? Can you provide a copy of this 
interpretation? Then you go on to say that the city would have to rely on "applications in process or imminent". That's inconsistent with a projection meant to cover an 8 year planning period. You 
then say: "HCD is requiring evidence of actual performance and production of units." This again is contrary to the Fact Sheet, and to the inherent meaning of the word, "projections". Projections 
are forward looking, not retroactive.Your observation that SB9 would produce only "a handful of units at best" needs evidence. Houses turn over rapidly. Some buyers may want to maximize 
their return. Selling one house for say $2 million or half of a TIC for almost as much each is a reasonable possibility. Just a speculative example, but if a half of 1% of the SFRs in Piedmont 
became a two-unit building per year, for 8 years, it would produce over 150 new units. You're correct that new SB9 units are unlikely to be affordable, but the more credible larger sites can be 
designated for affordability. You say that no city has received certification relying on SB9 projections. Since the law only became effective in January, and the HCD implementation guide only 
came out in March, it would almost be impossible for any jurisdiction to have received HE certification containing SB9 projections. Please provide copies of any communications from HCD 
confirming your statement that a HE with SB9 projections is unlikely to receive certification. Maybe that could be true if a jurisdiction relied exclusively on SB9, but not if such projections, 
consistent with HCD's own Fact Sheet, were a part of the mix. As I said in my comment letter, I believe a jurisdiction is more likely to receive HCD approval by implementing SB9, than by 
including sites in the inventory which are extremely improbable. I see housing advocacy groups are already closely following Piedmont's process. Providing the highest degree of credibility would 
seem prudent.


6.19.22 Email See full letter and attachment
6.20.22 Email See full letter and attachment


6.20.22 Email


Councilmembers, One of you asked me about my statement that the housing program can be accommodated on non-public sites. I said yes, it can be, it requires accepting some tradeoffs, 
principally perhaps two more stories on three sites — the two on Grand and one on Highland. This could be accomplished on Grand with ground floor retail plus four residential floors, maybe 
five, depending on unit mix, and on Highland at ground floor retail plus 4 floors residential. This would be working within the framework of sites identified by staff, but excluding all public land, and 
building in some assumptions about SB-9 units (40 units) and small lot triplexes, fourplexes (40 units). There would be a healthy 72 units buffer, so if these two numbers landed somewhat less, 
there is still some room. The attached show what that program would look like, and has exactly the same number of units as in the current Housing Element draft. 


I believe the overall change is modest, and is mainly only on three total sites already identified by staff for higher density development. This would avoid development on not just Civic Center 
sites, but on Corp Yard and Blair Park in their entirety as well. All sites would be available for development the moment the Housing Element is adopted, rather than being locked for another 
several years while specific plans or master plans are prepared or fictional sites on which housing will never result. This would also place the vast majority of residents in walkable Civic Center 
and Grand Avenue areas, with great access to stores, transit, parks, and other amenities. With good attention to design and development standards, these developments would positively 
enhance our urban fabric and result in vibrant streets with more cafes and dining places. No messing with tennis courts or police/fire building rehab. We can spend all that time and energy 
instead getting the design right.  I have previously mentioned the slightly taller buildings on three sites to staff, but was told that this was not “politically acceptable”, but perhaps something has 
been lost in translation.


BTW: I read through the entirety of the community outreach summary on pages 14 through 18 of the Draft Housing Element, including community workshops. I see NO mention of Civic Center 
sites anywhere in the feedback summary on those five pages, although Grand and Highland are mentioned several times. So as a community member it is a shock to me see these as front and 
center in the Housing Element. If the Council proceeds with the recommendations as presented, you would be proceeding with no community direction to move forward on those sites, without 
benefit of physical, economic, or legal analysis, and for whatever that is worth, without my recommendation — while I have no elected position in the community, I have done general plans for 
more California cities than anyone else, so at least that is one professional urban planner perspective! 


Please see attached Excel and PDF files HERE.


6.20.22
Staff Submittal 
To Council See full letter and attachment duplicate with individual email correspondence. 


6.20.22
Staff Submittal 
To Council See full letter and attachment duplicate with individual email correspondence. 


6.20.22 Online Form


 Re-consider ADU calculation. Instead of assuming ADU creation is 20 units per annum, create a time dependent variable which accounts for the increase in build over time. This will increase 
your ADU calculation. Also you identify one respondent by their full name in your housing element, you may wish to remove it: "At this time in my life , I vote for the trees and high rises in the 
center of Piedmont so all Piedmont shares the consequences. Mary Louise Morrison"
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6.20.22 Email


Dear City Council,


We are writing to object to the proposed revisions to Zone D in or near Grand Ave contemplated in the Housing Element Plan (plan). On page 39, section 1.H, the plan proposes to increase 
allowances for housing in Zone D. The plan calls for permitting 80 units per acre density, above the 60 units planned for Zone C. There is no reason to plan for greater density in Zone D than 
Zone C. Zone C and Zone D should be treated equally regarding density as both zones play the same role toward the housing element obligations. Further, the plan proposes to alter design 
elements in Zone D, such as height standards, parking, setback, and lot coverage, that the City and residents thoroughly discussed in 2017 and 2018. The plan states that the intent is to reduce 
the level of review and allow multi-family and residential mixed-use by right, subject to the objective standards. The plan also calls for waiving ground floor commercial in Zone D for nonprofit 
affordable housing as an incentive. The City has set a target of 50 multi-family or mixed-use units in Zone D by the close of the planning period (January 31, 2031). These changes are being 
fast-tracked as they call for completion within three years of approval of the housing element plan. As the plan acknowledges, the City changed Zone D build requirements in 2018. The changes 
to raise height restrictions, etc., goes against what the residents want and have been vocal about regarding Zone D on Grand Ave. The plan proposes to alter the residential character of 
Piedmont on Grand Ave. The impact is that these plans will lower our property values and exclude us from the residential nature of Piedmont. Despite our voices regarding changes to design 
elements (and the energy and time that took), the plan (and the housing advisory committee) focus on what planners in the City envision but do not have to tolerate personally. After thorough 
revisions discussed in 2017, the plan puts another burden on the residents living in or near Zone D on Grand Ave and continues to hamper our needs as Piedmont residents. Finally, the plan 
intends to amend the Zoning Ordinance to allow (and therefore concentrate) SROs in Zone C and Zone D. Although the plan states that it will explore ways to expand the housing inventory for 
ELI households and encourage the development of shared housing and low-income accessory dwelling units throughout the City, the plan specifies Zone C and D only for SROs. The entirety of 
Piedmont must share responsibility for affordable housing. The plan should not shield residents of Zone A from development and zoning that allows SROs and extremely low-income housing. 
Please treat those of us who live near or within Zone D on Grand Ave with the same concern and respect as you treat the residents of other Zones.


6.20.22 Email


Additionally, we would like to add that neighbors showed us a Housing Element map which showed the proposal of two additional site above the low-incoming housing unit on Corporate Yard. 
We do not even understand why they are included in the Housing Element. We explain why we want these two sites removed from the proposal and also want to share the frustration that we 
have been unable to secure a map of the Housing Element proposals to better understand the location of these two additional sites. I have been to City Hall to inquire and also in communication 
with Pearce McDonald, and have been surprised and disheartened that no one can locate a map to share with us.


Again, we appreciate your time and attention.


Liz and Tom


6.21.22 Email


I wanted to thank you all for your time so far developing the draft Housing Element, as well as your time yesterday evening.  I found the information incredibly educational.  Until yesterday, the 
State requirement specifics were not clear to me, and how the City of Piedmont must comply / is planning to comply.  (I was the pregnant lady with the low blood sugar, thank you all for bearing 
with my comments.)
I personally am a licensed CA Professional Mechanical Engineer and work in commercial HVAC retrofits.  We must comply with CA Building, Mechanical, and Energy (T-24) codes on a daily 
basis.  However, we often encounter existing buildings which, without major undue financial burden, can not comply with the letter of the code as it is written.  In some cases, it is just plain 
physically impossible to comply with certain codes, no matter the cost.  Often, we must apply for a variance to the code; the intent of the project is to get as close to the code requirements as 
possible, but provide an explanation of how / why they can not be fully met. My question to the City of Piedmont government is have there been any efforts to discuss a variance with the State 
regarding the requirements?  I understand that a complete exemption will not be approved and is not worth attempting.  However, has there been a discussion with the state of how the number 
587 came to be, and what is a reasonable number for our City and it's current restraints? I don't believe residents of Piedmont would argue that new housing is unwanted, in fact it is welcomed.  
However, a one size fits all approach by the State may not work for all Cities to comply with.  Has there been any discussion about what a realistic number is for increase, without causing an 
undue financial burden to the City and Residents?  


For example: Has anyone evaluated the total Piedmont square footage of land compared to occupied land - what percentage "open" or undeveloped land exists?  I thought someone mentioned 
we are currently at an 80% land coverage rate. What is a "reasonable" land coverage?  85%?  90%  It is unrealistic for the State to require a complete and total land coverage of the City.
Has anyone compared Piedmont's land data statistics to other similarly sized Cities tasked with this increase?  Are they at 60% land coverage and need to up their coverage to 70%?  How do 
we compare?
What do the statistics for larger Cities look like?  Is the percentage increase in developed land significantly less/ easier to achieve strictly due to their large size? I strongly implore the City of 
Piedmont to ask, how can the intent of the law be met in a reasonable fashion, without an undue burden on the City and Community?  Has this been fully evaluated and explored via a variance?  
I apologize if these issues have already been discussed and eliminated, but has an effort been made to step back from the Housing Element plan to discuss what is and is not realistic in terms of 
the total number of units? My fear is that this process has been extremely fast to determine development sites, and once these are approved in the Plan there is little legally that can be done to 
NOT develop these sites.  Has the City explored all options on what is a realistic expectation for compliance?As someone who was born and raised here (by a divorced mother who rented in 
town her whole life), the City Center means a lot to me it is extremely disheartening to think of it turned over to a developer to profit from.  Thank you for your consideration.
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6.20.22 Email


I attended the Council meeting via Zoom for several hours on Monday evening, a Federal Holiday, waiting the opportunity to express my family's opinion that we are Not On Board with 587 new 
housing units in Piedmont. I do not understand why this has not been made into a ballot measure??  The democratic process means that everyone should have a chance to vote, especially on 
issues regarding that will dramatically effect the community and tax spending.  Should Piedmont Residents vote to bring on 587 housing units, then we will get on board.  That's democratic.  But 
it is incredibly frustrating to not get to vote or opine unless one is willing to set aside hours of time on a Federal Holiday to do so. My final comment is that is it patronizing to continually hear that 
objections to the housing proposal are due to 'misconceptions' (this was repeatedly said at Monday's meeting).   I want to clarify for the City Council that I am not misunderstanding.  I have full 
use of my faculties and 9 years of Ivy League education to discern the issues.  Our family objects to 587 new housing units for our tiny town.  We moved to Piedmont for our children: for green 
spaces, sports' fields and education.  Metabolizing parks and parking lots at fields (s.a. Coaches Field, the most difficult of all to access with parking) for the sake of affordable housing is NOT 
our priority.  This is not a misconception.  Rather, we disagree. Our family would prefer to join the cities in Marin in filing an exemption for housing.  We are not the only family/residents to think 
so.  Put it on a ballot so we can all access the support, or otherwise, for your housing proposals.


6.22.22 Email


Thank you all for your time and dedication that you give as a city council member.  I know it is an intense and often thankless job.  I want to specifically thank you for working on the Housing 
Element plan in order to make our community more fair, more diverse and more welcoming.


I have lived with my family in Piedmont for 15 years.  Although I am not a housing expert, I believe that we have a moral and ethical obligation to create affordable housing in our community.   I 
support doing this through various methods including encouraging ADUs to be built, rezoning and building multi-family housing in the civic center and on the sites of the closed banks, in open 
spaces including Moraga Canyon and along the commercial district on Grand Ave. I also believe that this mix of housing will make Piedmont a more diverse community--in every sense of the 
word--which will make our town more interesting, more fair and welcoming, and just better.  


I know there are people opposed to any and all of these ideas and people can create many reasons to justify their isolationist and elitist views.  I believe that they are a small minority (albeit a 
loud one) and that most people want to do the right thing.  As leaders, you are the ones to model this.  I trust that you will.


6.27.22 Email


To The Piedmont Housing Committee: 
On behalf of my family and neighbors, I am writing to voice my support for ensuring measured and responsible growth of housing in Piedmont as part of the Housing Element. While I welcome 
increases to our Piedmont housing stock in light of the State’s housing mandate, I urge the Council to build in stronger safeguards into Piedmont’s plan to protect against adverse impact to 
property values, public areas, traffic and safety that may result from poorly regulated development. For many of us, our primary residence in Piedmont is our largest asset and an investment that 
we worked hard for many years to afford. We moved to Piedmont because of its privacy, tranquility, natural and architectural beauty and community. I hope that when creating the Housing 
Element the Committee builds in the following requirements that protect the qualities we cherish most about our neighborhood and prevent  profit-driven developers from taking advantage of 
loosely  defined zoning and design parameters that leave residents bearing the consequences.
1.      Risk: a sharp increase in high density development on small lots in already dense neighborhoods will create an undue noise, parking and safety burden. A greater number of vehicles 
parked on both sides of narrow streets will hinder passage for emergency vehicles. Increased traffic will make it more dangerous for children crossing the street. Recommendation: Moderating 
high density construction in residential and Estate zoning areas so that properties under 10,000 sq ft cannot have more than 2 units. Properties under 20,000 sq ft cannot have more than 3 units. 
Properties under 40,000 sq ft cannot have more than 4 units. Multi-family properties need to account for a minimum 2 off street parking spots per unit in order to receive permits.


2.      Risk: New buildings that back into adjacent properties may negatively impact their neighbors’ views, access to light, and backyard aesthetic, impacting property values and privacy.


Recommendation: Require strict adherence to setbacks, prohibit view-blocking without neighbor approval, and require neighbor approval for projects that alter adjacent backyard privacy and 
access to light. Developers or owners increasing sq ft of dwellings on their properties are required to present a CAD rendering of their neighbors’ yards and demonstrating minimal impact to 
neighbors’ properties.


3.      Risk: Profit-driven developers tear down older Piedmont homes and build in a style that does not fit the neighborhood in order to maximize profit. This negatively impacts the architectural 
integrity within Piedmont and detracts from the beauty of our neighborhoods which Piedmonters value.


Recommendation: Form a Design Review Board with oversight on multi-family and high density residential development, which is mandated to maintain the common architectural aesthetic and 
heritage of the City.  This panel would have the oversight to veto and require re-design if needed as part of the permitting process. Similarly, developers of multi family buildings will need to 
submit a landscape design plan to the Board. In line with present-day requirements, Landscaping needs to fit with neighborhood esthetic and development plans need to ensure that ongoing 
upkeep of landscaping is maintained.
We all value that Piedmont has taken a proactive approach to our common housing challenge and incorporating the recommendations listed above would show the community that the officials 
orchestrating this plan equally respect and embrace the characteristics we hold most dear about our homes, neighborhoods and City. Putting in safeguards that mitigate the downside of 
unrestricted development will go a long way to ensure the support of a greater number of residents and neighbors who identify with the common goal of building more housing in Piedmont.  
Thank you for being mindful of all current and future residents of Piedmont. Ensuring that all of our homes in Piedmont remain a refuge from a busy and chaotic world. 
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6.28.22 Email


As someone who had to keep abreast of the housing element hearing from a long car ride deep in Alaska, I'd like to suggest that there be multiple hearings in different forums throughout the 
next few months. Too many people are on vacation for the city to garner real input during the summer. Also, while zoom should be an option for attendance, in-person meetings would be much 
more helpful and attract larger audiences. The zoom only sessions I previously attended relied heavily on the consultants using questions from the group chat which ended up with answers 
loaded with jargon and little room for resident follow-up. Personally, I could only stomach 15 minutes of them. I understand city staff feels like they've done considerable outreach so far - and 
they definitely have - but it's clear that it may have only reached a small section of the community. 
I'd also suggest that the city use the local media - both the Piedmont Post and the Exedra - to publish a series of FAQs on the housing element where you lay out the law and how you're 
following it. Yes, these are available on the website, but more people will be educated if the city does proactive media work. 
I've heard repeatedly that the housing element seems like a coordinated campaign between the city and PREC. I know that's not the case, and as someone who is straight down the middle on 
the housing issue, I think the city staff has done a good job of trying to balance all sides. I'm guessing the slick signage and preponderance of PREC speakers at meetings has added to the 
impression of a coordinated campaign. This appearance isn't in the city's best interest to hold our community together as the city council decisions will only become more difficult and the debate 
more impassioned as the housing element is implemented. If the city uses the media to get its nuts and bolts message out proactively, it should lessen that appearance. 


7.6.22 Online Form


Message: Has anyone done a study projecting how many new residents will these housing units bring to the city and what will their projected profile be (.i.e., ages need for schools, need for 
EMT services, etc). Has anyone projected what additional city services these new residences will need (teachers, police, fire, etc). How much will projected cost will this require and how will the 
city raise this money? Since most of our money comes from parcel taxes (which these new low income residents probably can't afford) is the city be committing its residents to additional taxes 
by building these new residents without giving them a chance to vote on it? Also, I see many FAQ's, but no answers to them.


6.20.22 Online Form


 June 20, 2022 Dear Piedmont City Council, My name is Pam Hirtzer and I live on Scenic Ave. Most of my property is in Moraga Canyon. I am a professional in the biotech industry, where I 
make experimental drugs for clinical trials. We work very hard not to kill anybody! Maybe that’s why I’m so appalled. You are going to kill people with your proposal for the Moraga Canyon sites 
in the Housing Element. Specifically the proposal to build 150 to 200 MDUs in Moraga Canyon is an endangerment of roughly 200 protected families. In the slide deck for the Housing Element 
last month, one of the key criteria for assessing a site is its Realistic Capacity. In no way does it appear that a Realistic Capacity for Moraga Canyon has been assessed or applied. It doesn’t 
matter whether 200 apartments are put in the Corporate Yard or in Blair Park. In round numbers, 200 apartments translates to 3 people per apartment, or 600 people and say, 1.5 cars per 
apartment or 300 cars. That means you’ll need three to four story apartment buildings to house all these families and park their cars. I can’t see 600 people living in high density housing, in 
Moraga Canyon, safely. Moraga Canyon and the roads around the canyon rim are a known Extreme Fire Danger area. All of us who live in Moraga Canyon are very well aware of how dry and 
flammable the canyon has become. The City of Piedmont knows this too, and hires goats to clear the canyon in the spring. You are consigning 200 families to another Oakland Hills Firestorm 
such as in 1991. They will be trapped in Moraga Canyon. And for that matter, so will all the rest of us when those flames whip up the sides of the canyon – at least we have more than one 
direction that we can flee. You are offering low income and very low income families a chance at an education in the Piedmont schools. Yet you have not considered how those children will get 
to school or their parents to work. Courtesy of the soccer fields proposed for Blair Park ten years ago, you have available published information about Moraga Avenue traffic patterns and 
possible safety mitigations. Two issues were thoroughly addressed: #1. Mitigating the traffic load on Morage Avenue. It was found that Moraga Avenue was too steep, too narrow and too windy 
to safely place traffic lights and sufficiently slow traffic to allow safe entry and exit from Blair Park or the Corporate Yard parking lot. That applies to your MDU families as well. #2. Children 
crossing from Blair Park to the walking path to the Piedmont schools. Building a bridge over a street that is unsafe to cross has been tried by other cities. The cities take the bridges down. This is 
what happens: the kids don’t go up the stairs, across the bridge and down the stairs on the other side. Instead they dart across the road. And they get hit. You will get a kid killed trying to cross 
Moraga Avenue. You have not assessed, nor have you adjusted the proposal for the Moraga Canyon sites to account for the realistic capacity of the canyon. In conclusion, please consider what 
I’ve said, and the families and their children that would be living in Moraga Canyon. Their safety and wellbeing is every bit as important as that of the families already part of the Piedmont 
community. Pam Hirtzer 291 Scenic Ave


7.6.22 Online Form


QUESTIONS RE PIEDMONT’S PLAN TO BUILD 400 NEW LOW INCOI think there are four questions Piedmont needs answered before we proceed with any agreement to build low and/or 
moderate-income housing in the city: How many additional residents will these new housing units bring to the city?  What percent will be children; what percent older residents? 
How many additional city employees (teachers, administrators, police, firemen, EMT etc.) will be needed to successfully provide the city services of these new residents.  And will we need to 
build new facilities like classrooms? And finally, how will we pay for these additional city services, including the consideration that these new low or moderate-income residents may well not be 
able to contribute to these new taxes?   
Since there will undoubtedly be new taxes for city services, in approving this plan is the city asking the residents to pay new taxes without letting them vote on it? 
Other Bay Area cities have hired professional groups to help them answer these questions.  I think we should do the same.  To not have a professional study to answer them is, I think, foolish 
and reckless.  In an undergrounding project the city undertook a number of years ago, the city decided to work without professional guidance and, unfortunately, it was not a good outcome.  
There were large cost overruns because the city staff, who were running the project, did not understand the potential consequences of contract they were signing.  And citizens sued the city.  
Let’s not have the happen again. I think that many, if not most, of the residents of Piedmont are reasonable people.  But if the city council pushes them into an untenable position, they won’t be.  
Nobody would be.  Why risk more conflict?  There is clearly already enough in the world today.  Why not put a full plan together with all of the consequences of building these new housing units 
and share it with the people?  And by the way, you have many FAQs on piedmontishome.org, but I could not find any answers to the questions.  One of them is “Fiscal Impact Study,” which I 
would particularly like to see.  
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7.2.22 Email


Dear Piedmont City Council,My name is Pam Hirtzer and I live on Scenic Ave.  Most of my property is in Moraga Canyon.  I am a professional in the biotech industry, where I 
make experimental drugs for clinical trials. We work very hard not to kill anybody! Maybe that’s why I’m so appalled.  You are going to kill people with your proposal for the 
Moraga Canyon sites in the Housing Element. Specifically the proposal to build 150 to 200 MDUs in Moraga Canyon is an endangerment of roughly 200 protected families. In 
the slide deck for the Housing Element last month, one of the key criteria for assessing a site is its Realistic Capacity.  In no way does it appear that a Realistic Capacity for 
Moraga Canyon has been assessed or applied. It doesn’t matter whether 200 apartments are put in the Corporate Yard or in Blair Park.  In round numbers, 200 apartments 
translates to 3 people per apartment, or 600 people and say, 1.5 cars per apartment or 300 cars.  That means you’ll need three to four story apartment buildings to house all 
these families and park their cars.I can’t see 600 people living in high density housing, in Moraga Canyon, safely.
Moraga Canyon and the roads around the canyon rim are a known Extreme Fire Danger area.  All of us who live in Moraga Canyon are very well aware of how dry and 
flammable the canyon has become.  The City of Piedmont knows this too, and hires goats to clear the canyon in the spring.  You are consigning 200 families to another 
Oakland Hills Firestorm such as in 1991.  They will be trapped in Moraga Canyon.  And for that matter, so will all the rest of us when those flames whip up the sides of the 
canyon – at least we have more than one direction that we can flee. You are offering low income and very low income families a chance at an education in the Piedmont 
schools.  Yet you have not considered how those children will get to school or their parents to work.  Courtesy of the soccer fields proposed for Blair Park ten years ago, you 
have available published information about Moraga Avenue traffic patterns and possible safety mitigations.  Two issues were thoroughly addressed:    #1.  Mitigating the traffic 
load on Morage Avenue.  It was found that Moraga Avenue was too steep, too narrow and too windy to safely place traffic lights and sufficiently slow traffic to allow safe entry 
and exit from Blair Park or the Corporate Yard parking lot.  That applies to your MDU families as well. #2.  Children crossing from Blair Park to the walking path to the Piedmont 
schools.  Building a bridge over a street that is unsafe to cross has been tried by other cities.  The cities take the bridges down.  This is what happens:  the kids don’t go up the 
stairs, across the bridge and down the stairs on the other side.  Instead they dart across the road.  And they get hit.   You will get a kid killed trying to cross Moraga Avenue. 
You have not assessed, nor have you adjusted the proposal for the Moraga Canyon sites to account for the realistic capacity of the canyon. In conclusion, please consider what 
I’ve said, and the families and their children that would be living in Moraga Canyon.  Their safety and wellbeing is every bit as important as that of the families already part of the 
Piedmont community.
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6.29.22 Online Form


Dear Piedmont City Council Members,
I did not grow up with intergenerational wealth. My mother immigrated to this country in her 30s and married my father, who spent the better part of his youth in and out of orphanages. I, in turn, 
spent a fair amount of my youth in and out of various affordable housing living situations before we moved up in socioeconomic status. With the advantages of having a white american father, an 
educated and driven mother, good health, good family support, education, drive and luck, I managed to somehow purchase a home in Piedmont. It is my greatest asset and gift that I have given 
my children. 


 Once I received my medical education, I tried to pay it forward by working in county hospitals, homeless centers, veterans clinics and rural areas. This gave me a wealth of experience, joy and 
heartache. But as that cannot feed a family while paying off medical school loans, I turned to insured practice.


In case you have been given advice by persons who have not lived the above experiences, allow me to tell you that high density affordable housing does NOT serve families. This housing, in 
spite of what a developer may tell you, will ALWAYS be cheaply made. 30% of the development cost is the face of the building and they will save money there. With people crowded in a tight 
space, you are subject to noise of all kinds- parties, arguments as well as vermin if you're unlucky enough to be neighbors with someone who has a hoarding problem. I often joke with my 
husband that not cleaning up the kitchen at night is a luxury. He grew up in affordable housing in Latham NY and is compulsive about night cleans. 


Once you zone for high density, any investor will push for maximum capacity. Exemplary of this is the build occuring on 1201 San Pablo Berkeley (66 units next to single story housing). The 
investors of this build are from a private equity firm based in Beijing. These investors do not care about keeping Piedmont's children safe and building so that it fits with Piedmont's aesthetics. 
They want their ROI. To that end: 1. I do NOT support the zoning of city centers for moderate or high density builds. The most traffic accidents occur around Haven's elementary school and 
adding additional traffic and people will render the environment less safe. We do not have surrounding streets that can offload traffic. We also do not have a transit center that would reduce the 
need for cars. This fairytale approach of mixed use building in the city center is ridiculous in a city of Piedmont's size and density. I did not hustle my way through life to have my city council 
make it LESS safe for my children to go to school. 


 2. You need to set design standards now. You need to form a design review board. I recommend codifying the following:


- appropriate density and off street parking by sq ft 


- respect of setbacks and not altering views/ don’t have towering building over your backyard all of a sudden/ blocking of light


- architectural standards 


- landscape standards


The recommendations below came from a neighbor who is also a developer: Require strict adherence to setbacks, prohibit view-blocking without neighbor approval, and require neighbor 
approval for projects that alter adjacent backyard privacy and access to light. Developers or owners increasing sq ft of dwellings on their properties are required to present a CAD rendering of 
their neighbors’ yards and demonstrating minimal impact to neighbors’ properties. Form a Design Review Board with oversight on multi-family and high density residential development, which is 
mandated to maintain the common architectural aesthetic and heritage of the City.  This panel would have the oversight to veto and require re-design if needed as part of the permitting process. 
Similarly, developers of multi family buildings will need to submit a landscape design plan to the Board. In line with present-day requirements, Landscaping needs to fit with neighborhood 
esthetic and development plans need to ensure that ongoing upkeep of landscaping is maintained. Finally, I have spent the past two years putting my very body in the path of a pandemic. I 
trusted that my city council would look out for my city and its people during this time. When I have a moment to look up, I see that my council has spent this time with people who envision 
themselves to be social justice advocates and came up with a plan to sell off our city.  When I've debated with others that high density housing is not suitable for families or this city, one common 
response I receive is 'it's better than nothing'. This is Piedmont. We can do better than nothing. 


 p.s. You need to revise your ADU calculation. Instead of a 1:1 linear trajectory of building based on averages, you can look at ADU building as a logarithmic calculation. This will up your 
numbers 


7.5.22 Online Form


Dear Piedmont Planning Team,


We are writing to request a meeting with you regarding the two-unit low-income housing unit you are proposing on Maxwelton so we can better understand the proposal, its exact location & 
height, and the process in which it was added. Most of all, however, as Liz stated in the June 20 City Council meeting, we would like to see it removed from the plan. Though the map is difficult 
to read, it looks to us that the Maxwelton unit being proposed interferes with Piedmont's fire road entry, is on a steep slope, and directly and negatively impacts the privacy and views of our 
homes. 


 


Could you please provide us with a few times that are convenient for you to meet with us? We look forward to hearing from you,      


7.11.22 Online Form
I am a Piedmont resident on Scenic Ave. I do not support rezoning of any kind in Piedmont.  Please do not rezone the town center, it would be a great loss to my community.
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7.11.22 Online Form


Will the proposed zoning changes to facilitate Piedmont is Home be put to a vote of the citizens?


 


Will added ADUs incur an additional parcel tax?


 


Thank you in advance for the information


 


7.11.22 Email


We've recently become aware of the City Council's proposal to rezone downtown Piedmont to make way for 192 new housing units which we feel is NOT in the city's best interest. Adding 
hundreds of housing units in this already heavily trafficked area would increase congestion, impact public transit and create additional safety issues for our children walking to school. We are not 
against new housing.  However, we're looking for new housing to be added in the proper locations throughout the city to minimize traffic and maintain the small town feel of downtown. Putting 
housing closer to services and transportation (on Grand Avenue, closer to Safeway and public transportation) could be part of the solution as could exploring other locations such as the 
Piedmont Blair Ave Reservoir.  More ADU’s (Auxiliary Dwelling Units) can also be added. Other solutions exist and must be explored. The Planning Commission and City Council need to listen 
to the citizens they represent, the majority of whom aren't aware that 192 of 587 units could potentially end up downtown. Rather than advice from outside companies, we ask that you seek input 
from Piedmont residents for the best possible outcome for Piedmont!


7.11.22 Email


What a poorly thought suggestion to build new housing in the center of the heart of Piedmont.  School, park, firehouse, police  and commercial businesses are the center.  No living quarters fit 
there.  There are other places that can handle new or remodeled properties and fit well with the neighborhood.  It would be like shooting an arrow at the heart of our community if the Veteran’s 
Building was chosen.  Please rethink this idea and select a better location or locations.


7.11.22 Email


I’m a Lakeview resident and have been hearing from folks opposed to the idea of densifying parts of Piedmont with affordable housing, but I SUPPORT MORE AFFORDABLE 
HOUSING. The PiedmontIsHome effort has been very informative, as much as people will dig into it. Our city could do more to take action solving a portion of the housing 
crisis, and look for transit-supported, already-available sites.


 







Date
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7.11.22 Email


As a third generation “Piedmonter" and a 37 year resident of 331 Bonita Avenue near Vista Avenue, I am strongly requesting that the Piedmont City Council deny any changes in zoning to the 
area in and around City Hall including the Cory Reich Tennis Courts, City Hall, The Fire Department, Veterans Hall, 801 Magnolia Avenue, and the surrounding residential neighborhood 
including 342 Bonita Avenue, and remove this area for proposed housing development from Piedmont’s Draft Housing Element. There are presently a few established small commercial areas in 
Piedmont already much better suited for dense housing development than in a residential neighborhood. Please keep the present “small town” character of the area in and around City Hall. 


I have read the State Draft Housing Element, ABAG’s Draft Housing Element, and Piedmont’s Draft Housing Element, and I do not read these proposed plans the same way that some others 
do? Piedmont is very unique in that it is totally built out and land locked at 1.7 square miles, not a commercial city but rather a residential community with an extremely small commercial area. 
This is different than most other cities in California. The residential character must be maintained. As I read, one of the important points in the State and ABAG’s plan is that the cities should 
build housing to support jobs in the community? Piedmont does not have very many jobs? Piedmont is not a commercial city, but a residential community with an extremely small commercial 
area, and in the State and ABAG plans I read that the residential character must be maintained as well? This area in and around City Hall cannot handle any more increased density. The density 
of the area recently increased significantly with the two new school buildings.  Now the aquatic center is coming which will increase the building density in the area significantly more to the point 
that the back of the new aquatic center buildings will be touching the back of the tennis courts where the busy basketball courts presently are, etc. This area cannot handle any more commercial 
building including a high rise apartment building or dense housing.


When we moved to our home in April, 1985, the neighborhood was definitely a fairly quiet and peaceful Piedmont residential neighborhood with a school across the street. Living across the 
street from a school was pleasant and enjoyable. The location of our home in Piedmont is superb for raising a family. At that time, most of the activity at Havens was on Oakland Avenue, 
between Highland and Bonita Avenues, and the hours of the activity at the school was less than today.  Parking was not too much of a problem at that time except for a few hours during the day. 
There was no restricted parking in the area in and around City Hall, nor were there any painted parking places on the streets in the area. School children of driving age mostly did not drive 
vehicles to school. The Piedmont Adult Evening School was small and only held classes on weekday evenings, and mostly Piedmont residents attended the classes. Most nights when I got 
home from work between 7:30PM and 8:00PM, I could park my car in front of my home. It was as previously stated, definitely a residential neighborhood. And unlike today, the wonderful view of 
Oakland and San Francisco could be enjoyed by all from not only the homes but from street level, the tennis courts, and more.


Living in our home for 37 years, I have seen many changes to the residential character of the neighborhood. I have been required to learn state and local laws, learn about the geothermal issues 
affecting the terrain, soil composition, the underground springs and potential land movement when the springs are irritated or redirected, and the scientific engineering of the area in and around 
City Hall and more. I been involved in so many issues surrounding development in my neighborhood. First, approximately 35 years ago, there was a push to convert Havens Playground from 
asphalt to grass without subsurface drainage due to the extensive cost of such drainage, called “Grassy Fields”. Without subsurface drainage at Havens which is approximately 15 feet above 
Bonita Avenue, our neighborhood group proved with the help of different Piedmont resident engineers along with great help from engineers with Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory, that 
from water hitting the grass and ground the land movement of Bonita Avenue and to the homes along Bonita and down the hill would have been significant and a liability risk that The City could 
not take. As a result of the neighborhood uniting, the Havens development was removed from the plan. Harris & Associates, the City contracted engineering firm, recommended that The City 
remove Havens from the plan. However, from Grassy fields the community got among other locations the sports field, Hampton Field which was previously a forest, at Hampton and LaSalle 
Avenues. Then a few years later, without working congruously with The City nor the neighbors, the small Piedmont Adult Evening School independently became an all Bay Area continuing 
education and adult school with over 10,000 students per year attending the school.  This school held classes all day, in the evenings up until midnight and later on some nights, seven days a 
week and twelve months per year. The noise in the area in and around City Hall was substantial at all hours of the day and night. Both The City and the neighborhood worked together to try to 
reduce the size of the school and the impact on The City quality of life as a whole. Fortunately, the State funding for such a school stopped and the school is now much smaller. Then, as a result 
of the parking problems this large Piedmont Adult Evening School created to many neighborhoods beyond the area in and around City Hall, there was a push to build a several story parking 
garage where the Cory Reich Tennis Courts are. This time a few of the affected neighborhoods and many citizens from all over Piedmont united against removing the tennis courts and building 
the garage. I contacted Riley Bechtel of Bechtel Corporation about the costs to build a such a garage at that location, and he told me that at that time conservatively it would cost approximately 
$50,000 per parking place, not counting the costs that Piedmont would be responsible for relating any damage to the homes in and around the area, and downslope as well from that area due to 
land movement. The parking garage idea was cancelled as the proposed cost at $50,000 per parking space and the liability issues associated was not realistic. Then there was the proposed 
eminent domain of 342 Bonita Avenue to build a parking lot for the city. That proposal was stopped as 342 Bonita was nominated and accepted on a Historical Registry. After the parking garage 
and the eminent domain proposals, over the years more development was proposed in the neighborhood, including building a library, a post office, a coffee shop and small mall with shops, and 
even at one time, moving the tennis courts to near the present Guilford Tennis courts and dividing the Cory Reich tennis court land into buildable lots and selling them for single family homes, 
and more.


Thus, due to some of the activity that I wrote about, we have learned that this area in and around City Hall has significant springs running underground. Most of the homes in this area have some 
sort of a subsurface drainage system in place and at 331 Bonita Avenue there are lots of springs surrounding the home underground so we have three sump pumps installed under the home 
which keep the basement dry. We have another sump pump in the driveway at the bottom by our garage entrance. I believe that in The City files there are many studies regarding the soil 
stability and springs all around the area in and around City Hall, not only completed by Harris & Associates but also by Piedmont resident engineers and engineers from Lawrence Livermore 
National Laboratory. 


In closing again, with my thoughts as stated above, I am strongly requesting that the Piedmont City Council deny any changes in zoning to the area in and around City Hall including the Cory 
Reich Tennis Courts, City Hall, The Fire Department, Veterans Hall, 801 Magnolia Avenue, and the surrounding residential neighborhood including 342 Bonita Avenue, and remove this area for 
proposed housing development from Piedmont’s Draft Housing Element. I am again stating that Piedmont is unique, and therefore The City seriously take another look at the Draft Housing Plans 
again to see what I read regarding the numbers and reasons for the required housing units.
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7.12.22 Email


I am writing to ask for reconsideration of alternatives better suited for rezoning and development to support to affordable housing mandated by the state. There are other locations such as grand 
or park avenue instead of the central town center for this purpose as the other locations are better to assess grocery stores and public transport and creat less traffic jam in central Piedmont. It 
will create less safety concerns.


Please reconsider the safety, beauty of Piedmont.


7.5.22 Email


On behalf of my family and neighbors, I am writing to voice my support for ensuring measured and responsible growth of housing in Piedmont as part of the Housing Element. While I welcome 
increases to our Piedmont housing stock in light of the State’s housing mandate, I urge the Council to build in stronger safeguards into Piedmont’s plan to protect against adverse impact to 
property values, public areas, traffic and safety that may result from poorly regulated development. For many of us, our primary residence in Piedmont is our largest asset and an investment that 
we worked hard for many years to afford. We moved to Piedmont because of its privacy, tranquility, natural and architectural beauty and community. I hope that when creating the Housing 
Element the Committee builds in the following requirements that protect the qualities we cherish most about our neighborhood and prevent  profit-driven developers from taking advantage of 
loosely  defined zoning and design parameters that leave residents bearing the consequences.
1.      Risk: a sharp increase in high density development on small lots in already dense neighborhoods will create an undue noise, parking and safety burden. A greater number of vehicles 
parked on both sides of narrow streets will hinder passage for emergency vehicles. Increased traffic will make it more dangerous for children crossing the street.


Recommendation: Moderating high density construction in residential and Estate zoning areas so that properties under 10,000 sq ft cannot have more than 2 units. Properties under 20,000 sq ft 
cannot have more than 3 units. Properties under 40,000 sq ft cannot have more than 4 units. Multi-family properties need to account for a minimum 2 off street parking spots per unit in order to 
receive permits.


2.      Risk: New buildings that back into adjacent properties may negatively impact their neighbors’ views, access to light, and backyard aesthetic, impacting property values and privacy.


Recommendation: Require strict adherence to setbacks, prohibit view-blocking without neighbor approval, and require neighbor approval for projects that alter adjacent backyard privacy and 
access to light. Developers or owners increasing sq ft of dwellings on their properties are required to present a CAD rendering of their neighbors’ yards and demonstrating minimal impact to 
neighbors’ properties.


3.      Risk: Profit-driven developers tear down older Piedmont homes and build in a style that does not fit the neighborhood in order to maximize profit. This negatively impacts the architectural 
integrity within Piedmont and detracts from the beauty of our neighborhoods which Piedmonters value.


Recommendation: Form a Design Review Board with oversight on multi-family and high density residential development, which is mandated to maintain the common architectural aesthetic and 
heritage of the City.  This panel would have the oversight to veto and require re-design if needed as part of the permitting process. Similarly, developers of multi family buildings will need to 
submit a landscape design plan to the Board. In line with present-day requirements, Landscaping needs to fit with neighborhood esthetic and development plans need to ensure that ongoing 
upkeep of landscaping is maintained. We all value that Piedmont has taken a proactive approach to our common housing challenge and incorporating the recommendations listed above would 
show the community that the officials orchestrating this plan equally respect and embrace the characteristics we hold most dear about our homes, neighborhoods and City. Putting in safeguards 
that mitigate the downside of unrestricted development will go a long way to ensure the support of a greater number of residents and neighbors who identify with the common goal of building 
more housing in Piedmont.  Thank you for being mindful of all current and future residents of Piedmont. Ensuring that all of our homes in Piedmont remain a refuge from a busy and chaotic 
world. 


 


7.12.22 Email


I understand that a state agency has imposed a roughly 15% growth requirement on the number of housing units in Piedmont, and the city’s job is to re-zone so that private development can 
occur over the medium term. It’s a tall order, in a small space, that is already substantially fully developed.  Like many Bay Area locals, I think it it will be helpful to have more housing, at a full 
range of price points, to allow seniors, teachers, city employees and others to live in cities like Piedmont.


I’ve seen a current map that describes where the bulk of the re-zoned, developable units are proposed to go, and it overly congests the center of town. The map I’ve seen shows as many as 345 
units zoned within two blocks of city hall (assuming the full available development bonuses are achieved). Our town center and infrastructure are not designed for that level of incremental density 
and traffic. We have no services to speak of in our town center. While I’m certain some development can happen there, it lacks balance.


I think a more meaningful percentage of re-zoning and development should be proposed along Grand Ave and Park Blvd, where we have more available services and access to freeways and 
public transit. I don’t think we’ve exhausted the possibilities of accessory dwelling units, even though I appreciate there are guidelines for developing those projections. I understand a lot of work 
would have to go into negotiating with EBMUD on the long defunct, multi-acre reservoir in the northeast corner of town; that seems like a worthwhile negotiation.


I’ve been told that the city intends to file this plan and effect the associated re-zoning without putting it to a vote. My reading of the city charter suggests that re-zoning requires a vote.  It will be 
helpful if you can address that at the July 18, 2022 city council meeting.
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7.14.22 Email


Dear Mayor King and Council members Cavenaugh, Anderson, McCarthy, Long and Piedmont City Administrator Lillevand and Staff,
I have been the homeowner of 331 Bonita Avenue near Vista Avenue for 37 years. As a long time and invested resident of the area, I am strongly requesting that the Piedmont City Council deny 
any changes in zoning for dense housing to the area in and around City Hall including the Cory Reich Tennis Courts, City Hall, The Fire Department, Veterans Hall, 801 MagnoliaAvenue, and 
the surrounding residential neighborhood including 342 Bonita Avenue, and remove this area for proposed dense housing development from Piedmont’s Draft Housing Element. There are a few 
established small commercial areas in Piedmont already much better suited for dense housing development than in a residential neighborhood. Housing in these established commercial areas in 
Piedmont
will have little direct impact or no increased impact on residential homes such as the Wells Fargo building property, the ACE Hardware building property, 1345 Grand Avenue property, the Shell 
Gas Station, the Valero Gas Station, and of course the Corporation Yard and Blair Park.  I strongly recommend that the focus be on these areas. As it is now, my neighborhood is overused. Not 
mentioning all of the increased activity in recent years, but a few are, the new layout and larger massive size of Havens Elementary School, and the two new high school buildings which were 
recently completed. These new structures have created a very dense feeling of “buildings” or “walls” in the neighborhood, especially the new high school buildings. With this, the air flow in the 
neighborhood has been affected. The aquatic center is in the planning stages to be constructed and the storyboards showed it to be much more massive than I believe the community is aware 
of. Piedmont is a very unique city in California not only in size at 1.7 square landlocked miles, but in character and of commercial and residential composition. It is basically a residential city with 
very little commercial area,
unlike most other cities in California. The State of California Housing Elements specifically states that any increased housing is to support jobs and job growth. How many jobs do we have in 
Piedmont? California has lost a significant population since 2020 and the decline is continuing so far this year. In closing, I am again strongly requesting that the Piedmont City Council deny any 
changes in zoning for dense housing to the area in and around City Hall including the Cory Reich Tennis Courts, City Hall, The Fire 
Department, Veterans Hall, 801 Magnolia Avenue, and the surrounding residential neighborhood including 342 Bonita Avenue, and remove this area for proposed dense housing development 
from Piedmont’s Draft Housing Element. Please keep the present “small town” character of the area in and around City Hall and that of my residential neighborhood.


7.18.22 Email See full letter and attachment duplicate with individual email correspondence. 
7.18.22 Email I do not want the housing plans in the city center


7.14.22 Email


I have been a Piedmont citizen for 45 years and am very dismayed learning recently about the rezoning plan for a  high rise in the center of our beautiful city.  Who in the world thought this was a 
good idea and why has this been shrouded in semi secrecy.  I know if I wanted to make a change in my property,  there would be lots of forms to submit and a letter would go out to every 
neighbor within several blocks to be made aware of the project and have time to express their concerns.  What happened here.


I think there would be better alternative sites  for such a project…. congestion, traffic issues, school safety, architectural integrity …were these not taken into account?   Please reconsider …..
7.19.22 Email I am writing to express my opposition to the current housing element plan. Please do not rezone our town center and, instead, formulate an alternative approach.


7.20.22 Email


I’m writing to express my concern for the 11 large growth redwood trees surrounding the Veterans Hall & City hall. These trees provide much needed shade and clean air for our children. If these 
buildings are redeveloped, the foundation work alone will likely kill these trees. I would like to someone ensure that we protect these trees. Most Bay Area cites have laws around protecting 
redwood trees of a certain size. I’m wondering if Piedmont would consider protecting all our large trees and requiring special permits to remove them only in necessary cases. It should not be so 
easy to take our trees down. Given the worsening climate crisis, our trees provide us much needed shade and they are a big part of what makes our city desirable and beautiful. 


7.18.22 Online Form


 Instead of destroying the center of town how about adding units on to the retail space on Grand Avenue? At the bottom of Wildwood Avenue and Grand Avenue across from the Shell station I 
believe there was a tuxedo store and a hair salon, AceHardware, the office/dental space at Grand and Linda Avenue etc. I think it would be more appealing to add units in a retail section then in 
the center of a neighborhood? Just a thought


7.18.22 Online Form


 How much has been spent on implementing the housing element.? It should include the fees for consulting, community outreach, materials and staff time. What was covered by grants and how 
much has been spent by Piedmont? It is very hard to know if all the spending was and is necessary to satisfy the requirements from the state. Hope to get some answers and that they will be 
made available to the public


7.18.22 Online Form


: I, like so many others, have concerns about an affordable housing development being built in the middle of town. I understand there is limited land in the city that can be developed, but do not 
believe that converting or demolishing the few commercial buildings or open parks we have in the center of town is the best way to handle the RHNA requirement. It is usually better to provide 
this type of housing where there are services and larger affordable grocery stores within a short walking distance since many residents of affordable housing buildings do not have cars. We have 
also owned many apartments with low to moderate income tenants in Berkeley years ago and do not believe the center of Piedmont by Mulberry's and the school next to young children is the 
best place for this type of housing. The reason being, I do not believe the city will be able to control the type of residents (family or supportive/homeless housing) that are allowed in the 
development and this could become a concern for existing residents with children that are consistently walking around this area to and from school. I furthermore, understand from speaking with 
others that affordable housing developers typically use state senate and assembly bills which allows developers to bypass the city's density and height limits and increase the density and height 
of their projects. I would like the city to be mindful of this as it could result in a development that is much larger than the city originally intended.
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7.15.22 Online Form


 Looking at t he Site Map and data, the veterans building at 401 Highland does not appear in the inventory list. The listing for 356 Highland is the Community Center. Is that included in the 574? 
It would be helpful if a sheet was put out showing the housing units for each address if over 1. There is much information in the pages of the draft but not easy to figure out where all the units will 
be placed. Are all the undeveloped lots to be included? Hope that there can be a mailing to the community that is a simple explanation.


7.15.22 Online Form


 I am extremely upset at the current housing element plan as it is currently proposed. While I am not against building affordable/low income housing, I feel the placement and scope are totally 
inappropriate for this community. 1. The size of the project is overwhelming for a community the size of Piedmont. Why haven’t we questioned the state regarding this as the 191 communities in 
Southern California have and been granted time to come to a more reasonable number? 2. Why is it okay to tear down our beautiful city center for a project that will make this area more of a 
traffic nightmare than it already is? Three schools and hundreds of children use this area daily and adding hundreds more cars is unreasonable and environmentally wrong. What does an 
environmental study have to say about this? 3. What other sites have been considered that would be less threatening to the quality of life in our small town? 4. What about the issue of services 
in this area? It does not have as good a walkability score as other areas that would serve this new community better in terms off public transportation , shopping, etc


7.15.22 Online Form


How about 100-200 mixed units in Moraga Canyon with underground parking. That should still leave room for guest parking, expansion of Moraga Ave, to add a passing lane, a tot lot and a nice 
small park? 20 units in downtown Piedmont, 50-100 on top of Grand Ave.and Boulevard, etc. buildings; add a couple of levels to the existing apartments on Wildwood Gardens and Linda Ave, 
etc. and try to make up the rest with ADUs ? And if we can't make the 587 number can we apply to the state for an exemption for the rest?


7.21.22 Online Form


The community outreach and communication to all Piedmont residents has been a failure. Instead of a few obscure banners please use the community outreach budget to do a mass mailing to 
all Piedmont households that lists the process, all electronic resources and set up a opt in email notification process that pushes out all actions, proposals and future activities. Over the past two 
weeks since I have been made aware of the activities every single neighbor and friend I have contacted have been unaware of the actions to date or have significant misinformation. You must 
communicate better and thoroughly with all Piedmont residents. It is essential that all residents are aware of the process and activities. This is a basic requirement of elected officials who are 
deciding items that will alter significantly the future of Piedmont. As long as people are informed fully I will support any plan even if I may not personally agree with all the details. My family and I 
do not support the proposal to include the central school and business district for high density housing. Others have already detailed the reasons for the opposition at the Planning Commission 
and City Council meetings. I know this is a complex and difficult mandate for the City to complete. Thanks for taking on the task.


7.22.22 Email


Has the plan looked at affordable housing for teachers and other city employees as a way to encourage qualified applicants to apply for jobs in our city.  A recent newspaper article stated that 
89% of our teachers were credentialed. Other services have indicated even more difficulties in filling positions.
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7.25.22 Email


Thank you for meeting with us yesterday. We deeply appreciate all the hard work you are doing to help the City get a compliant Housing Element and to build community support and 
understanding. We're grateful for the thoughtfulness and care that you are putting into these important decisions. I wanted to follow up with two thoughts/suggestions about community 
engagement:


In addition to mailing a postcard to all household, it would be great for the City to send a one page (double-sided) flyer FAQ about the Housing Element. (Here are examples from San Mateo 
County, Danville, and Lafayette of the format I'm thinking of.) This is something several people I've talked to have asked for. The FAQ on Piedmontishome.org is very informative but it's very long 
and dense (and the questions are not in order of importance--some highly technical questions are near the top). I think a one-pager could answer, very briefly, the questions you all have 
probably been answering over and over, including:


- What is the Housing Element? 


- Why does Piedmont have to plan for more housing?


- Does the City have to build 587 units of housing?


- What are the main changes being proposed in the draft HE?


- Why is the City proposing housing on City-owned land?


- Why can't we just build more ADUs?


The second suggestion is for City Council members and staff to do a series of neighborhood-scale meetings (for example, Baja Piedmont, Central Piedmont, Estates, Moraga Canyon). This is 
something that Lafayette did last year. Ideally these would be more roundtables where people can see each other (either on Zoom or in person--maybe outdoors?) and ask questions and 
engage in some dialogue. I'm hearing from neighbors some frustration with the Zoom webinar format where all you can do is speak for 2 minutes and not see anyone. Last week Nancy Kent did 
a meeting with my neighborhood at the dog run on Linda to discuss plans for that space. I wasn't able to attend, but I received the invitation and appreciated the direct outreach. I don't mean to 
pile more work on your plate, as I know you all are working incredibly hard and getting a lot of incoming fire, but just wanted to offer these two thoughts for your consideration.


 


Thank you!


 


Warm regards,


Irene Cheng


7.25.22 Email


First, my husband, kids and I unequivocally support the work the City is doing to adhere to and support the spirit of the state's Housing Element requirements. Second, while I think the City has 
generally done a decent job in engaging the community, problematic gaps remain. Why aren't any Planning Commission members or City Council members or City staff (collectively referred to 
hereafter as "the City") proactively addressing the misinformation out there? For example, take the misinformation in the Piedmont Families Facebook group, which is where a large percentage 
of Piedmonters get their information about town happenings, or in the Piedmont Post. Today's deeply (presumably wilfully) misinformed opinion piece in the Post is masquerading as a news 
item. I trust the City will respond and will also call Gray directly to ask why he didn't connect with the City for more background and perspective (I'm presuming this didn't happen). I believe the 
City should run a weekly column in the Post and Exedra with updates, along with ads that include the URLs for background information. I believe the City should also respond to online 
misinformation in situations in which the audience is large enough or influential enough to merit a response. Such response can be simple and neutral, e.g. "We appreciate all engagement. 
However, we want to point out a few inaccuracies in (insert publication, then just correct the record and point them back to the updated FAQ). As always, you can learn and engage more at 
https://www.piedmontishome.org." That's all that needs to be said. When the City isn't more proactive in engaging the community, meeting them where they are, or in responding to 
misinformation, it's left to individual citizens to respond. Many have. However, I fear the consistent engagement from some well informed Piedmonters has led many to think -- and to even say to 
me directly and publicly elsewhere -- that there is a 'secret' group of Piedmonters who are overly influential and somehow pulling strings. While I think we're some ways from a horned shaman 
running around without a shirt, this doesn't bode well. As always, thanks for the work you do. 


7.25.22 Online Form


Hello, Thank you for your work. This is not easy. I would like some clarity on the following: 1. If the city keeps it's city owned sites on the housing element proposal but does not develop them into 
housing: - can the state force the sell of the property? - Can the state keep these sites closed until the land is sold for development? - can you describe any processes by which the state can 
compell a sale of the city owned property for development? Thank you Catherine
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7.26.22 email


As a 20+ year Piedmont resident, this is my first time addressing the Council about a matter of concern.  I realize that Council has established a process for community input on the Housing 
Element Project, and that I have not previously offered comments.  However, that inaction was largely due to my trust in the Council to analyze and balance complex factors requiring reliance on 
qualified experts including, among other things, socio-economic justice considerations, state and county legal requirements for the housing element, urban planning and land use priorities and 
realities, and Piedmont's quality of life for all residents (future and present). I thank the Council for its efforts to deal with this complicated topic, but I would be remiss if I did not weigh in.
Having read the latest draft housing element and certain interested citizen perspectives, I am concerned that the draft element does not present a forward-looking, realistic plan.  In particular, I 
strongly encourage you to consider and address all of Rajeev Bhatia's sensible, concrete and unemotional recommendations (June 16, 2022 Piedmont Civic Association opinion), which range 
from proper counting of housing units to viable civic planning. While I am focusing here on Mr. Bhatia's input, my remarks apply equally to concrete and specific observations offered by others.
Most concerning to me is Mr. Bhatia's observation that the draft housing element is unrealistic given the reliance on City-owned non-surplus land.  These concerns appear particularly acute with 
respect to the element's reliance on Civic Center area sites for lower income housing.  While I believe the Council has a sincere commitment to lower income housing, I question whether the 
Council has adequately explored the consequences of making commitments for the Civic Center sites in this regard. To put it bluntly:  by proposing to commit the City non-surplus sites in the 
Civic Center area to lower income housing, do you have a clear understanding of the costs and practicalities of repurposing non-surplus City facilities and the legal uncertainties of this path as 
well as the demands on infrastructure, traffic patterns, and safety for pedestrians?  Saddling Piedmont with unknowns in the longer term will burden everyone, including and perhaps especially, 
the lower income community that we should fully integrate into our community. 
Again, I urge you to consider Mr. Bhatia's input (beyond removal of Highland Green from the element, which appears to be the intent), reassess your timeline and engage additional qualified 
experts, including an expert who can advise the Council on an optimized balance of achieving housing element compliance and avoiding committing the City to an imprudent course that will not 
serve anyone's objectives in the longer term. To the extent that compliance deadlines are motivating the Council to truncate the process and move to a commitment, please work with an advisor 
to assess available strategies:  this is not the moment to say that you are out of time without fully exploring alternatives. Thank you for considering my perspective.


7.26.22 email


After reading recently that the City Council had directed that the draft Housing Element update be revised to include Blair Park as an affordable housing site, I'm interested in how the City 
proposes to develop park land for housing while complying with the State Public Park Preservation Act (California Public Resource Code Section 5400 – 5409). The State Public Park 
Preservation Act is the primary instrument for protecting and preserving parkland in California. Under the Act, cities and counties may not acquire any real property that is in use as a public park 
for any non-park use unless compensation or land, or both, are provided to replace the parkland acquired. What is the CIty's strategy for replacing the lost parkland? 


7.12.22 email


I am writing to ask for reconsideration of alternatives better suited for rezoning and development to support to affordable housing mandated by the state. There are other locations such as grand 
or park avenue instead of the central town center for this purpose as the other locations are better to assess grocery stores and public transport and creat less traffic jam in central Piedmont. It 
will create less safety concerns. Please reconsider the safety, beauty of Piedmont.
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7.11.22 email


As a third generation “Piedmonter" and a 37 year resident of 331 Bonita Avenue near Vista Avenue, I am strongly requesting that the Piedmont City Council deny any changes in zoning to the 
area in and around City Hall including the Cory Reich Tennis Courts, City Hall, The Fire Department, Veterans Hall, 801 Magnolia Avenue, and the surrounding residential neighborhood 
including 342 Bonita Avenue, and remove this area for proposed housing development from Piedmont’s Draft Housing Element. There are presently a few established small commercial areas in 
Piedmont already much better suited for dense housing development than in a residential neighborhood. Please keep the present “small town” character of the area in and around City Hall. I 
have read the State Draft Housing Element, ABAG’s Draft Housing Element, and Piedmont’s Draft Housing Element, and I do not read these proposed plans the same way that some others do? 
Piedmont is very unique in that it is totally built out and land locked at 1.7 square miles, not a commercial city but rather a residential community with an extremely small commercial area. This is 
different than most other cities in California. The residential character must be maintained. As I read, one of the important points in the State and ABAG’s plan is that the cities should build 
housing to support jobs in the community? Piedmont does not have very many jobs? Piedmont is not a commercial city, but a residential community with an extremely small commercial area, 
and in the State and ABAG plans I read that the residential character must be maintained as well? This area in and around City Hall cannot handle any more increased density. The density of 
the area recently increased significantly with the two new school buildings.  Now the aquatic center is coming which will increase the building density in the area significantly more to the point 
that the back of the new aquatic center buildings will be touching the back of the tennis courts where the busy basketball courts presently are, etc. This area cannot handle any more commercial 
building including a high rise apartment building or dense housing.When we moved to our home in April, 1985, the neighborhood was definitely a fairly quiet and peaceful Piedmont residential 
neighborhood with a school across the street. Living across the street from a school was pleasant and enjoyable. The location of our home in Piedmont is superb for raising a family. At that time, 
most of the activity at Havens was on Oakland Avenue, between Highland and Bonita Avenues, and the hours of the activity at the school was less than today.  Parking was not too much of a 
problem at that time except for a few hours during the day. There was no restricted parking in the area in and around City Hall, nor were there any painted parking places on the streets in the 
area. School children of driving age mostly did not drive vehicles to school. The Piedmont Adult Evening School was small and only held classes on weekday evenings, and mostly Piedmont 
residents attended the classes. Most nights when I got home from work between 7:30PM and 8:00PM, I could park my car in front of my home. It was as previously stated, definitely a residential 
neighborhood. And unlike today, the wonderful view of Oakland and San Francisco could be enjoyed by all from not only the homes but from street level, the tennis courts, and more. Living in 
our home for 37 years, I have seen many changes to the residential character of the neighborhood. I have been required to learn state and local laws, learn about the geothermal issues affecting 
the terrain, soil composition, the underground springs and potential land movement when the springs are irritated or redirected, and the scientific engineering of the area in and around City Hall 
and more. I been involved in so many issues surrounding development in my neighborhood. First, approximately 35 years ago, there was a push to convert Havens Playground from asphalt to 
grass without subsurface drainage due to the extensive cost of such drainage, called “Grassy Fields”. Without subsurface drainage at Havens which is approximately 15 feet above Bonita 
Avenue, our neighborhood group proved with the help of different Piedmont resident engineers along with great help from engineers with Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory, that from 
water hitting the grass and ground the land movement of Bonita Avenue and to the homes along Bonita and down the hill would have been significant and a liability risk that The City could not 
take. As a result of the neighborhood uniting, the Havens development was removed from the plan. Harris & Associates, the City contracted engineering firm, recommended that The City 
remove Havens from the plan. However, from Grassy fields the community got among other locations the sports field, Hampton Field which was previously a forest, at Hampton and LaSalle 
Avenues. Then a few years later, without working congruously with The City nor the neighbors, the small Piedmont Adult Evening School independently became an all Bay Area continuing 
education and adult school with over 10,000 students per year attending the school.  This school held classes all day, in the evenings up until midnight and later on some nights, seven days a 
week and twelve months per year. The noise in the area in and around City Hall was substantial at all hours of the day and night. Both The City and the neighborhood worked together to try to 
reduce the size of the school and the impact on The City quality of life as a whole. Fortunately, the State funding for such a school stopped and the school is now much smaller. Then, as a result 
of the parking problems this large Piedmont Adult Evening School created to many neighborhoods beyond the area in and around City Hall, there was a push to build a several story parking 
garage where the Cory Reich Tennis Courts are. This time a few of the affected neighborhoods and many citizens from all over Piedmont united against removing the tennis courts and building 
the garage. I contacted Riley Bechtel of Bechtel Corporation about the costs to build a such a garage at that location, and he told me that at that time conservatively it would cost approximately 
$50,000 per parking place, not counting the costs that Piedmont would be responsible for relating any damage to the homes in and around the area, and downslope as well from that area due to 
land movement. The parking garage idea was cancelled as the proposed cost at $50,000 per parking space and the liability issues associated was not realistic. Then there was the proposed 
eminent domain of 342 Bonita Avenue to build a parking lot for the city. That proposal was stopped as 342 Bonita was nominated and accepted on a Historical Registry. After the parking garage 
and the eminent domain proposals, over the years more development was proposed in the neighborhood, including building a library, a post office, a coffee shop and small mall with shops, and 
even at one time, moving the tennis courts to near the present Guilford Tennis courts and dividing the Cory Reich tennis court land into buildable lots and selling them for single family homes, 
and more. Thus, due to some of the activity that I wrote about, we have learned that this area in and around City Hall has significant springs running underground. Most of the homes in this area 
have some sort of a subsurface drainage system in place and at 331 Bonita Avenue there are lots of springs surrounding the home underground so we have three sump pumps installed under 
the home which keep the basement dry. We have another sump pump in the driveway at the bottom by our garage entrance. I believe that in The City files there are many studies regarding the 
soil stability and springs all around the area in and around City Hall, not only completed by Harris & Associates but also by Piedmont resident engineers and engineers from Lawrence Livermore 
National Laboratory. In closing again, with my thoughts as stated above, I am strongly requesting that the Piedmont City Council deny any changes in zoning to the area in and around City Hall 
including the Cory Reich Tennis Courts, City Hall, The Fire Department, Veterans Hall, 801 Magnolia Avenue, and the surrounding residential neighborhood including 342 Bonita Avenue, and 
remove this area for proposed housing development from Piedmont’s Draft Housing Element. I am again stating that Piedmont is unique, and therefore The City seriously take another look at the 
Draft Housing Plans again to see what I read regarding the numbers and reasons for the required housing units.
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7.29.22 email


I generally support the Next Steps outlined in the staff report, with the following two changes that I think have significant community support. Numbers are keyed to the staff report, with a new #5 
item added: 


3.       Conduct analysis required to relocate above-moderate income units from 1221 and 1337 Grand Avenue as needed and explore innovative design solutions with higher densities along 
Grand Avenue while keeping building heights to four to five stories. to keep density at or below 80 du/acre. Given the great parcel configurations of the two key Grand Avenue sites (flat, just the 
right depth) it is possible to get densities of 120 units/acre with four- to five-story buildings. This will yield about 45 additional units in the most walkable and amenity-rich portion of town that can 
be taken off the Moraga Canyon area to lower the development pressure there. PREC and the various petitions on Change. org have asked for the same densities/similar changes. 


5        Explore feasibility of allowing three- and four-plexes while retaining the look and feel of single-family homes in selected neighborhoods with walking access to stores, transit, and other 
amenities. Allowing small-plexes in existing neighborhoods is another item that has overwhelming support in the community. This allows us to gain additional units without developing large-scale 
new apartment complexes and greenfield development. It is my understanding that the City Attorney has advised staff that doing so would require City Charter change. However, given the City 
Attorney interpretation outlined in the staff report that allowing multifamily development in Public zones is not reclassification and does not require a change in the Charter, why would the same 
argument then not extend to other areas where residential uses are allowed? Staff should be directed to explore possibilities that would yield a modest-number, say 30 to 40 additional units over 
the planning period. This would be based on the assumption that 12 homes would convert from single-family to three or four plexes over the next eight years while largely retaining their outer 
shell. Finally, staff and consultants need to count as part of a revised Housing Element all ADUs expected to be completed between July 1, 2022 and January 31, 2023 toward meeting the Sixth 
Cycle need. These units, under State law, can be counted toward both the 5th Cycle (in which we are) and 6th Cycle (starting in January 2023), because of data-projection period overlap. The 
City of Oakland Draft Housing Element (that is already with the state) does the same. There should be about 15 units that result. This is simply a technicality and does not require aggressive 
assumptions about pace of ADUs, but it does lower the housing need for the Sixth Cycle. The above changes are modest in terms of their physical impact, yet would yield 80 to 100 additional 
housing units, making a significant dent in the housing need, and also result in housing in more walkable/desirable settings. 


7.29.22 email See full letter and attachment duplicate with individual email correspondence. 


7.30.22 email
The state forcing us to increase our density by almost 20% has to be wrong. Why aren’t we contesting this number?  Where is the infrastructure to support such a drastic increase?  What is the 
environmental impact?  What tools do we have to protest, not the goal to have More affordable housing but the drastic number we’ve been saddled with?
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7.30.22 email


I am currently traveling abroad and will not be able to attend the August 1, 2022, City Council meeting at which the Housing Element will be discussed. I am writing as a supporter of the City’s 
efforts to meet the state’s Housing Element goals and to create affordable housing in Piedmont. I wish to provide feedback on the staff report which was just released on Thursday.  I was very 
disappointed to see the staff recommendation to conduct analysis to remove all of the City-owned sites in the Civic Center from the site inventory, and shift those lower-income units to 1221 and 
1337 Grand Avenue. This is a bad idea for the following reasons: If it adopts this strategy, the City is signaling that it plans to relegate the vast majority of its affordable housing to the edges of 
town and bar it from the center, rather than distributing affordable housing incrementally and equitably throughout the community. 1221 and 1337 Grand Avenue are currently non-vacant sites 
that are occupied by thriving businesses,
including the much beloved Ace Hardware. HCD requires supporting evidence to demonstrate that non-vacant sites are likely to be redeveloped for affordable housing in the next eight years. 
Will the City be able to present this evidence? The City Center is an ideal location to add a modest amount of new housing, due to its proximity to schools and transit. Opponents to Civic Center 
sites have raised the specter of 300 new units. However 50-60 units of housing could easily be incorporated simply by rebuilding the current single-story buildings to three stories (i.e. the height 
of many single-family houses in Piedmont). The answer need not be 300 or zero; we should focus our discussion on realistic and modest scenarios rather than engage in fearmongering over 
maximum scenarios. On my reading, while putting a City-owned site on the site inventory does require a “policy decision that housing should be accommodated on those sites,” the City retains 
full control to determine the terms of any development on its property. As the staff report states: “The City, as the property owner, would be able to develop goals and objectives for the City-
owned sites and then develop an NOA and negotiate terms that meet the City’s goals.”
If no developer emerges who is able to meet the City’s terms, the City has no obligation. If the City subsequently redevelops an identified site without housing, its only obligation vis-a-vis HCD is 
to identify an alternate site for those housing units (the same task it is facing now by removing all the city-owned sites from the inventory). Removing the City-owned sites appears to create a gap 
of 80-100 moderate-income units that must be met elsewhere. The staff report gives no indication of how that gap will be met. Taking the City Center sites off the table likely pushes that 
increased density to other neighborhoods. Again, it would be more equitable to distribute new housing density throughout the city rather than isolating it to two locations. Instead of removing all 
the city-owned Civic Center sites from the inventory, I hope that the City will do the following: Keep at least one or two City-owned Civic Center sites on the inventory, whichever the Council 
deems the most suitable for potential redevelopment as housing. The
staff report states that a consultant will present scenarios for incorporating 53 units of housing on these sites on Monday evening. Since that analysis is not ready, I cannot speak to the viability 
of these scenarios, but my own hunch is that 801 Magnolia and the tennis courts are the most feasible. (To be clear, I am not saying that the tennis courts should be eliminated, only that we 
should be flexible and open to the possibility of creating a reconfigured Corey Reich tennis facility elsewhere, or incorporating new tennis courts into a housing plan.) Add a policy to the Housing 
Element to create a master plan for the Civic Center
that considers how to incorporate a modest amount of new housing into both City- and privately-owned sites and that includes street improvements that enhance safety for pedestrians, bikers, 
and wheelchair and stroller users. By adding this policy to the Housing Element, the City would be expressing its commitment to incorporating incremental amounts of affordable housing not only 
at the edges of town but in the center.
Lastly, it is disappointing that so much of the discussion about the Housing Element at the June City Council meeting focused on one or two Civic Center sites–especially the tennis courts–and 
that there was so little attention devoted to the other parts of the document, including strategies for encouraging more ADUs, duplexes and small multifamily buildings in Zones A and E, creating 
an affordable housing fund, etc. I hope that future discussions can shift away from a myopic focus on reasons and places to say “no” to new housing, and return to the core task of the Housing 
Element: finding realistic ways to say “yes” and to figure out concretely how to create more housing in a way that benefits all. Thank you as always for the care, thought, and hard work that City 
staff and leaders are putting into the effort to create new housing opportunities in Piedmont. The challenge is real, but the potential rewards–in terms of creating a more inclusive, thriving, and 
sustainable community, and doing our part to meeting the state’s dire housing crisis–are well worth the effort. Thank you.


7.31.22 email See full letter and attachment duplicate with individual email correspondence. 
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7.31.22 online form


The proposed changes to our city's core, including building housing on the tennis courts, the grassy strip on Highland Avenue and the relocation of the fire department, would be a travesty and 
would forever change the character of Piedmont. While understanding the need to respond to the legislature's mandate, the community would be ill-served by these proposals. I agree with the 
observation that moving the fire department to the outskirts of the city would be a detriment to public safety. Additionally, the residents of housing built in Blair Park would not be any more 
isolated than the residents of Maxwelton Road, Abbott Way, Echo Lane, and Nellie Avenue, and traffic safety concerns would be alleviated by a traffic signal. Rezoning on Grand Avenue to 
accommodate multi-family housing is logical. The infrastructure already exists, and it would be situated on the only existing street in the city that could accommodate the additional traffic, 
particularly if restored to four lanes. The proposal to alter the city center, which has the endorsement of individuals who are not city residents, specifically staff and the outside consultants, is 
insensitive. Moving the tennis courts away from the high school would be a detriment to the high school and raise its own safety issues. When I attended Piedmont High, PE included swimming 
and tennis at facilities across the street from the school. The school had varsity and JV men's and women's tennis teams. When my daughters attended PHS, the school fielded these teams as 
well. Is that no longer the case? How is moving these facilities away from the school a positive thing? We are not Woodside, whose residents are seeking to avoid the construction of housing by 
prioritizing the needs of mountain lions. Our 1.7 square miles of land already developed. The legislature's mandate of 587 new housing units amounts to a 15% increase in households. (https:
//www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/piedmontcitycalifornia/INC110220.) The only discussion regarding the impact that a 15% increase in student population will have on the schools is this 
observation in Appendix 6 of the 6th Cycle Housing Element, published in April 2022, which acknowledged the "limited capacity of the schools" to accommodate the anticipated increase in its 
population due to the proposed housing plan. Census data belies the claim that school enrollment has declined due to a reduction in children residing in the community. Fully 26.4% of Piedmont 
residents are under the age of 18. (Id.) Without a deeper dive into the numbers, this would suggest that there are 165 children per academic year which far exceeds that of the current high 
school per class population. The decline school population has more to do with quality which I found to be disappointing when my children attended the high school when compared to my 
experience thirty years earlier during a time when the city was far more economically diverse than it is now, so diverse that the girls were required to wear uniforms to mitigate the effects of 
economic disparity in the student population. The plan also acknowledges EBMUD constraints pertaining to water and sewage but proposes no solution. I did not see any discussion regarding 
the impact of that a 15% in households will have on other city services, such as police and fire, in the report. I’m in favor of providing subsidized housing for school and city service employees 
but not at the expense of the city center. Perhaps there is a solution that include a reasonable response to the legislative mandate which would include additional units without a major disruption 
to the city center. The Census Bureau reports that Oakland lost 5,526 residents in 2021 from the previous year. (https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/oaklandcitycalifornia.) There is also a 
significant amount of unused and underutilized land in Oakland. Perhaps the needs of everyone would be better served by entering into a cap and trade type arrangement with the City of 
Oakland where the construction of new units would be subsidized in part by Piedmont taxpayers. This is not a nimby proposal; it is a pragmatic proposal intended to ensure that the character of 
the city center is maintained, and the people needing affordable housing get what they need.


7.30.22 online form


I am deeply concerned by the proposed addition of close to 200 units of high density housing in the center of Piedmont in the school zone. While I understand that we are required by the state to 
submit a plan to add affordable housing, this is not an aesthetic or safe solution.I am not opposed to the addition of affordable housing to the city and support increasing diversity in Piedmont, but 
to high density housing in the center. I would be equally opposed to a luxury apartment building in this location. The center of Piedmont is far from being a bustling commercial zone where a 6 
story building will fit in. Not only would this be an eyesore, it would be a serious safety issue as children attending four schools walk through this area. The grossly inadequate parking of one half 
space per unit which is allowed for high density housing of this type will only exacerbate the issue.To meet the state’s unreasonable demand to accommodate 587 units without compromising 
the safety of our schoolchildren and the character of the center requires expanding the number of sites used for the housing in order to decrease the density at the center. We cannot afford to 
dismiss Grand Avenue, Blair Park or the 9 acres of land by the reservoir. The latter would clearly require negotiation with EBMUD, something I believe the state should facilitate given the scarcity 
of land available in Piedmont.


8.3.22 email
How do we prevent this insanity? Are we challenging the states authority in the court’s. We live under the rule of law, isn’t the state action a taking without just compensation, and a violation of 
our rights ?


8.4.22 email


I also teach at PMS.  My family has been in Piedmont since 1915. Anyway, can assisted living facilities be considered multiple unit housing?  It seems to me that a lot of Piedmonters get old and 
head off to Piedmont Gardens or other old folks homes.  If the facilities have enough units and can be provided at a lower rate and can count toward middle income housing that might be 
something to consider.


8.8.22 email See full letter and attachment duplicate with individual email correspondence. 


8.10.22 email


I found this Urban Planner (local!  He worked for Berkeley, SF, and Oakland!), Warren Logan, super, wow, energizing and inspiring!
I’m hoping Piedmont can focus on the priority Safer Streets project of the Highland Ave redesign/road diet on conjunction with envisioning a new denser City Center with a wider variety of 
housing options.
And, I’d be willing to volunteer to work on developing one or more of the ideas which are discussed in this valuable Podcast (I”m not a big Podcaster but this one was really an hour well spent!!) 
:) See link below,
-Hope :)https://www.volts.wtf/p/volts-podcast-how-to-get-urban-improvements?r=gvz0c&s=r&utm_campaign=post&utm_medium=webb


8.12.22 email See full letter and attachment duplicate with individual email correspondence. 


8.14.22 email


I am writing to express concern about the safety of building 132 units of housing along Moraga Ave. This road is already heavily used and one of the few arteries carrying traffic between the 
Oakland hills and Piedmont Ave. The resulting traffic will create a very unsafe situation for residents of Piedmont and the surrounding areas. The road is curvy and carries a lot of traffic.  People 
entering and exiting driveways would have to pull out into traffic on a hill.It's just not a suitable location for this level of housing density. Please do not build so many units. 







Date


Method of 
Communicati
on (Email, 
phone call, 
etc.)


Comment/ Question


8.14.22 email


The special plan for Moraga Canyon is very concerning. Building a large concentration of new housing in Moraga Canyon with a two lane road that is one of the main arteries in and out of 
Piedmont is a bad idea and will negatively affect all the people who enter and leave the city via Moraga. We already have traffic jams during rush hour and school drop off and pick up. Our 
Oakland neighbors and the Friends of Moraga Canyon use this road and Blair Park and will not be in favor of high density in this area or of losing part of the park. And most importantly, restricted 
access in and out of the area via one narrow road means real increased fire danger, as we know from the CampFire in Paradise and the Oakland Hills fire, where the majority of the deaths were 
on roads like ours in Moraga Canyon. Blair Park is a treasure. Even though the Piedmont City Attorney said it was possible to build housing there, the parks of Piedmont are one of the reasons 
this is such a special place. This would be a huge loss for everyone in the area. Our children go there to have birthday parties and climb trees. Their friends go there to fly drones. We and our 
neighbors walk our dogs and go on hikes in the park. It would be a tragedy to build up Piedmont to be a dense urban area and destroy the beauty and quality of life that currently exists here. We 
need to protect our parks and open spaces. There were speakers at the last meeting who recommended not complying or pushing back on the number units -- which seems reasonable. This is a 
huge ask of a small city that is geographically constrained. Building some housing on Grand in the more commercial areas where there are already sidewalks, public transportation, and larger 
roads may make some sense -- but again, the number of units seems unrealistic. Building on empty lots may make sense. But building large multi unit buildings really does not work in most 
areas of Piedmont, particularly in Moraga Canyon. Building low income homes on very high property value land at a price of $800K per unit does not make sense. Building where the land is 
more available and less expensive is a much better economic solution. We understand this is a challenging problem, but we really don't want to lose access to our homes via Moraga road, lose 
our parks, or change the nature of this beautiful city.


8.13.22 online form


1) is the city simultaneously conducting an infrastructure study to understand the pressure the numbers of people in the different locations will add to existing infrastructure. How will this effect 
park usage, police & fire needs, etc. I think this should be done before any building is done.we need to know in total the impact so the infrastructure needs can be allocated across projects. 
Piecemeal will create unintended consequences.
2) Is there a way to direct part of the housing to city employees like teachers, facilities, people who may not have the means to live here now, but are part of what makes Piedmont what it is. Or 
does that have to come from development plans?
3) have any local developers expressed any interest in any parts of the plan?
4) if I am nearing my seniority and am interested in downsizing here - how will I be able to find out what could be in the pipeline
5) Ive looked for a city map with the elements marked in place - is one available?


8.22.22 email


I must admit that I haven't reviewed all of the Piedmont proposal to address the Cal Housing Element, but was wondering if there was any consideration of room rentals to address the needs 
(see article below).  I would think that they would provide an elegant solution to address many of the most difficult issues related to the element for the following reasons: 1) I would guess that 
Piedmont is over-housed as a city i.e. there are many houses with unoccupied bedrooms. 2) The economics to build new housing for providing very low income rental solutions are particularly 
difficult and are much more suited to room rentals where incremental costs are low to non-existent. 3) I think such a situation might also be supported by Section 8 housing. Of course, the largest 
impediment to a successful program is the willingness of Piedmont residents to participate.  Perhaps, it would be possible for the City of Piedmont to remove many  of the barriers by facilitating 
the process of finding/screening tenants, interfacing with other government agencies (HUD, etc), helping to manage relations between homeowners and tenants with information/education 
sessions, etc.


8.23.22 email


We are writing to express our disappointment about the City's recent decision to reconsider the eligibility of sites in the City center towards satisfying the Housing Element obligations (slide 20, 
item #2). No one neighborhood has an exclusive claim to valuing the residential character and charm of Piedmont. We all value those qualities. Cherry-picking sites at this stage is effectively 
red-lining. To concentrate additional housing on Grand Ave exposes residents of Lower Piedmont to the same concerns expressed by those near City Center: infrastructure issues will be 
created; ingress and egress will be similarly challenged, there is inadequate parking, safety concerns for our children, and an environmental impact. The problem before the City is not one best 
served by listening to the loudest person in the room or adhering to the most signed petitions. The House Element is a shared obligation. Fulfilling the Housing Element will require principled 
leadership, not responding to the dog-whistle language with the pretext of "we support more housing" and the subtext of "just not where I live". The obligation, responsibility, and opportunity are 
shared across all the neighborhoods and zones of our city. If you support an equitable city, you will ensure that every part of Piedmont shares the responsibility of meeting the Housing Element 
obligations.


8.30.22 email


I have been a Piedmont resident since the 1970’s. I understand the need of affordable housing. Piedmont has very limited open space and to crowd these 500 or more units into already 
congested areas  makes no sense. To put high rises in a town that is predominantly single family dwellings is equally ridiculous. We have very limited park areas and eliminating those would 
reduce the quality of life in Piedmont. The Corporate yard on Moraga is probably the best site. That location is somewhat discreet and would not impact those items mentioned above.


8.30.22 email


To the City of Piedmont, the Mayor, the city council,the Piedmont Planning commission, and the State of California:
I have lived in Piedmont for sixty-five years, raised our children here, and have enjoyed our family life here. I understand that each city has to do their part to help the less fortunate who do not 
have homes. However, I don’t understand how five hundred units,even small ones, would fit into a town that’s about a mile and a half across!
I’ve been thinking about this for awhile, and the only place that I can come up with is the empty corporate yard on Moraga. Anywhere else in town would be a location destined to disturb the 
people already here. Even across Moraga, where the skateboarders and walkers go would be disrupt the homeowners on Scenic Avenue above, and I’m not entirely sure where their property 
lines begin and end.
The corporate yard fronts the cemetery; there would be no complaints there and it would not impact anyone’s property values. In addition, it would be putting a fallow land in Piedmont to good 
use.
Please consider my suggestion; it would be a good way to utilize unused land in Piedmont and help with the problem at hand.


8.31.22 email


At this time, I have one recommendation: Do not include 120 Vista Avenue in the Housing Element. When school is in session, there are times when traffic and parking are severely affected. If I 
need to drive to Mulberry’s or the BofA ATM at such a time, my progress will be reduced to a crawl, and I probably will not be able to find parking nearby. If 120 Vista is converted to multifamily 
housing without off-street parking, traffic and parking in the area will be an order of magnitude worse during most hours of every day. The need to replace inadequate City facilities at 120 Vista is 
a separate issue. New facilities should be planned and financed in a manner similar to that being used to replace the City’s pool. For this purpose, the Housing Element is and should be 
irrelevant.
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8.17.22 email


Please share my neighborhood's concerns with whoever may have an interest the Piedmont housing proposal. One point that needs to be stressed is that traffic starts down our corridor all the 
way from Highland in Piedmont, and only a short section in Oakland connects the neighborhood to the freeway. So most of the vehicle traffic is generated in Piedmont, which also funnels traffic 
from neighborhoods around Highland Ave. Because of the current one-way configuration of the streets, we cannot convince the city that we need more crosswalks as we are told they would not 
be safe. So our neighborhood's very wish for safety and wellbeing are jeopardized by too much traffic, due to this one direct access corridor along Harrison St. and Oakland Ave. It's a large 
equity issue that to my mind overrides the so-called community benefits of more housing in Piedmont. Why not spend the money instead on helping us reconvert our streets to two-way, 
implementing extended shuttle/bus service, casual carpool stops, etc., which would have a positive impact on an already unjust situation? Our neighborhood once called Linda Vista Terrace was 
once very similar to Piedmont, before the developers tore down so many of our lovely homes and the streets were redesigned for commuter traffic the 1950s and 60s. It appears to us living here 
that the one-way configuration of the two streets, the crossover on Bayo Vista as well as the apartment buildings were placed outside the Piedmont City border, maneuvered by  Piedmonters 
who said "not in our city."  In any event, we have been on the losing end for many years. Today, our neighborhood has  one  of the highest population densities in the City, and an EIR should 
address the impact on a very populated area, already suffering from traffic and its attendant ills.


9.1.22 email


I am writing to ask that you reconsider adding 801 Magnolia, Piedmont Center for the Arts, to the 6th Cycle Housing Element. The building is an important cultural center for the residents of 
Piedmont. It is in the center of town and showcases the importance of art and music to our children and the community.  Construction of a multi-family building so near the highschool, middle 
school and grammar school is ill-advised. Any further development of the downtown area should be postponed until we understand the impact of the new aquatic center and renovations to City 
Hall and the police station. Traffic and safety are already issues during the school term; adding a multi-family building will only exacerbate those problems. 801 Magnolia is a beautiful building on 
a corner lot and should be protected. 


9.12.22 email


Please find attached a comment letter that represents a number of households (see attached Signatories List) who live in and around the Grand Avenue area. We submit this letter for inclusion 
in the administrative record and as part of this evening's meeting before the Planning Commission's study session on the Housing Element update. We also ask that it be part of any 
administrative record related to the City's Housing Element Update for this Cycle.  


9.12.22 email


We are Anthony and Megan Giammona and we live at 336 Olive Ave. We are aware that the Council is in the process of updating the City's Housing Element. I understand that the Housing 
Element is a planning document and doesn't commit the City to build any housing. Nevertheless, I think that it is important to carefully consider public input. I further understand that the Council 
has asked staff to study whether and how to remove from further consideration "Civic Center" from the housing sites inventory list. We disagree with this decision. As such, we have signed on to 
the letter authored by Madelene Sun and John Le ("Sun-Le letter"). We also wanted to write separately to add our thoughts. While we understand the need for additional housing, it seems 
inappropriate and unfair for a single neighborhood to absorb the majority of Piedmont’s new housing. Additionally, we think that the Council should closely consider the optics of “Upper 
Piedmont” rejecting new housing while forcing “Lower Piedmont” to absorb what “Upper Piedmont” will not tolerate. I ask that you seriously consider the thoughts and recommendations in the 
Sun-Le letter, in addition to our letter, including adding back Civic Center as an available housing site and/or taking a harder look at any and all available central Piedmont sites. This will ensure 
that all parts of Piedmont do their fair share of accommodating the housing required by the State. Thank you for your time and consideration of this important issue. We thank you for your public 
service and thoughtful consideration of this important issue.Please include this letter along with the Sun-Le letter in the administrative record. 


10.2.22 email


Following up my communication of September 11, thank you for providing a link to the updated Housing Element FAQs. I am pleased to read that the City now is aware of, and intends to comply 
with, its obligations under California Government Code Section 37380. However, I am disappointed that the City continues to state that it “could sell or lease its land for low cost to an affordable 
housing developer”. We soon will need to spend tens of millions of dollars to upgrade the civic center (City Hall, police/fire, etc.), which will require increased taxes, issuance of one or more 
bonds (at interest rates that already are uncomfortably high), or some combination of the foregoing. City land should be conveyed for any use (affordable housing or otherwise) at fair market 
value so the proceeds will benefit all Piedmonters, rather than at a sweetheart price that benefits the recipient of the land. On July 20, the Piedmont Post published a resident’s letter to the City 
Council that called for a legal battle against the Housing Element. A below-market-rate land conveyance would invite such a lawsuit. The City would spend tens or hundreds of thousands of 
dollars on legal fees, and the housing project would be delayed by months or years. In summary, selling or leasing City land at below market rate is a bad idea. Don’t do it.


10.1.22
online form 
from website


Mrs Lillevand - The State Mandated command for a "Housing Element" plan is the death knell for the city of Piedmont as a quaint, low-population community that was originally planned with 2-3 
bdrm. homes, driveways & garages on tree-lined streets - with breathing room for all residents.
My mother & I moved here in 1951 when I was 11 yrs. old and since then - I have seen the city suffer from increased population, which brought enlargement of homes, crowding and noise - and 
too many autos per household. Two decks were added to the adjacent house - added on the side (not the rear) facing mine of that house, bringing noise into my bedrooms and disquietude to my 
lifestyle.
I'm horrified at entertaining what misery the State's Plan will bring to what is left of the peaceful enjoyment of our lives in the near years. This Mandated State Command is lunacy and something 
that issues from a totalitarian ethic of governance.
I can't believe my long life in this beautiful city is ending with this madness.
No! Mrs. Lillevand - you cannot put a positive polish on this wretched Plan.







Date


Method of 
Communicati
on (Email, 
phone call, 
etc.)


Comment/ Question


10.3.22 email


I’ve been waiting for re-coding to permit a separate living unit in my 2.5 bedroom home - as 50% of the garage level floor has remained unfinished since 1924 when it was built—and that mid 
level of three needs to be totally redesigned (this house is on the steepest (?) hill in Piedmont). Therefore, my home will be able to contribute some satisfaction of the State’s Plan for population 
growth without usurping additional landscape footage - but will add population growth. Additionally, my garage & driveway accommodate one “off-street” auto and the new Unit would put 1-2 
autos on the street.  The enlarged up-hill house adjacent has no useable drive/garage, so all 2-5 cars that household has put street-side over the decades would continue to be problematic for 
neighbors. Portsmouth is a dead-end street offering that household several vacant frontages - but they tend to defer and park on my downhill frontage (@%(*#!) out of laziness to the challenge 
of steepness on this difficult hill. New parking codes will be necessary and appreciated in accommodation to the States Plan. And about addressing “potential negative impacts, and to manage 
growth” while complying with the high numbers of units and people—there will NOT be any way on God’s Green Earth—that the City of Piedmont can "protect the qualities" that Piedmonter's 
cherish. I’ve lived here since age 8 and in those 75 years I’ve ALREADY seen this town and our beautiful Park deteriorate substantially with enlargement of homes and lack of money and 
manpower to groom our beautiful Park as it existed in the first half of the 20th century. I’m the voice of the “Canary in the Coal mine”:   This Mandated Plan dooms Piedmont to overcrowding, 
more cars/parking hassles, disquieting noise, and crime—our picturesque, old-fashioned uniqueness evolving into unexceptional mediocraty - and worse. Please feel free to pass along my 
comments,


9.21.22
online form 
from website


 Are there any actions that the city must take regarding city property that is allocated to housing units in the HE? If the HE is submitted and approved will the city have to show progress by 
engaging developers to implement building houusing units? Is there a time frame involved?


10.13.22
online form 
from website


First of all, I object to the State of California taking over City of Piedmont decision making, e.g. requiring over 500 more units in Piedmont. One idea I haven't heard is for the redevelopment of a 
single family house into a 4 plex. I find this idea far more palatable to keeping the small town, residential appearance of Piedmont than other ideas I have heard. Only 100 houses would need to 
be converted throughout the city, along with some ADU's, and a Corporation Yard complex to meet the quota. I am not in favor of building at Blair Park or in Central Piedmont. Frankly, I think the 
number of required units should be challenged.


10.13.22
online form 
from website


I am a Piedmont homeowner for 10 years, with 5 members in my family living in our Piedmont home. We all feel strongly that the Most Rational location for building more housing is on Grand 
avenue in the commercial district, where the dental offices and hardware store are located. This is the appropriate location for large 10 story apartment buildings. Thank you for your 
consideration.


10.20.22
online form 
from website


I saw in the SF chronicle today an article about how many cities are suffering a state penalty where their local zoning can now be disregarded. "Until last week, many cities, 
including San Francisco, incorrectly assumed they had a “grace period“ of a further 120 days before penalties started. They don’t. These cities will likely be unprepared to 
submit a compliant plan before Jan. 31. If that happens, builder’s remedy applications would open on Feb. 1."
https://www.sfchronicle.com/opinion/openforum/article/builders-remedy-california-17517171.php. I hope Piedmont is prepared to certify a compliant plan by Jan 31!


10.22.22
online form 
from website


Dear Honorable Mayor, City Council, Members of the Planning Commission: I am Gregory Jurin and I live at 1311 Grand Avenue.  I am aware that the Council is in the process 
of updating the City's Housing Element, a planning document that doesn't commit the City to build any housing. I disagree with the Council decision to ask staff to remove the 
"Civic Center" sites from the available inventory list.  I want you to add back Civic Center as an available housing site.  This will ensure that all parts of Piedmont do their fair 
share of accommodating the housing required by the State. Please refer to the Civic Center Feasibility Study, dated August 1, 2022.  The City’s own consultant, EPS, in their 
Civic Center Feasibility Memo, recommended that affordable housing is both desirable and feasible in the Civic Center.  EPS offered a number ways to make Civic Center a 
usable site, including parcel reconfiguration, state funding, relaxing parking standards, accepting below-market/no-cost ground leases, etc.  Specifically, EPS offered 4 
scenarios to illustrate how different policy & funding can affect project feasibility.  EPS demonstrated that there is a path towards feasibility!  EPS acknowledged that this may 
take time but that does not provide adequate justification for excluding the Civic Center from consideration.  None of EPS’ considerations pose an insurmountable barrier.  Staff 
has already pointed out that San Jose and other cities have included public facilities as viable sites. By relocating all Civic Center units to Grand Avenue there would be 
considerable impacts on Beach Elementary.  Alternatively, if the Grand students were allocated to Havens and Wildwood they would lose the valuable amenity of being able to 
walk to their local school, not to mention having no chance of living closer to future upgraded amenities such as the pool and Recreation Center. This would undoubtedly have 
other downstream/unintended impacts on traffic, parking, and pedestrian safety.
Thank you for your time and consideration of this important issue.  Thank you for your public service and thoughtful consideration of this important issue. 
Finally, please include this letter in the administrative record.
Respectfully submitted, 


10.27.22
online form 
from website


Dear Mayor King and Members of the City Council -
Please find attached a letter providing comments on the City's draft Housing Element Update.
I appreciate the time, effort and resources you and City staff have spent on this important planning process, recognizing in particular the challenges to siting new affordable housing in Piedmont.  
As described briefly in the letter, I have had the privilege of being involved in several projects in which California cities and counties have creatively addressed the need for affordable housing in 
connection with the redevelopment of their civic infrastructure.  I would be happy to share more of that experience with you or any member of City staff if you think it would be helpful, either now 
or at any time during the ongoing discussion of the Housing Element and the civic center master planning process.
Kind regards,
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October 27, 2022 


Mayor and City Council 
City of Piedmont 
City Hall 
120 Vista Ave. 
Piedmont, CA 94611 
(citycouncil@piedmont.ca.gov) 
 
Re: Housing Element – Civic Center Site 


Honorable Mayor King and Members of the City Council: 


I am writing in support of “restoring” the property in the block including 120 Vista and 805 Magnolia 
(the “Civic Center”) as a potential site for affordable housing in the City’s Housing Element.   


At its August 1 meeting, the council directed staff to drop the Civic Center from the site inventory 
subject to an analysis of whether all of the potential affordable housing identified on city-owned 
property in central Piedmont in the April draft Site Inventory could be relocated to parcels on/near 
Grand Avenue. Specifically with respect to the Civic Center, I believe this decision was premature, and 
would urge you to reconsider as you meet to approve the Housing Element prior to submission to the 
State for comment. 


Models for Mixed-Use Development: Essential Service Facilities and Housing 


I am an 18-year resident of central Piedmont.  Before retiring in 2019, I spent 30+ years in the public 
finance investment banking business, assisting state and local public agencies finance their core facilities 
(e.g. – administration buildings, courthouses, police/fire stations, schools). During recent years, several 
of the city/county projects I worked on included forging creative partnerships with developers as those 
public entities confronted the need to significantly redevelop their civic plazas or other core 
infrastructure. Many of those projects were remarkably successful in effectively leveraging the need for 
improved essential service infrastructure to create additional community amenities, including more 
affordable housing, while adhering to local design standards and other important community values.   


Two projects of this type that immediately come to mind include the Long Beach Civic Center and LA 
County’s Vermont Corridor project, both completed as innovative public/private partnerships in the last 
several years.  The Long Beach project included the construction of a new City Hall (to replace a 
seismically unsafe older structure)and a new administration building for the Port of Long Beach, 
together with a new Main Library and the reactivation of an adjacent historic park, all located on two 
blocks of the City’s three-block civic center master plan area. The old city hall site is now being 
developed as affordable housing.  LA County’s project replaced a handful of older government buildings 
along a two-block stretch of Vermont Street in Los Angeles, delivering a new, Gold LEED-certified 
headquarters for the County’s Department of Mental Health, housing (including an affordable senior 
housing component) and additional community space. A further example for which I briefly consulted, 
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currently in development, is SF MUNI’s plan to incorporate affordable housing into (most likely on top 
of) a newly-modernized bus maintenance facility in the Potrero district of San Francisco. 


The Opportunity to Include Housing in a Redeveloped Piedmont Civic Center 


While these projects differ in scale from Piedmont’s civic center, I believe the City’s urgent need to 
upgrade its essential service facilities - City Hall; the fire and police stations; and Veterans Hall – presents 
the City with a similar opportunity to explore creative development processes and partnerships that 
would allow inclusion of a certain amount of affordable housing on the site as well.   


City staff initially seemed to agree.  Despite the fact that a comprehensive assessment of the improved 
public facilities the City will need at the Civic Center is still under development, the draft Housing 
Element released in April suggested that up to 40 units of affordable housing might be incorporated in a 
reimagined, redesigned Civic Center project.   Outside consultants retained to conduct a high level 
financial feasibility analysis for affordable housing on the City-owned site concluded that it would be 
challenging, but not impossible and noted that feasibility would be enhanced by the ability of the 
housing to share certain project elements (e.g. – parking) with the improved public facilities on the site.   


Staff’s presentation to the City Council on June 20 included data showing how many City and PUSD 
employees might meet the income eligibility requirements to live in units at the Civic Center.  The 
potential to provide housing in central Piedmont to families of City/PUSD employees, among others who 
can not currently afford to live in town, would bring obvious benefits not only to those families but to 
the City, the school district and the community at large. 


I was thus surprised and disappointed when City staff, in its memo prepared for the August 1 Council 
meeting, recommended that the Civic Center site be dropped from the Housing Element site inventory, 
pending the additional analysis. When asked by Council members “what had changed?” in the 
intervening six weeks, the response was not particularly compelling. Without further elaboration, staff 
simply said that work done since the June 20 meeting had revealed “significant complexity” with regard 
to the Civic Center sites and suggested that – given the dire need to improve the City’s public facilities - 
the Council would be best served by “prioritizing the master planning effort for City service 
infrastructure [in the Civic Center] in advance of commitment to developing housing on these parcels.” 


The Benefit of Including the Civic Center in Piedmont’s Housing Element Site Inventory 


There is no doubt that redevelopment of the Civic Center – whatever form it takes – will be complex.  
However, rather than waiting, now is exactly the right time – as the master planning process for the 
Civic Center is getting underway in earnest – to investigate what options there might be for successfully 
integrating housing into the project.  Along with the challenges presented, it’s also important to 
remember the advantages of the Civic Center site.  Unlike the Grand Avenue sites being currently 
analyzed, the City owns the Civic Center site and can fully control what gets developed there. Based on 
my experience, this is a huge advantage if the City is committed not only to its planning obligations for 
affordable housing but also to doing its best to ensure that such housing actually gets built.    
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For these reasons, I would highly recommend that the Council include the Civic Center in the final 
Housing Element site inventory, in addition to other identified sites. Given Council’s direction to staff in 
August, I assume that the revised Housing Element will show that the City can meet its affordable 
housing allocation without including any sites in central Piedmont.   Inclusion of the Civic Center site in 
the inventory would thus show a “surplus” of potential affordable housing sites in Piedmont, sending a 
very positive message to a variety of important constituencies.   


To the State and to our peer cities throughout the region, inclusion of the Civic Center site would show 
that Piedmont is supportive of developing more affordable housing than the bare minimum required by 
State law, and is willing to explore all options on land controlled by the City.  Just as importantly, to 
members of the Piedmont community – particularly to those who live in Moraga Canyon and along the 
Grand/Linda corridor - it would show that the City Council is committed to fully evaluating the potential 
for developing affordable housing in all areas of the City, including the “highest resourced” 
neighborhood of central Piedmont. 


While incorporating housing into the Civic Center may be challenging for operational or market-based 
reasons, based on my experience working such projects in other jurisdictions, it is definitely a possibility 
worth fully exploring.  The truth is we’ll never know how much housing might be successfully included in 
the Civic Center unless we commit our best efforts to find out. I believe incorporating the Civic Center 
site in the Housing Element inventory would be an important step in that direction and encourage you 
to take that action at your upcoming meeting. 


Respectfully submitted, 


 


Michael T. Gomez 
28 Sharon Avenue  
 
cc:  Sara Lillevand, City Admiinistrator (slillevand@piedmont.ca.gov) 


Kevin Jackson, Chief Planner (kjackson@piedmont.ca.gov) 
 Housing Element Staff (piedmontishome@piedmont.ca.gov) 
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ATTACHMENT 1







 Date:  May 5, 2022 


 To:  City Council, Planning Commission, Housing Advisory Committee, Piedmont Planning 
 Staff and City Manager 


 Re:  Feedback on the Draft Housing Element 


 Dear Members of the Planning Commission, Housing Advisory Committee, and City Council: 


 The Piedmont Racial Equity Campaign (PREC) Housing Committee has reviewed Piedmont’s 
 recently released draft 6th Cycle Housing Element (HE). We want to thank the City for its 
 positive, constructive approach to the Housing Element, and commend the City staff and Lisa 
 Wise Consulting for their hard work putting together such a comprehensive and thoughtful draft. 
 We generally think the City has done a great job identifying sites, policies, and programs to 
 facilitate housing production. In particular, we applaud the City for proposing to increase the 
 allowable density in selected areas and outlining steps to build affordable housing on city-owned 
 land. Many of these policies will help our community do its part in helping address the regional 
 housing crisis while also furthering fair housing and equity. Beyond meeting a state legal 
 requirement, the Housing Element offers an exciting and welcome opportunity to help make 
 Piedmont a more diverse, equitable, culturally rich, and inclusive community. By building more 
 housing, we also help ensure that current and future members of our community–including 
 seniors, adult children, teachers, and nurses–can afford to live in Piedmont. 


 To achieve this vision, we believe the City must take an “all of the above” approach to housing. 
 We must build  more housing, for everyone, everywhere  .  In accord with those principles, we 
 have several suggestions for improving the draft, which are enumerated below. We want to call 
 attention to three proposed changes in particular: 


 1)  Strengthen strategies for producing affordable housing in Zone B (Public Land) by 
 expanding the number of Zone B sites under consideration, allowing affordable 
 multifamily uses in this zone, and coordinating the timeline for development to 
 match the requirements of Measure A1,  among other steps. Building on public land is 
 the City’s most realistic path to creating real affordable housing and we should make 
 sure the Housing Element will enable thoughtful and sustainable change in our 
 community. 


 2)  Commit to exploring policies that introduce “gentle density” in  Zones A and E 
 (the Single-family and Estates zones) through allowing duplexes, triplexes, and 
 fourplexes, as well as subdivision of large lots and mergers of lots  if conducive to 
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 the development of -plexes and other small multifamily buildings. These types of housing 
 already exist in the middle of Piedmont’s single-family zones and fit in well: We should 
 allow more of them to be built. 


 3)  Create policies that enable and incentivize the development of affordable housing 
 throughout Piedmont  . Housing that is affordable should be located in all the different 
 zones (residential, commercial, and mixed use) to support an integrated community. Our 
 call for the distribution of affordable housing  everywhere  should not be confused with 
 opposition to building  somewhere,  on a specific site  .  Rather, our position is that we 
 should build affordable housing in multiple areas of the City--in other words, more, not 
 less. 


 Additional details about these and other recommendations are laid out below. 


 General recommendations / suggestions: 


 ●  We commend the City for producing a Site Inventory that lists sites accommodating 658 
 units, 71 over the goal of 587 units. However, many of the sites in the inventory are 
 highly unlikely to yield the numbers of units listed, either because they are already built 
 out, steep, or have other hurdles. (For example: The Site Inventory includes the 
 Piedmont Community Church–an Albert-Farr designed complex from 1916--as well as 
 the Piedmont City Hall. Both would appear unlikely to be redeveloped to include housing 
 in the next eight years.) 


 ●  Moreover, many of the housing ideas in the draft Housing Element are untested in 
 Piedmont. Without any track record of mixed-use development, density bonus projects 
 on church/temple parking lots or development of public land in Zone B for multi-family 
 housing, the city needs to add more potential sites to its inventory to ensure there will be 
 a good chance of meeting its RHNA goal. Following HCD recommendations,  we believe 
 the City should “over-zone” by 20%, to ensure we meet our targets, aiming for a 
 Site Inventory that identifies sites for 704 units. 


 ●  The draft plan includes a policy to “monitor the effects of the City Charter,” and another 
 one to “consider modifications to Charter regarding zoning amendments.” (See policies 
 4.G and 4.H, at pages 56-57). We welcome these policies and the City’s willingness to 
 consider amending the Charter to facilitate housing production, but want to emphasize 
 that under the Charter a vote  is required only  to “reduce[] or enlarge[] with respect to 
 size or area” the different zones, and to “reclassif[y]” any zone, and  is not required  to 
 carry out other changes to the various zones. (See Charter, Section 9.02). The Planning 
 Code confirms this interpretation, stating that “in Section 9.02, the prohibition not to 
 reduce, enlarge, or reclassify a zone without a vote is understood to mean the city may 
 not change the zone boundaries, or change (reclassify) a property from one zone to 
 another.” (See Planning Code, Section 17.02).  All of the changes identified in the 
 draft plan--as well as others not identified there now but that would be highly 
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 desirable, like allowing for “gentle density” in Zones A and E–could be undertaken 
 by the City Council without a vote of the people,  since they leave the zone 
 boundaries unchanged and increase density in moderate amounts, while adding 
 flexibility to the applicable zoning and building controls. 


 Suggestions regarding Zone B (Public Facilities): 


 ●  We welcome Program 1.F, which proposes that the City consider expanding residential 
 development in publicly owned lands. In order to ensure that these properties are 
 available for affordable development, the HE draft proposes to amend Zone B to 
 accommodate a density of 60 units per acre. However, the program doesn’t explicitly 
 state that  Zone B will be amended to allow for multifamily housing,  beyond the 
 currently allowed uses of single-family, supportive, transitional, and emergency housing. 
 We understand this to be implicit in the language of the program, but to avoid ambiguity 
 we ask that the City please rephrase Program 1.F. 


 ●  Additional Zone B sites should be added to the Site Inventory,  including 
 underutilized spaces such as Blair Park and Kennelly Skate Park, and all such sites 
 should be included in the programmatic EIR. 


 ●  Basic site feasibility analysis should be conducted in the near term to prioritize 
 development of Zone B sites.  All sites should be studied simultaneously to determine 
 which are viable for affordable housing development. The City should then establish a 
 timeline and process to seek Requests for Proposals from developers for viable sites. 


 ●  The schedule for development of Zone B sites does not contemplate an Exclusive 
 Negotiating Agreement (ENA) with a developer for a specific site on public land until 
 2026.  This schedule should be accelerated  (per the process above) for at least one 
 Zone B site to enable Piedmont to use its A-1 bond allocation on public land. 


 ●  Instead of–or perhaps in addition to–a specific plan for the Corporation Yard,  the City 
 should do a specific plan for the Civic Center:  a comprehensive master plan that 
 explores parcels like City Hall, Veterans Hall, the tennis courts, and 801 Magnolia, all 
 together, potentially including some of the adjacent commercial sites as well. With its 
 wide streets, larger buildings, and proximity  to schools, city employment opportunities, 
 and recreation resources,  t  he Civic Center offers an ideal location for denser and more 
 affordable housing. 


 ●  One site in the Corporation Yard is designated as Above Moderate or market rate 
 housing in the Site Inventory.  The City should prioritize affordable housing on 
 publicly owned land.  If any market rate housing is developed, it should subsidize 
 affordable housing in other locations. 
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 Suggestions regarding Zones A and E (Single-Family Residential): 


 ●  The draft Housing Element makes minimal changes to Zones A and E, which occupy 
 68% of the land in the City, apart from ADU incentives and enabling SB9 lot splits.  We 
 believe the City should explore zoning changes that allow duplexes, triplexes (or 
 more on larger lots of an acre or more)  in these areas. 


 ●  Over the last five years, there has been a widespread recognition that single-family 
 zoning was an extremely harmful policy with historical origins in racial animus. San 
 Francisco, Berkeley, and Oakland are following the lead of cities like Portland and 
 Minneapolis in moving away from single-family zoning, and we believe Piedmont should 
 do the same. 


 ●  With its recent laws permitting ADUs and duplexes on most single-family lots, the State 
 has already done much to erode single-family zoning. By law now, virtually every “single 
 family” lot in California is permitted to have up to four dwelling units, if some conditions 
 are met and the lot is first split into two. In addition, property owners are allowed to build 
 a junior ADU and a detached ADU. In essence, then, the “single family” lots in Zones A 
 and E currently allow small multi-family developments. However, existing laws still carry 
 numerous restrictions that limit their effectiveness. For example, ADUs cannot be sold 
 separately from the main house. SB9 requires lots to be evenly split and 
 owner-occupied: It does not permit, for example, a 4000 sf lot to be created out of a 
 15,000 sf lot. Piedmont can pass its own policies implementing ADU and SB9 laws, to 
 enable greater flexibility in configuration and therefore make housing production more 
 likely. 


 ●  Some of the innovative types of dense small-scale development that are happening in 
 surrounding neighborhoods (for example mini-lot developments in Oakland that put 3-4 
 townhouses on a single-family lot) are not possible under Piedmont’s zoning. We should 
 update our zoning in Zones A and E to enable these types of “affordable by design” 
 housing. 


 ●  Beautiful examples of scattered duplexes, triplexes, quadplexes, and small multifamily 
 housing already exist and are nestled within Zones A and E in Piedmont. We should 
 enable more of this kind of housing to occur. 


 ●  The City has listed numerous sites in Zones A and E in its Site Inventory as potentially 
 yielding approximately 60 new dwellings for above-moderate income households. 
 Presumably these are anticipated to be built through lot splits or other unspecified 
 means. Since Piedmont does not have a track record of new single-family construction 
 occurring on large lots, more flexibility and incentives will be required to increase the 
 likelihood of new construction and redevelopment in Zones A and E. 


 ●  The City should reduce the minimum lot sizes in Zones A and E  (to at least 4,000 sf 
 in Zone A and 10,000 sf in Zone E) to facilitate lot splits for new housing production. 
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 ●  Likewise,  the City should explore permitting lot mergers to allow for the 
 construction of small, multifamily buildings,  and consider conditioning the benefit of 
 the merger to the requirement of a certain percentage of affordability, or other 
 requirements such as the inclusion of smaller, “affordable by design” units. In this 
 respect, we urge the City not to limit its consideration of lot mergers to facilitate housing 
 to Zones C and D only (as proposed by Policy 1.L), but to extend its consideration of this 
 policy to the other residential zones, too. We note that Policy 4.K, which calls for “a study 
 to better understand the viability of affordable housing development on small lots,” 
 including the consolidation of land to develop smaller (<10 units) affordable development 
 projects, appears to be a step in that direction. Please continue to explore ways to 
 change the zoning controls in Zones A and E, to allow for more flexibility and feasibility 
 of small multifamily buildings, including affordable ones. 


 ●  The city should explain how the State’s density bonus law will be implemented in 
 Zone A.  A cross-referencing of this state law is only in Chapter 17 for Zones C and D. 
 No guidance is provided in the zoning code for sites in Zone A where the 
 church/temple/school parking lots are located. 


 ●  The draft HE includes policies related to SB 9 implementation, but proposes to advance 
 these policies in years 2025 (objective design standards), 2027 (amendments to 
 encourage large lot splits) and 2026 (developers fact sheet and FAQs).  We encourage 
 the City to work on these implementation measures much sooner  than that. Taking 
 too long may discourage development and thus frustrate the City’s and the state’s goals 
 to encourage housing production. Worse, it may encourage haphazard development and 
 protracted implementation hurdles, leading to increased costs and staff time. For 
 reference, HCD recently released SB 9 implementation guidance, available online at 
 https://www.hcd.ca.gov/docs/planning-and-community-development/sb9factsheet.pdf 


 Suggestions regarding Zone D (Commercial/Mixed-Use): 


 ●  We urge that the Draft description of Program 1.H “Increase allowances for 
 Housing in Zone D” be amended to allow single-use residential buildings with a 
 specified level of affordability,  rather than the tentative language “The City will also 
 consider waiving ground floor commercial in Zone D.” 


 ●  We support the goal of inclusionary housing-  -that is, a requirement for affordable 
 housing to be included in market rate multi-family housing projects--addressed in 
 Program 3.G and Policy 3.8 of the Draft HE. We urge the City to carry out financial 
 feasibility analysis to support the creation of a viable inclusionary housing or in-lieu fee 
 program. 


 ●  The LWC financial model released last year in October should be updated to reflect a 
 more realistic construction cost and the higher assumed cost of land shown in Appendix 
 B.  The revised inputs in the LWC financial model should support the density 
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 proposed for Zone D of 80 du/acre, or a different density should be proposed that 
 is supported by the model. 


 Suggestions  regarding Zone C (Multifamily): 


 ●  The City should introduce a housing preservation policy disallowing the 
 conversion of existing multifamily to single-family dwellings.  We note that Policy 
 2.6 calls for the preservation of existing multi-family housing, but it does not appear to be 
 accompanied by any implementing programs. Program 2.D requires that the existing 
 Condominium Conversion program be maintained, but it is unclear whether this law 
 would protect existing multifamily units from conversion into single-family dwellings. 
 Please clarify, or add the necessary language to the HE draft to ensure that is the case. 


 ●  The City should encourage affordable housing development in Zone C,  using 
 similar incentives and tools as those proposed for Zone D, above. 


 Suggestions regarding ADUs: 


 ●  We support ADUs and believe they can be an important piece of housing production. 
 However, we know that many ADUs in Piedmont are not rented out. As the City 
 contemplates creating more incentives for ADU production, it’s essential to  carry out 
 analysis and regular monitoring to understand whether and how ADUs are adding 
 rental housing to the City.  We need data to better shape effective policies for the 
 future. 


 ●  The draft Housing Element should include a specific regulatory plan for City staff 
 to make sure new ADUs created under City-supported incentives are leased at 
 affordable rates  , and continue to be occupied by persons who qualify for affordable 
 housing. 


 ●  An expected rental yield rate for ADUs should be determined and used to reduce the 
 140 planned ADUs to the number of expected rental units.  Analysis of how ADUs have 
 been used in Piedmont, i.e. rentals, guest quarters, offices, is required under 
 current HCD guidance. 


 ●  ADUs can also have counterproductive effects on a market like Piedmont’s, leading in 
 aggregate to larger houses that are even more out of reach to moderate-income buyers, 
 at a time when the City is also trying to preserve its stock of smaller homes. Again, we 
 strongly support ADUs if they can lead to production of affordable rental housing. We 
 believe policies need to be tailored to be more effective at doing that. 


 ●  We oppose Program 1E. Require ADUs for New Single-Family Residence 
 Construction.  Requiring owners who do not wish to build an ADU to do so only raises 
 construction costs without necessarily yielding new rental housing. 
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 Other Suggestions 


 ●  We’re glad to see the City is proposing the creation of an affordable housing fund 
 (Program 3E). However the only specific purpose listed for the fund is low-interest loans 
 for ADUs.  We believe an affordable housing fund should also be used to support 
 other types of projects, such as affordable housing and small site development, 
 which would be more effective uses of affordable housing money in Piedmont. 


 ●  Maps of current zoning and the Site Inventory should be in the body of the report, not 
 just Appendix B, and at a readable scale, for downtown especially. 


 ●  An easily understood version of Table B-9 should be in the body of the report, grouping 
 together the single family parcels and identifying parcels by familiar names. 


 In conclusion, we thank the City for the opportunity to offer this feedback on the Draft Housing 
 Element. We are proud that Piedmont, unlike many other cities in California, has taken a 
 positive, proactive approach to the Housing Element, and is committed to doing its part in 
 creating more housing. 


 Yours truly, 


 Members of the PREC Housing Committee 


 Sachin Adarkar 


 MeghanBennett 


 Irene Cheng 


 Elise Marie Collins 


 Frances Fisher 


 Carol Galante 


 Ellen Greenberg 


 Beth Hughes 


 Sarah Karlinsky 


 Betsy King 


 Deborah Leland 


 Jill Lindenbaum 


 Linda Loper 


 Hugh Louch 


 Andy Madeira 


 Andrea Ruiz-Esquide 


 Brett Snyder 


 Alice Talcott 


 Tracey Woodruff 


 Randy Wu 
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Homeowners Staying in Homes Longer in
Current Market, Red�n Finds


The typical


American


homeowner in


2021 had spent


13.2 years in


their home,


according to a


new report from


Redfin. That’s


down slightly


from the peak of


13.5 years in


2020 but up


significantly


from 10.1 years


in 2012.


Homeowner


tenure flattened


last year partly


because so


many Americans


moved during


the pandemic,


with record-low


mortgage rates


encouraging


homebuyers to


dive into the


market.


Additionally,


pandemic-fueled


remote work led


to a record share of Americans relocating, often to more affordable areas.


But overall, Americans are still living in their homes longer than before because of older


homeowners aging in place, a shortage of homes for sale and relatively low monthly


payments. Many Americans have refinanced their homes over the last decade to get a


By Michael Bates  - March 2, 2022
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favorable mortgage rate. Some homeowners who refinanced would have locked in last


year’s historically low rates, disincentivizing them from moving, which could lead to tenure


increasing in the next few years. Rising rents could be another factor, as some homeowners


may choose to rent out their homes rather than sell.


“Homeowner tenure may have already peaked, or the decline in 2021 could be a blip before


it climbs back up,” observes Daryl Fairweather, Redfin’s chief economist. “There are


competing forces at work. Remote work is encouraging homeowners to sell their homes in


expensive cities and move to more affordable areas, which could pull tenure down. But on


the flip side, rising mortgage rates may discourage people from selling and older Americans


are staying put longer, which could push it back up.”


The supply shortage is one reason why homeowners stay put, and the reverse is also true.


Long homeowner tenure is one factor in the ongoing housing-supply shortage and the ultra-


competitive market, with the number of homes for sale down nearly 50% from before the


pandemic.


“The migration trend is encouraging for supply because more people moving typically means


more people selling their homes,” Fairweather adds. “Adding supply will help the housing


market keep up with demand and start relieving buyers from heated competition and rapidly


rising prices.”


Redfin data shows that older Americans are now making up a larger share of the population


than they were a decade ago. One-third (33%) of U.S. household heads were at least 65


years old in 2019, up from 28% in 2012. The share of Americans who are 65 and older is


expected to increase substantially in the next few decades. The fact that Americans are


aging, combined with older homeowners staying put, is a factor in rising homeowner tenure.


The typical Los Angeles homeowner had spent 18 years in their home as of 2021, the


longest tenure of the metros in this analysis. It’s followed by Honolulu and Oxnard, Calif.,


both with median tenures of 17 years. The typical amount of time homeowners held onto


their homes in each of those metros increased by roughly four years in the last decade.


Homeowners tend to stay in their homes for a particularly long time in California – the


median tenure is also longer than the national average in Anaheim, the Bay Area,


Bakersfield, Fresno, Riverside and San Diego – because of the state’s unique property tax


laws. California’s Proposition 13 incentivizes homeowners to hang onto their homes because


it limits property-tax increases.


Homeowner tenure rose by about five years in three Midwestern metros – St. Louis, Detroit


and Chicago – the biggest increases of all the metros in this analysis. The typical amount of
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time people own a home increased over the last decade in 59 of the 74 U.S. metros


included in Redfin’s analysis.


Supply shortages are a problem for homebuyers in most U.S. metros, and they’re


exacerbated by increasing homeownership tenure. The number of homes for sale in both


Los Angeles and Oxnard, for instance, fell by about 30% year over year in December, versus


about 19% nationwide.


Homeowner tenure declined over the last decade in 15 metros, several of which are popular


migration destinations. Median tenure declined by about one year in Atlanta, Las Vegas,


Phoenix and Tampa, FL, all places that attract a lot of new residents.


Read the full report here.


Image: Photo by Birgit Loit on Unsplash
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May 30, 2022 


Dear City Council Members, 


I understand the immense task you and City staff face in deciding where and how to add 
587 housing units in Piedmont.  It’s a daunting challenge that will shape the future of Piedmont. 


I agree with and support parts of the draft housing element, but I seriously question the 
proposal to put half or more of Piedmont’s low-income housing in one part of the city, Moraga 
Canyon. While it may be possible to condense part of the Corporation Yard to provide space for 
some housing, 100 units seems far too many.  Further, the proposed “alternative” to the 
Corporation Yard  -- building 200 units of low-income housing in Blair Park, in my opinion, is 
totally infeasible.   


Consider the logistics: 
• Blair Park is accessible only by car.  It is unsafe and dangerous for pedestrians to cross
heavily trafficked Moraga Ave. Traffic studies have shown there are insufficient sight-
lines to install traffic signals. The Safer Streets Plan you adopted just six months ago
states, “The Moraga Avenue/Red Rock Road location has been removed from the 2014
list (i.e., of pedestrian safety improvements) because of feasibility issues in providing
adequate pedestrian access in Blair Park…”  How would residents, especially children,
in Blair Park cross Moraga Ave.?


• Blair Park is about as far removed from the center of Piedmont as you can get. The
idea of putting low-income housing on the outskirts of the city frankly smacks of
ghettoizing, and I believe will be perceived as such by the HCD, whose goal is to
integrate low-income housing into the community.


• Taking a city park for housing sets a very risky precedent. If you build in Blair Park,
what about other parks – Crocker or Dracena, for example, which are far more
pedestrian friendly, surrounded by lovely homes and closer to the center of town?


• Building in Blair Park would counter Piedmont’s Climate Action Plan. In addition to
destroying a wildlife corridor that is home to many bird species, it would wipe out the
carbon sequestration of a thriving Oak woodland. The park is also the site of a Piedmont
Heritage Tree and the only public open space on this side of town. With minor City
funding, it could be vastly improved for more park users.


There are better options than building in Moraga Canyon, including: 
• Creating a “housing trust,” similar to that in Marin County, where residents get a break
on local taxes in return for agreeing to sell their homes at a reduced price. This would
incentivize housing developers to purchase large-lot properties and develop townhouses
or small apartments.


• Calculate the potential for lot splits permitted under SB9 and the addition of many more
ADUs. I believe there is an existing inventory of used and unused second units in
Piedmont that is not being counted toward our RHNA.  I, for one, have recently
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rehabbed and transformed our legal second unit  — formerly used as my husband Bill’s 
art workshop —into a studio apartment that I now rent for a very low $600 a mo. to a 
preschool teacher. Alas, City Planning told me it cannot be included in the new housing 
cycle because the unit was created in 1990. What a shame. 
 
• Encourage and provide incentives for businesses in the heart of Piedmont, i.e. banks 
and real estate offices, to permit construction of two or three levels of housing above 
their structures. Also, with more and more electric vehicles in Piedmont, how much 
longer will we need a gas station? 
 
Regardless of State mandates, Piedmont is certain to change in coming years, as 
current estate and other large property owners move on, and developers step in to build 
denser housing.  I urge you to consider very carefully the decisions you make today and 
do not take the draconian step of cramming housing into an unsuitable place and 
destroying a park. 
 
Thank you for your consideration and for your dedication to Piedmont. 
 
   Sincerely, 
   Marj Blackwell 
    


 
  
.” 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 







Hello Piedmont Planning Comission:  
 
Comments on the Housing Element (HE) for your consideration. 
 


1. Recommend staff lower the allowed height for ADUs to 20 feet and conduct further study of this height. 
 
The presentation on ADU incentives at the October 2021 Housing Advisory Committee meeting is to my 
knowledge the only documentation on ADU incentives in the HE public process. Excerpts from that 
presentation are presented below.  At no point was 24 feet presented as an option for ADU height yet the HE 
recommends this height and without the additional study called for in the October 2021 presentation (see 
below).  In fact, the diagram shows a height of 18.6 ft as acceptable for new ADUs.   
 
“Incentive Programs While Junior ADUs (JADUs) can qualify as affordable units without additional regulation, 
formal incentive programs need to be established in order for ADUs to contribute to Piedmont’s affordable 
housing stock. The State’s Health and Safety Code (HSC), Section 65583(c)(7), requires that cities and counties 
develop a plan as part of their Housing Element that incentivizes and promotes the creation of ADUs that are 
offered at affordable rent for very-low, low-, and moderate-income households. Affordable rents are typically 
enforced with 10-year deed restrictions, and the units must be recorded and filed with the California Department 
of Finance. Over the course of this study, we reviewed a number of potential incentives to encourage the 
development of low- and very-low income rent-restricted units. The general strategy is to allow less restrictive 
development standards in return for a time-limited deed-restriction ensuring the maintenance of the affordable 
dwelling unit. We believe the following incentives deserve additional study and consideration: Height 
Limit and Number of Stories 1. In exchange for a deed-restricted affordable unit, grant an increase in the 
height limit to 20 to 22 feet and allow for construction of a 2-story ADU. Imposing a slightly wider setback 
of 6 to 8 feet could help mitigate the impact on neighboring properties. 2. Similarly, an affordable unit could be 
permitted over an existing garage, with similar height limits, or height limits that take into account the height of 
the existing garage 
 
Carriage House: While noted as a potential affordable incentive in our report, relieving the height limit for an 
ADU constructed over an existing garage, assuming the footprint remains the same, would enable residents to 
maintain on-site covered parking while adding a dwelling unit to their property. This Carriage House model is a 
traditional way of providing an additional dwelling unit over a garage or storage building, and would seem 
consistent with much of Piedmont’s existing residential fabric. Other California jurisdictions (Santa Monica and 
Orange County, for example) have adopted this option to encourage retaining existing parking counts. A 
similar limit on overall building height, and/or accommodation of roof pitch, as noted in the previous 
recommendation, would be appropriate.” 
 


 







 
https://p1cdn4static.civiclive.com/UserFiles/Servers/Server_13659739/File/Government/Departments/Planni
ng%20Division/Housing%20Programs/LWC_Piedmont_New%20Fair%20Housing%20Programs_101821.pdf 
 
 
This recommendation for elevated ADU height of 24 feet seems predicated on the belief that it is consistent 
with Piedmont’s residential neighborhoods. 
 
“This Carriage House model is a traditional way of providing an additional dwelling unit over a garage or 
storage building and would seem consistent with much of Piedmont’s existing residential fabric.” 
 
This assumption may be correct for Zone E but is grossly incorrect for Zone A, where most of Piedmont’s 
residences are found.  Piedmont’s residential fabric is mostly defined by the Chapter 17 principal that new 
development not impact the light, views and privacy of neighboring properties.  Those characteristics are 
defined by large front yard setbacks (with prohibitions with what can be placed there) and consistent side and 
rear yard setbacks that leads most properties to develop the backyard as a principal space for socialization.   
And in many cases, garages and other structures are placed at the 4-foot rear and sideyard setback lines so as to 
preserve backyards as habitable space. Allowing such structures to rise to 24 feet would significantly impact the 
enjoyment of the neighboring backyards.  Piedmont limits fence height to 8 feet so expanding the setback in 
such cases to 8 feet would have virtually no effect on this degradation of neighbor privacy. 
 
The HE proposed multiple incentives to foster new and affordable ADU development and the effectiveness of 
these proposals should be evaluated through the next housing cycle before resorting to this extreme proposal of 
24 feet, especially as the HE provides no rational for this height.  And without a mechanism in place to 
document that ADU and deed-restricted ADU are being occupied by new residents, it seems disingenuous to the 
spirit of the HE and the City’s residential character to incentivize their development through this approach. 
 


2. Incorporate additional references of the Piedmont General Plan and Climate Action Plan Policies into 
the Housing Element. 
 
There are many policies in the General Plan that need to be coordinated with the HE proposals, especially site 
selection and particularly the Moraga Canyon sites.  These pertain to sustainability policies that were 
specifically incorporated in the General Plan when it was updated in 2009. Three examples are presented below.  
Likewise, the HE should reference the Climate Action Plan 2.0 2030 and 2050 Greenhouse Gas reduction 
targets and assert that all new development – ADU, single family and multi-family development – be all-
electric construction.  All cities face these targets but Piedmont is fairly unique in that most of its existing 
housing stock is remodeled rather than replaced with new construction. As such it is very difficult for the City 
to achieve GHG reductions through energy-efficient new construction.  As natural gas use in Piedmont is 
increasing, it is essential that new construction not add to that trend.  
 


City of Piedmont Sustainability Policy  
It is the intent of the City of Piedmont to be a sustainable community - one which meets its current needs 
without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs. In adopting this policy, the City 
of Piedmont accepts its responsibility, through its operations, programs and services, to:  
• Continuously improve the quality of life for all Piedmont residents without adversely affecting others.  
• Enhance the quality of air, water, land and other natural resources through conservation, reduced 


pollution, increased efficiency, and protection of native vegetation, wildlife habitat and other ecosystems.  
• Reduce greenhouse gas emissions, specifically by reducing landfilled waste, energy consumption, and 


water consumption, and by encouraging walking, bicycling and other alternative travel modes.  
• Encourage greener methods of construction.   







• Support small local businesses that use sustainable practices in their own operations  
• Promote public education and awareness of sustainability issues.  
• Align and partner with community groups, businesses, residents, non-profits, and neighboring 


communities where appropriate to work toward these goals  
 
 
Policy 14.4: Retention of Healthy Native Trees Encourage the retention of healthy native trees as new 
construction takes place, including home additions and landscaping projects. Existing significant trees should be 
conserved where feasible when development takes place.  
 
Policy 16.1: Linking Land Use and Transportation Choices Consistent with the Land Use and Transportation 
Elements of this plan, retain walkable neighborhoods, reliable public transportation, safe cycling, carpooling, 
convenient access to shops and services, and other measures which reduce the need for driving and fuel 
consumption in Piedmont.  
 
 


3. Include an assessment of potential units from development of the multi-family and multi-use zones in 
Piedmont. 
 


In Table B.4 of Appendix B, the HE provides the new density assumptions for the different zones in Piedmont 
but then does not appear to apply them to estimate potential for units in the multi-family and multi-use zones.  
Properties in these zones are non-vacant but the HE should calculate the potential units that could be developed 
on these sites should they be converted to multi-family housing during the next cycle.  Table B-7 gives an 
example of what this analysis would look like.  The development of the multi-use zone occurred during the 5th 
Cycle and while no new units were generated as a result, the increase in allowable density in the current HE 
could change that.  As the HE is about housing potential, the potential of these zones should be quantified in 
Appendix B. 
  







 
4. Include an assessment of potential units from the development of residential zones A and E. 


 
There is immense potential for new housing in Zones A and E due to the new development rights granted by 
SB9.  As table 3.2 from the General Plan shows, almost 50% of Piedmont residential lots are greater than 
10,000 square feet and 22% greater than 20,000 square feet.  How this potential could be used for affordable 
housing needs further study but a simple “by right” assumption that all these lots will split under SB9 provides a 
simple assessment of its housing potential.  Table B-4 needs to updated with a more realistic assessment of 
density for single family residential-estate and that assumption used to estimate potential units.  The text below 
from an HCD factsheet indicates that the state allows an SB9 analysis to be included in housing elements.  
 


 
 
“Housing Element Law. To utilize projections based on SB 9 toward a jurisdiction’s regional housing need 
allocation, the housing element must: 1) include a site-specific inventory of sites where SB 9 projections are 
being applied, 2) include a nonvacant sites analysis demonstrating the likelihood of redevelopment and that the 
existing use will not constitute an impediment for additional residential use, 3) identify any governmental 
constraints to the use of SB 9 in the creation of units (including land use controls, fees, and other exactions, as 
well as locally adopted ordinances that impact the cost and supply of residential development), and 4) include 
programs and policies that establish zoning and development standards early in the planning period and 
implement incentives to encourage and facilitate development. The element should support this analysis with 
local information such as local developer or owner interest to utilize zoning and incentives established through 
SB 9. Learn more on HCD’s Housing Elements webpage.” 







 
 


5. Eliminate or modify the recommendation that the City Charter be reviewed. 
 
The HE calls for a study of the City Charter on the development of affordable housing and potential action by 
City Council to modify the charter to eliminate the requirement for voter approval of zone changes. As housing 
targets were achieved in the 5th Cycle and are projected to be achieved (with 10% surplus) in thr 6th Cycle, it 
seems premature to undertake that study during the next housing cycle, especially within the first year at the HE 
proposes.  At the very least, propose that it be done 4 years into the next cycle by which time a better 
assessment can be made. 
 


6.  Add a table of all the 6Th Cycle HE policies/programs to the document. 
 
This is routinely done for large policy documents and there is an example in the HE (Table D-1 in Appendix D).  
The requirement that ADU be built with large additions, development of transitional housing in the residential 
zone, 24 foot ADU height and other examples are embedded throughout the document and are not easy find in 
one place. 
 


7. Recommend that the City extend submitting the Housing Element until May 2023. 
 
A recent statute extended the filing deadline for Housing Elements to May 2023.  The City should take 
advantage of this and allow for more outreach and comments by the community.  It will also give the City time 
to prepare the SB9 analysis I recommend in my comment. 
 
 
Garrett Keating 
148 Ricardo Ave.  
 







June 2nd, 2022


Piedmontishome@piedmont.ca.gov


City Of Piedmont


120 Vista Ave,


Piedmont, CA


94611


RE: Draft Housing Element


To Whom It May Concern,


East Bay for Everyone is a membership organization advocating for housing, transit, tenant rights,


and long-term planning in the East Bay. We and the undersigned organizations write to provide


comments on the City of Piedmont’s 6th Cycle Housing Element Public Review Draft.


Summary of feedback:
● The City does not have a large enough buffer on the number of sites, given low historical


rates of development, particularly on Low and Very Low Income sites.


● Piedmont should both speed up the implementation of SB 9 in the zoning code and go


further by expanding SB9 to allow the development of 6 units per lot.


● Many of the sites appear to be city-owned, but the city has not provided enough detail on


those sites.


● The Draft Sites Inventory includes numerous sites that are unlikely to be developed


because they are in-use as pools, driveways, etc by adjacent properties.


● The Draft Sites Inventory contains a large portion of the city’s schools, churches, banks,


and civic buildings without providing strong evidence that these property owners are


willing to sell or develop these properties.


ATTACHMENT 4







Buffer on sites:
The city has identified 517 sites for new development, 1 in development, and 120 ADUs, totalling


658 units. This is only a 12% buffer on the RHNA of 587 units. The buffer on Low and Very Low


Income sites is only 3 units.


From HCD’s Housing Element Sites Inventory Guidebook “it is recommended the jurisdiction


create a buffer in the housing element inventory of at least 15 to 30 percent more capacity than


required”(emphasis added).


Given Piedmont's low historical rates of development the city should be adding a buffer of at least
30 percent, and even more in the Low and Very Low income categories.


SB9 implementation, and Missing Middle upzoning:
The Draft Housing Element states that the city plans to “Amend the Zoning Ordinance to


encourage large lots splits under SB 9 by early 2027”(emphasis added). Piedmont's primary


method of building new Moderate and Above-Moderate Income housing may well be lot splits and


duplexes on existing lots, which makes this an unreasonable time frame. The City should go
further than SB9 requires and allow for building Missing Middle housing in Zones A and E, such as


fourplexes, sixplexes, Cottage Courts, Townhouses, and similar building styles.


We believe that allowing the construction of fourplexes and sixplexes will increase the likelihood


of development on each site, and lower the price per square foot of the new homes, which will


make them available to a wider range of people. Adding more units per lot will increase the amount


of tax revenue and impact fees the city collects, which will make it easier to construct subsidized


affordable housing on other sites in the inventory.


The city should allow the development of 6 units per lot in Zones A and E to. This would allow


conversions of large homes and houses on large lots into small multifamily buildings that fit in with


the existing neighborhood.


Many fourplexes and sixplexes in Alameda County are smaller than the average home that has


been sold in Piedmont in the last few years. For example, 125 Hillside Ave is 4,600 square feet, for


a single family, and sold for $5.6 million. We do not understand why it should be legal to build


homes this large for a single family, but not legal to build a similarly sized structure with four, much


more affordable, 1,000 square foot apartments.


City Owned Sites:
Per Government Code section 65583.2(b)(3), if a site included in the inventory is owned by the city


or county, the housing element must include a description of whether there are any plans to sell


the property during the planning period and how the jurisdiction will comply with the Surplus Land


Act.







Review of Site Inventory:
Most of these sites are already in active use by the adjacent properties as pools, driveways, etc.


Sites on steep hillsides and in use by the adjacent property should be removed unless the current


owner has explicitly stated they plan to develop the lot or sell to a developer.


Under HCD Guidelines, these sites are considered non-vacant as they have a significant


improvement. Therefore, the element must include a description of the current use (in Piedmont’s


case, often a pool, driveway, garage, etc) and the likelihood of redevelopment, or remove the sites


from the inventory.


The draft element proposes, without substantial evidence, that most of the city’s schools,


churches, banks, and civic buildings will be turned into housing in the next 8 years. HCD guidelines


require the City to show that such existing uses are in fact likely to be discontinued, such as a


letter from the current owner stating is willing to sell to a developer or develop the site themselves


into housing. The Draft Housing Element makes no attempt to describe the leasing situation of the


sites nor does it consider only partial redevelopment of the sites into housing.


A few sites do appear suitable for development because they are not currently developed, have


street access, and are not in use by adjacent properties. These should have their zoning changed or


to allow development of “missing middle” housing types (cottage courts, townhouses, etc) which


are naturally more affordable. These include (but not limited to) the following sites:


● 051 472802000 5 HAMPTON RD


● 051 472802100 5 HAMPTON RD


● 051 482003300 PARK BLVD


● 051 482003500 PARK BLVD


● 051 482003700 PARK BLVD


● 051 469301000 780 HIGHLAND AVE


● 050 092800400 770 KINGSTON AVE


● 050 092801301 KINGSTON AVE


● 050 455001500 HOWARD AVE


● 050 455104100 NACE AVE


The City should also consider adding Blair Park to the Site Inventory for Low Income housing.


Site Specific Feedback:
We offer the following site specific feedback:


Sites used as driveways, garages, and pools with that should be removed from the inventory:


● 050 086000400 1069 WINSOR AVE garage for the adjacent property


● 050 457903300 1 Maxwelton Road backyard/pool for the adjacent property







● 051 481900100 490 HAMPTON RD pool for the adjacent property


● 051 472800104 26 SEA VIEW AVE tennis court for an adjacent property


● 051 472800401 26 SEA VIEW AVE pool and yard for an adjacent property


● 051 480201300 17 GLEN ALPINE RD pool for adjacent property


● 051 480201600 INDIAN GULCH RD Driveway/ access for another property


● 051 480300101 70 SOTELO AVE private driveway and tennis court for an adjacent


property


● 051 481201700 SANDRINGHAM RD This site has a large transmission tower taking up a


large portion of the site. Piedmont provided no indication that PG&E plans to discontinue


use of the tower or sell the lot


● 051 469301300 HIGHLAND AVE This is a park that serves as almost a “median” between a


row of houses and the road, it is only 30-45 feet wide along its lengths, and given FAR,


setback, and parking requirements it would be all but impossible to develop into 5 units of


housing. It should be removed.


● 051 472800503 GLEN ALPINE RD No street access, being used as a part of a


driveway/garage for adjacent buildings


Sites on very steep hillsides that should be removed from the inventory:


● 050 457100101 MORAGA AVE at Pala very steep hillsides


● 050 457902001 MORAGA AVE owned by 261 Scenic Very very steep hillsides


● 050 457904300 14 NELLIE AVE Very steep hillsides


● 050 457905601 1 ABBOTT WAY Very steep hillsides


● 051 481902000 440 HAMPTON RD Steep hillside


Sites with other uses that seem unlikely to be developed without substantial supporting
evidence:


● 051 482001118 5201 PARK BLVD Zion Lutheran Church and the Renaissance


International School


● 050 462500103 120 VISTA AVE Piedmont City Hall, Piedmont Police Detectives. No


indication or evidence in the Housing Element that Piedmont has a plan to replace its City


Hall.


● 050 462600100 VISTA AVE Piedmont Community Tennis Courts


● 356, 333, 345 Highland Ave Wells Fargo and adjacent building


● 050 462401000 333 HIGHLAND AVE Mulberry’s Market


● 050 462401200 345 HIGHLAND AVE Bank of America


● 051 463603500 1300 GRAND AVE Kehilla Community Synagogue


● 051 481201110 4925 PARK BLVD Corpus Christi School


● 050 462500301 801 MAGNOLIA AVE Piedmont Center for the Arts


● 050 462300400 400 HIGHLAND AVE Piedmont Community Church and Piedmont


Language School


● 050 455701501 1221 GRAND AVE Ace Hardware







● 051 463603500 1300 GRAND AVE Kehilla Community Synagogue


● 050 092700403 OLIVE AVE Plymouth Jazz & Justice Church


● 050 092700500 OLIVE AVE Plymouth Jazz & Justice Church


● 050 092700600 OLIVE AVE Plymouth Jazz & Justice Church


● 050 092700700 OLIVE AVE Plymouth Jazz & Justice Church


● 050 092701300 OAKLAND AVE Plymouth Jazz & Justice Church


Additional Feedback on the Draft Housing Element:


Infill housing for Environmental Benefits


By building more homes in already established urban areas, Piedmont can avoid paving over trees


and habitats that serve as heat sinks and carbon banks, all of which provide high-value climate


benefits. It is critical to support growth in safe infill locations and streamline the permitting


process when appropriate, while still allowing for a public process, requiring environmental


review, and rewarding jurisdictions that meet housing goals. To support this, please refer to


Greenbelt Alliance’s Resilience Playbook.


Appendix B: Housing Capacity Analysis and Methodology:


B.2.3 Density and Capacity Assumptions


The draft element mentions that the city “conducted site feasibility analyses in the Spring and


Summer of 2021.” This analysis is not published within the draft and does not seem to be posted on


the project website. It should be directly referenced or included.


B.2.5 Suitability of Nonvacant Sites


HCD Guidelines instruct the jurisdictions to account for realistic development capacity using


factors such as “Local or regional track records, … based on the rate at which similar parcels were


developed during the previous planning period, with Site adjustments as appropriate to reflect


new market conditions or changes in the regulatory environment. ”, or “If no information about the


rate of development of similar parcels is available, report the proportion of parcels in the previous


housing element’s site inventory that were developed during the previous planning period.”


While “the intensification of underutilized properties” is occuring to some degree, the Draft


Element Table B.7 attempts to provide a regional track record (rather than use the proportional


method), but does not sufficiently account for the differences in market conditions and the


regulatory environment between Oakland and Piedmont to justify this decision. While the draft


does specify Piedmont has lower fees in certain areas, the element should not use Oakland as a



https://resilienceplaybook.org/equitably-addressing-the-bay-area-housing-crisis/





base example unless it can demonstrate similar “market conditions” and “regulatory environment”,


including pro forma analysis, fees, process costs, city timelines, local opposition to new housing,


and zoning/development standards. Piedmont, in contrast to Oakland, is a small and historically


exclusionary city that has largely been restricted to single-family development. Piedmont's draft


fails to account for its unique regulatory environment, and should not base its projections off


Oakland's development track record unless it brings its own regulatory environment in line.


Appendix C: Housing Constraints:


The Constraints analysis does include a discussion of environmental and infrastructure constraints


but does not follow HCD guidance in calculating a net buildable acreage. Programs 1.D, 1.F-H, and


1.L should specifically consider “the imposition of any development standards that impact the


residential development capacity of the sites” when they are implemented such that they are


accomplished with the density and affordability expected. The element should use the realistic


capacity table example presented by HCD guidance, and should evaluate backup sites to


accommodate any No Net Loss issues if the low income sites are developed at lower than 100%


affordability.


C.2.4 Permits and Procedures


● “Piedmont’s planning and permit fees are in the middle when compared to those in other


cities.” This is not quantified.


● The cost of non-city impact fees (especially from EBMUD) is not mentioned.


● Non-fee public improvement cost is not quantified, and parcel map cost is not included in


the per unit fee analysis table.


● All of Piedmont was declared as WUI in 2020, which includes Fire Hardening construction


standards, but the costs of these standards are not mentioned or quantified. City updates


fire and building codes to reflect new climate realities | Piedmont Exedra


● The fee analysis does not address the city’s “extraordinary costs” requirement.


Section IV Housing Plan: Goals, Policies, and Programs


1.K City Services Impact Fee for Multi-family Housing



https://piedmontexedra.com/2020/03/city-updates-fire-and-building-codes

https://piedmontexedra.com/2020/03/city-updates-fire-and-building-codes





Via Item 1.K, the element explicitly proposes to institute a new fee on multifamily development,


which runs counter to the purpose of facilitating housing development. Such a fee must be


implemented following AB 602 and should be proportional to unit size. It cannot be subject to


multifamily housing only.


4.D Fee Review


Any fee review (Program 4.D) is now subject to AB 602 (under the section 66000 definition of


“fee”). Program 4.D should be modified to match - the program should follow “per sf” requirements


of state law but may use project value fees where warranted by law or where related to


application processing.


We look forward to continuing to engage with the City of Piedmont in this process, and would


welcome the chance to speak with staff to discuss our concerns.


Maxwell Davis,


on behalf of the 2500 members of East Bay for Everyone


Zoe Siegel


Director of Climate Resilience


Greenbelt Alliance


Keith Diggs


Housing Elements Advocacy Manager


YIMBY Law


Zac Bowling


Lead


East Bay YIMBY







May 5, 2022


Dear Planning Commissioners,
I am Michael Henn, a longtime resident of Piedmont and a mostly retired city planner
who has been through the Housing Element process several times as staff with different
jurisdictions. I was also on the Piedmont Planning Commission which worked on the
current HE. I have also served on the Alameda County Grand Jury three times. I think
most planners and managers recognize that each city goes through this HE exercise
primarily because we are required to do so by the state. Nevertheless, a good faith
effort is needed to avoid legal action and being targeted by militant housing advocates
like Yimby Law and Public Advocates. I would think that there is more likelihood of
Piedmont being criticized by HCD and housing advocates for including infeasible sites
in the inventory than for accepting the legislature's intent and welcoming more ADUs
and SB9 duplexes and potentially a few lot splits for developed lots. As proposed in the
Draft HE, little benefit would result from ADUs and none from SB9 potential duplexes
and lot splits. This failure to benefit from pro-housing legislation creates more pressure
to place sites into the inventory which are increasingly improbable. For example, Corpus
Christi School's playground is a highly suspect site for high density apartments. Where
are the kids going to play?  Cannibalizing a city’s already inadequate parks and open
space was not intended by the legislature. The Quimby Act sets minimum park acreage
standards per 1000 residents. Piedmont’s park acreage is already deficient under the
law. Losing developed parkland acreage to the HE would worsen the deficiency.
Including such sites is also not going to be politically acceptable. Thus, proposing high
density multifamily housing for sites like Coaches Playfields and Blair Park invites valid
criticism. What is the city going to do for a corporation yard if the one and only one we
have is actually included in the HE list, and lost?


I would suspect that jurisdictions which are more protective of the qualities of their
communities will handle their RHNAs differently. They will assign larger numbers toward
both ADUs and SB9 housing. Given the extensive litigation statewide against RHNA
assignments (34 cities in SoCal), and the State Auditor’s criticism of the HCD’s RHNA
methodology, I would expect that HCD will be conservative in rejecting such attempts, if
at all. Logically, HCD should be receptive to allowing a substantial unit yield from both
sources. The State passed the “by-right” ADU without requiring any parking, and the
by-right duplex/lot-split laws with the expectation that these strong new laws would have
a significant impact in producing needed infill housing. To now disparage their
significance makes no sense and actually endangers the city to unnecessary litigation
because of the lack of a realistic expectation that many of the selected sites could ever
achieve the necessary units.


The city staff and their HE consultants have not made use of the fact that HCD has
issued an opinion document on how to treat potential SB9 units in a HE. The SB 9 Fact
Sheet on the Implementation of Senate Bill 9, dated March 2022, provides for a means
to allow valid new housing units from SB9 into a HE. As stated in the HCD document:
“To utilize projections based on SB 9 toward a jurisdiction’s regional housing need
allocation, the housing element must: 1) include a site-specific inventory of sites where







SB 9 projections are being applied, 2) include a non-vacant sites analysis
demonstrating the likelihood of redevelopment and that the existing use will not
constitute an impediment for additional residential use, 3) identify any governmental
constraints to the use of SB 9 in the creation of units (including land use controls,
fees, and other exactions, as well as locally adopted ordinances that impact the cost
and supply of residential development), and 4) include programs and policies that
establish zoning and development standards early in the planning period and implement
incentives to encourage and facilitate development. The element should support this
analysis with local information such as local developer or owner interest to utilize zoning
and incentives established through SB 9. Learn more on HCD’s Housing Elements
webpage.” 


I would expect that staff and the outside consultants should be able to provide a
defensible analysis which could provide, for example, a couple hundred units over 8
years. Also, the HE is being too conservative for potential ADU production. The
“by-right” ADU law passed in 2019 and it takes a certain time for such a change to filter
through a community and be broadly implemented. To take only the average of past
ADU production, when regulations were more restrictive, makes little sense.


Although not directly related to Piedmont’s Draft HE, it should be pointed out, in general,
that HCD’s RHNA assignments are severely problematic. Throughout much of the last
decade California was adding 200,000 or more people per year to its population
although slowing toward the end of the decade. The draft RHNA numbers, which
assumed continued and even higher growth rates were circulated to planners by 2019.
These older numbers remained almost unchanged in the final adopted statewide
metro-by-metro RHNAs. However, there was actually a significant halting of state
population growth followed by a significant and unprecedented population decline after
January 2020. Nevertheless, the HCD administration refused to update their obsolete
assumptions. Numerous articles, such as the following, have publicized this decline, but
that reality has done nothing to update the state or local RHNAs.


Exodus: Bay Area, California population dropped in 2021 as people left
(mercurynews.com)


https://www.eastbaytimes.com/2022/04/10/walters-californias-shrinking-population-has-
big-consequences/


Besides not being demographically sound, the state’s collective metro RHNAs add up to
some 2.2 million units for the state by 2031. At the typical 2.8+/- people per dwelling
unit, the state is assuming that there is a need for housing for 6 million more people by
2031, or 750,000 per year. That number is higher than any year in California history.
Planners I’ve talked to at MTC/ABAG defend their overshoot by saying the bigger
numbers are needed to reduce overcrowding and reduce the number of people who are
cost-burdened by the high cost of housing. While a laudable goal, it is rather speculative
as to how much excess housing is needed to bring down the cost of housing to where it



https://www.mercurynews.com/2022/05/03/californias-population-drops-for-second-straight-year/?utm_email=1453F48104CC45239544246542&g2i_eui=xfsx8ExOmMYsBdPspZEI9UBjZQ5OWZlO&g2i_source=newsletter&lctg=1453F48104CC45239544246542&active=yesD&utm_source=listrak&utm_medium=email&utm_term=https%3a%2f%2fwww.mercurynews.com%2f2022%2f05%2f03%2fcalifornias-population-drops-for-second-straight-year%2f&utm_campaign=bang-mult-nl-wednesday-morning-report-nl&utm_content=manual

https://www.mercurynews.com/2022/05/03/californias-population-drops-for-second-straight-year/?utm_email=1453F48104CC45239544246542&g2i_eui=xfsx8ExOmMYsBdPspZEI9UBjZQ5OWZlO&g2i_source=newsletter&lctg=1453F48104CC45239544246542&active=yesD&utm_source=listrak&utm_medium=email&utm_term=https%3a%2f%2fwww.mercurynews.com%2f2022%2f05%2f03%2fcalifornias-population-drops-for-second-straight-year%2f&utm_campaign=bang-mult-nl-wednesday-morning-report-nl&utm_content=manual

https://www.eastbaytimes.com/2022/04/10/walters-californias-shrinking-population-has-big-consequences/

https://www.eastbaytimes.com/2022/04/10/walters-californias-shrinking-population-has-big-consequences/





becomes affordable. And why would builders build such an amount if the present profit
margins were to go away?


Another aside that is not directly aimed at the current Draft HE, in my view a proper
RHNA process should be a bottom-up not top-down process. State and regional
planners allocated RHNA housing units to over 500 jurisdictions without knowing what is
existing on the ground. Instead, the process should start with an accurate and detailed
inventory of each jurisdictions vacant and underutilized sites, and the actual density of
developed residential areas (Most of Piedmont has relatively small lots compared to the
suburbs so Piedmont is already about four times denser than, say Orinda or Lafayette).
Only once this factual background information is known, units can logically be assigned.
Piedmont is largely built out, but that fact was not known or appreciated in Sacramento.


To conclude, I believe Piedmont should slow down the review process and ask for an
extension. Then we should eliminate the sites that most would consider infeasible,
particularly if the owners knew their sites were on the list. The HE does not provide
evidence that the owners have been contacted and are in agreement.  Responses
should be obtained from at least Corpus Christi Church, Kehilla Synagogue, Zion
Lutheran Church and Ace Hardware that these sites are available for affordable
housing, or not. If the answer is No, then these sites need to be struck from the list.
Then, the  HCD SB9 review process should occur to identify larger private lots feasible
for SB9 lot splits, and assume that a proportion of the single family homes could very
well be converted to duplexes or Tenant-In-Common two family residences (TICs).
Much of the apparent single family housing in San Francisco is actually, two-family
TICs. I hope that these comments are is appropriately addressed. I fear that the staff
and consultants have already set out on the path they wish to take. Doing so could
unnecessarily produce opposition and even litigation, and do little for actually producing
the housing that the Housing Element process is meant to achieve.







June 8, 2022


City Council
City of Piedmont
120 Vista Avenue
Piedmont, CA 94611


Re: Support of the Draft 6 th Cycle Piedmont Housing Element and Greater Housing
Affordability


Dear Mayor King and City Councilmembers,


As you know, I have decided to leave the Piedmont school system after 19 years, including
seven years as Superintendent, to become Superintendent of the San Mateo Union High School
District. I will miss being a part of the Piedmont community. My experience as an educator within
the Piedmont school system gives me a special understanding of the challenges of recruiting
and retaining the most talented and caring teachers and staff to serve the Piedmont community.


The Piedmont Unified School District (PUSD) has consistently performed in the top tier of both
public and private schools for academics, college placement, and school athletics, as well as
the civic engagement of our pupils. This is possible because of the dedication, talent, and hard
work of every member of the PUSD community. Asking our staff to perform and continue to
perform with excellence means asking ourselves how we will support and show up for them in
return.


The cost of living in the Bay Area continues to burden teachers and School District staff, turning
away new teachers, coaches and staff just starting their careers and leading experienced
educators to leave the District for opportunities in places where their salaries go farther. Housing
affordability is the largest cost of living burden our teachers, coaches and other staff face every
day.


I would like to conclude this letter in support of the Draft 6th Cycle Piedmont Housing Element,
published by the City of Piedmont on April 8, 2022, by saying that I participated in the
stakeholder interviews conducted for the 6th Cycle Housing Element in July 2021. In the
interviews, I noted the difficulty of recruiting and retaining staff when housing costs are too high
and when employees often have long commutes from their residences to Piedmont. I support
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the Draft 6th Cycle Piedmont Housing Element because it provides a toolbox of solutions that
the City will use to work with private property owners, the development community and the State
of California, to improve housing affordability for School District staff, Piedmont residents and
the broader community.


Sincerely,


Randall Booker







 


August 04, 2022


Dear Piedmont City Council:


We are writing on behalf of South Bay YIMBY regarding Piedmont’s 6th Cycle Housing


Element Update. As a regional pro-housing advocacy group, South Bay YIMBY works to


ensure cities adopt housing elements that are fair, realistic, and lawful.


Per §8899.50(a)(1) of state code, Piedmont's housing element must affirmatively further


fair housing, which entails 'taking meaningful actions... that overcome patterns of segreg‐


ation.'


The City of Piedmont is uniquely positioned to affirmatively further fair housing, as Pied‐


mont is a wealthy, exclusionary city that researchers with the Othering and Belonging In‐


stitute at UC Berkeley identify as highly segregated from the rest of the Bay Area. This so‐


cioeconomic segregation is caused by the exclusionary cost of housing in your community,


where an average home, as of April 30th, costs $3,094,000, which is only affordable to


someone earning a salary of $474,000, meaning only the richest 2% of households


can afford to settle down in your community. To put a finer point on the level of afflu‐


ence in your city, the average home in your city costs more than French castles. It is thus


no coincidence that your city is 60% whiter than the rest of the Bay, as well as 82% less


black than the rest of the Bay Area.


In a 2021 report entitled 'Exclusionary Zoning: Its Effect on Racial Discrimination in the


Housing Market,' economic advisors for the White House outline how exclusionary zoning,


like yours, causes segregation. Your exclusionary zoning pushes low income children to


live in less resourced areas, which begets worse life outcomes from health to income. The


research is clear: exclusionary zoning violates your duty to further fair housing.


To take meaningful actions that overcome patterns of segregation, we recommend you:


1. End apartment bans in high opportunity areas. This will give middle and working


class families the opportunity to share in the resources your rich neighborhoods enjoy. As


of 2020, your city banned apartments in 100.0% of high opportunity residential


areas.


2. Accommodate 1311 low income homes in your site inventory. While substantially


larger than the floor of 257 low income homes required by RHNA, 1311 is the number of


homes required to bring the proportion of low income families in your city in line with the


rest of the Bay Area. While this number is large enough to be politically challenging, it will


always be politically challenging to overcome segregation, as AFFH requires.


Thank you,


Salim Damerdji, South Bay YIMBY


Keith Diggs, YIMBY Law



https://www.zillow.com/research/data/

www.forbes.com/sites/forbes-global-properties/2021/10/28/buying-a-french-chateau-can-cost-less-than-a-los-angeles-teardown/
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Honorable Mayor and Members of the City Council 


I am pleased to submit these comments and suggestions for your consideration as you review 
the City’s Draft Housing Element. While a lot of work has been done, some significant changes 
are needed to comply with State laws and to remove major risks to civic facilities and financial 
burdens on the City this could impose.  


Piedmont’s Draft Housing Element Needs Fixing 


Significant changes to the sites inventory in the Draft Housing Element are needed to ensure 
compliance with State laws and community objectives. In particular, the element fails to 
include a single realistic site that would be available for construction of lower-income 
housing over the next several years. Additionally, the City’s proposal to locate majority of its 
housing, including all affordable housing, on currently non-surplus public sites (as defined 
under State law) actively used for civic and recreational uses (e.g., police station, Veterans 
Hall, tennis courts) is highly unusual, and perhaps unique among hundreds of California 
cities. This would encumber the City with obligations post-adoption it may struggle to meet, 
resulting in highly messy implementation, significant financial burdens, and potential loss of 
civic facilities and parks, even if this strategy passes muster with the State. 


I will first start with some easy opportunities that should be captured, followed by a 
discussion of the some of the items raised above.  


1. Count Allowable Sites Currently Not Included in the Inventory


The Housing Element currently fails to reflect housing and sites allowed to be counted under 
State laws, which should be included in the sites inventory, and would put some dent in 
remaining housing needs:  


• Housing for which certificate of occupancy will be issued July 1, 2022 to Jan. 31,
2023. These are not included in the current draft of the Housing Element, as it seems
from the June 6th community workshop, that the City’s consultant was unaware of
this provision. This stems from the difference in the Housing Element Planning
Period (which starts January 2023) and the regional data Projection Period (which
starts July 1, 2022). The State HCD reference to this has been provided to staff and
hopefully this will be corrected in the next draft of the Housing Element.
https://www.hcd.ca.gov/community-development/housing-element/docs/6th-web-
he-duedate.pdf. At the current pace of development, this would likely be 12 to 15
units, but City staff should have precise building permitting data.


• SB-9 Units. It’s a bit puzzling why these have been left out of consideration for
housing sites. City staff mentioned that housing built under SB-9 would be reflected
in the City’s Housing Element annual progress reports as achievements following
adoption, but including this now would help the City meet a portion of its housing
needs. Several Southern California jurisdictions have used SB-9 without running into
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issues with the State Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD), 
and Bay Area cities such as Mill Valley, Larkspur, and Ross are using these as well. 
SB-9 has both a lot split and a non lot-split component. However, rules (e.g., direct 
street access from a new lot to street) need to be spelled out by cities, and Piedmont 
has not done so yet.  


2. Provide Meaningful Lower Income Housing Opportunities


The draft Housing Element fails to make available any realistic sites for affordable housing, 
as required under State law. All lower income sites are located on City-owned land, none of 
which is surplus. I am not aware of any other city in California that is doing this, especially for 
the entirety of its lower-income housing program. The Civic Center sites are unrealistic (see 
below) and the Housing Element would require preparation of a Specific Plan for the Moraga 
Canyon sites, adoption of which is a discretionary City Council action, and thus with no 
certainty that this will happen, and even if it does, it would certainly push out site availability 
by several years. Thus, the City’s commitment to lower-income housing is questionable.  


3. Remove Civic Center Sites as these are Unrealistic for Housing and Have
Potential to Generate Massive Problems for City Post Housing Element
Adoption


The Housing Element has sites in the Civic Center area that are actively used for civic and 
recreational uses (e.g., police station, Veterans Hall, tennis courts), and Highland Green. 
There are no details in the Housing Element of housing will result on these sites.  There are 
some real practical problems – e.g., the costs to rehab and seismically retrofit Veterans Hall 
and the Police Building alone was estimated by the City at $15 million to $20 million two 
years ago, and the City decided not to place these together with the pool reconstruction on 
the bond ballot measure at the same time. So currently there is no funding for these. If 
housing is built together with these facilities, these facilities will need to be replaced, not just 
rehabbed, at significantly higher costs, which may be several multiples of the rehab cost. The 
City does not have money to rehab these facilities, let alone build new ones. Housing on top 
of these structures would also be much more expensive to build and be unlikely for even 
market-rate housing, let alone for affordable housing.  


Additionally, there are legal uncertainties. The City Charter does not permit reclassification 
of existing zones, and going from allowing one single-family unit per site in the Civic Center 
area to higher density housing at 60 or 80 units per acre is reclassification of Public zone to 
Public/Residential for all practical purposes, regardless of whether the zone title is changed. 
The City also cannot commit any monies to affordable housing under the California 
constitution, without a vote of the people (as example, Oakland has a ballot measure in 
place for November asking the voters to authorize this).  


It should be noted that following the demise of redevelopment which provided monies for 
affordable housing to cities, State law was changed to allow cities to use a minimum “default 
density” as a proxy for affordable housing. In the Bay Area/Piedmont, this is 30 units per 
acre. So while housing elements may have sites at higher shown as having potential for 
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income-restricted housing, in practice, it is rare for these sites get developed with affordable 
housing, as these require subsidies and assembling of financing packages, that are often 
difficult to cobble together. The higher densities do facilitate development of market rate 
workforce or senior housing, so this serves a useful purpose.  
 
Because the City is the owner of the sites where the lower-income sites are shown, it would 
be incumbent upon the City to demonstrate how lower income (that is, income-restricted) 
would result in more detail in the Housing Element. The City needs to lay out this roadmap 
in the element to satisfy the State. Later, say when the City is ready to move along with 
rehabbing Veterans Hall, it would need to wait for a housing partner. The City may need to 
issue RFPs to attract developers, convince the State that no developers were found if that is 
the case, and have to find other sites to zone under new State laws passed in 2018, which 
means starting over.  
 
This approach is so fraught with potential problems, that I don’t readily know of any city in 
California that is doing this as part of their Housing Element inventories, not even cities with 
a lot more dedicated staff and resources or huge commitments to housing. While this may 
seem like an easy way out to find sites and get the Housing Element certified, the real 
problems will emerge and consume the City for the several years after the Housing Element 
is adopted and certified, and present problems that the City may find hard to extricate itself 
from.  
 
The City should remove these sites from further consideration in the Housing Element.  
 


4. Remove Highland Green From Consideration 


The City should also remove Highland Green from consideration. This site has a total of five 
paltry units capacity as per the Housing Element (which is a lot less than the SB-9 units the 
City believes it doesn’t need to count), is used for July 4th parade staging, and is barely 25 
feet deep, and unsuited for housing. Piedmont also is shorts on parks and recreation space, 
and the EIR on the Housing Element will likely show a significant and unavoidable park 
impact with the addition of new housing, requiring the City to undertake all feasible 
measures to mitigate these impacts under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).   
 


5. Remove Requirement of Specific Plan for Moraga Canyon Development  


A requirement of a Specific Plan as a prelude to any development in this area will delay 
development. This is also unnecessary, as utilities are available at the site and the City can 
apportion areas here easily for housing development to enable development to proceed. 
The City is already required under State law to prepare objective housing design standards, 
which could be tailored for the area.  
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6. Designate One of the Two Grand Avenue Sites for Lower-Income Housing 


The Housing Element designates Ace Hardware and Sylvan office building for moderate and 
higher income housing. These sites are within the acreage (0.5 acres to 10.0 acres) that HCD 
recommends for lower income housing, and should be designated for these instead of Civic 
Center sites. Development at these sites will likely take place by razing the existing buildings, 
and housing can be easily incorporated as part of redevelopment.  
 


7. Consider Higher Densities along Grand Avenue and Highland Avenue to 
Make Up Shortfall Resulting from Removal of Civic Center Sites 


The proposed densities of 80 units per acre along Grand and Highland avenues are low, and 
can be increased to 120 or 140 units per acre, within five stories. For context, much of new 
development along Broadway in Oakland in Broadway Valdez area are at about three times 
this density. The new six-story residential building with a 35,000 s.f. Target store and other 
commercial uses Broadway/26th is at 240 units per acre, in a seven-story configuration (six 
stories residential above commercial). Half this much density, especially along Grand 
Avenue, is not unreasonable. This a great area, walkable, with access to stores, school, and 
amenities. 
 
Attached are calculations showing how the City would have adequate sites by substituting 
Civic Center sites with modestly higher densities along Grand and Highland avenues.  
  


8. Additional Items for Consideration 


Promoting Missing Middle Housing. The Housing Element does not consider strategies to 
foster a greater variety of housing types (for examples triplexes, fourplexes) in some or all 
single-family areas. This may run afoul of City Charter, but is a strategy worth considering, 
and is much less of change from the City Charter than what is being considered for the 
Public zone in the draft element. The City can maintain the existing development regulations 
(pertaining to setbacks, heights, floor area ratios) to ensure that these blend in into existing 
neighborhoods.  
 
Consideration of Walkability and Access to Amenities. The draft Housing Element has a lot of 
housing units (132) squeezed into a relatively small area for the Corp Yard site. This area 
does not have the same access to stores, services, and transit as the Grand Avenue area, yet 
the highest densities (80 units per acre max.) are the same in the two areas. This number 
should be reduced, and more housing accommodated along Grand and Highland avenues. 
The City may also find that less development here is needed once SB-9 sites are counted.  
 
Sincerely,  


Rajeev Bhatia  
50 La Salle Avenue 
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B-20 | City of Pleasanton                      Appendix B: Sites Inventory and Methodology 


Table B-9: Draft 6th Cycle Housing Element Site Inventory by Income Category 
 


APN Address Land Use Zone Acres Existing 
Density 


Proposed 
Density 


Units 
Max 


Units 
Realistic Income Infrastructure 


In 
Previous 
Cycles? 


051 472802000 5 HAMPTON 
RD Residential E 0.55 1 unit per lot 1 unit per lot 1 1 Above 


Moderate   N 


051 472802100 5 HAMPTON 
RD Residential E 0.53 1 unit per lot 1 unit per lot 1 1 Above 


Moderate   N 


051 480201300 17 GLEN 
ALPINE RD Residential E 0.47 1 unit per lot 1 unit per lot 1 1 Above 


Moderate   N 


051 480201600 INDIAN GULCH 
RD Residential E 0.26 1 unit per lot 1 unit per lot 1 1 Above 


Moderate   N 


051 480300101 70 SOTELO 
AVE Residential E 1.06 1 unit per lot 1 unit per lot 1 1 Above 


Moderate   N 


048A700200303 898 RED ROCK 
RD 


Corporation 
Yard B 11.90 5 du/ac TBD/SP 0 32 Above 


Moderate   N 


050 455701501 1221 GRAND 
AVE mixed use D 0.65 20 du/ac 80 du/ac 52 42 Above 


Moderate   N 


050 455801502 1337 GRAND 
AVE mixed use D 0.63 20 du/ac 80 du/ac 50 40 Above 


Moderate   N 


050 462300500 356 HIGHLAND 
AVE (terrace) mixed use D 0.04 20 du/ac 80 du/ac 4 4 Above 


Moderate 
 N 


050 462300602 356 HIGHLAND 
AVE mixed use D 0.28 20 du/ac 80 du/ac 22 18 Above 


Moderate   N 


050 462401000 333 HIGHLAND 
AVE mixed use D 0.22 20 du/ac 80 du/ac 18 14 Above 


Moderate   N 


050 462401100 333 HIGHLAND 
AVE mixed use D 0.07 20 du/ac 80 du/ac 6 6 Above 


Moderate   N 


050 462401200 345 HIGHLAND 
AVE mixed use D 0.15 20 du/ac 80 du/ac 12 10 Above 


Moderate   N 


Subtotal Above 
Moderate        225     


051 482001118 5201 PARK 
BLVD 


residential - 
house of 
worship 


A 2.22 1 unit per lot 21 du/ac 46.6 37 Lower   N 


048A700200303 898 RED ROCK 
RD 


Corporation 
Yard B 11.90 5 du/ac TBD/SP 0 50 Lower   N 


050 457906100 643 MORAGA 
AVE 


Corporation 
Yard B 1.50 5 du/ac TBD/SP 0 50 Lower   N 


050 462500103 120 VISTA AVE Public B 0.83 5 du/ac 60 du/ac 50 40 Lower   N 
050 462600100 VISTA AVE Public B 0.70 5 du/ac 60 du/ac 42 34 Lower   N 
Subtotal Lower        211    
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Table B-9: Draft 6th Cycle Housing Element Site Inventory by Income Category 
 


APN Address Land Use Zone Acres Existing 
Density 


Proposed 
Density 


Units 
Max 


Units 
Realistic Income Infrastructure 


In 
Previous 
Cycles? 


050 092700403 OLIVE AVE 
residential - 
house of 
worship 


A 0.16 1 unit per lot 21 du/ac 3 3 Moderate   N 


050 092700500 OLIVE AVE 
residential - 
house of 
worship 


A 0.08 1 unit per lot 21 du/ac 2 2 Moderate   N 


050 092700600 OLIVE AVE 
residential - 
house of 
worship 


A 0.08 1 unit per lot 21 du/ac 2 2 Moderate   N 


050 092700700 OLIVE AVE 
residential - 
house of 
worship 


A 0.08 1 unit per lot 21 du/ac 2 2 Moderate   N 


050 092701300 OAKLAND AVE 
residential - 
house of 
worship 


A 0.08 1 unit per lot 21 du/ac 2 1 Moderate   N 


050 462300400 400 HIGHLAND 
AVE 


residential - 
house of 
worship 


A 1.50 1 unit per lot 21 du/ac 31 25 Moderate  N 


051 463603500 1300 GRAND 
AVE 


residential - 
house of 
worship 


A 0.40 1 unit per lot 21 du/ac 8 7 Moderate   N 


051 481201110 4925 PARK 
BLVD 


residential - 
house of 
worship 


A 1.49 1 unit per lot 21 du/ac 31 25 Moderate   N 


051 481201700 SANDRINGHAM 
RD 


residential - 
house of 
worship 


A 0.27 1 unit per lot 21 du/ac 6 4 Moderate   N 


050 462500301 801 MAGNOLIA 
AVE Public B 0.31 5 du/ac 21 du/ac 7 5 Moderate   N 


051 469301300 HIGHLAND AVE Park B 0.32 5 du/ac 21 du/ac 7 5 Moderate   N 
Subtotal 
Moderate       81     


Total Inventory       517     
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Fwd: Housing Element: Piedmont Civic Center Sites
1 message


Kevin Jackson <kjackson@piedmont.ca.gov> Sun, Jun 19, 2022 at 4:20 PM
To: "Kathryn Slama - Lisa Wise Consulting (kathryns@lisawiseconsulting.com)" <kathryns@lisawiseconsulting.com>, "David
Bergman (davidb@lisawiseconsulting.com)" <davidb@lisawiseconsulting.com>, Stefano Richichi
<stefano@lisawiseconsulting.com>, Henry Pontarelli <henry@lisawiseconsulting.com>, Dave Javid
<dave@plantoplace.com>, Paul Kronser <paul@plantoplace.com>, Rachael Sharkland <rachael@plantoplace.com>
Cc: "Michelle Marchetta Kenyon - Burke, Williams & Sorensen, LLP (mkenyon@bwslaw.com)" <mkenyon@bwslaw.com>,
"Deepa Sharma - Burke, Williams & Sorensen, LLP (DSharma@bwslaw.com)" <dsharma@bwslaw.com>, Sara Lillevand
<slillevand@piedmont.ca.gov>


I’m forwarding the latest email from Mr. Bhatia.


Get Outlook for iOS


From: Rajeev Bha�a <rajeev@dyettandbhatia.com> 
Sent: Sunday, June 19, 2022 4:12:40 PM 
To: City Council <CityCouncil@piedmont.ca.gov> 
Cc: Kevin Jackson <kjackson@piedmont.ca.gov>; Pierce Macdonald <pmacdonald@piedmont.ca.gov> 
Subject: Housing Element: Piedmont Civic Center Sites


You don't often get email from rajeev@dyettandbhatia.com. Learn why this is important


[EXTERNAL] This email originated from an external source. Please use judgment and caution when opening
attachments, clicking links, or responding.


Dear Councilmembers, 


I want our Housing Element to be set up for success, rather than failure, and include actual sites where the City can fulfill
its housing needs, rather than sink time and energy into sites where housing is unlikely. While including housing as part of
the Civic Center is a noble sentiment, it is impractical in the timeframe of this Housing Element planning period, as I will
discuss below. Please be aware of the following State laws and other requirements, which among others require the City
Council to make certain findings at adoption time that the City would not be able to make for the Civic Center sites:


State Law Requirements to be mindful of for Including Civic Center sites


Demonstrate realistic development capacity at designated sites. Where there are existing uses, “..Existing Uses
— The housing element must demonstrate non-vacant and/or underutilized sites in the inventory that can be
realistically developed with residential uses or more-intensive residential uses at densities appropriate  ….and
evaluate the extent these uses would constitute an impediment to new residential development.”  See https://
www.hcd.ca.gov/community-development/building-blocks/site-inventory-analysis/analysis-of-sites-and-zoning.
shtml. The City needs to show the community the analysis used to arrive at feasible housing capacity at existing
civic uses and tennis courts. E.g., there is no housing feasible where the tennis courts are. The examples cited
so far are of tennis courts on top of parking structures such as at UC Berkeley, which is very different than
tennis courts on top of housing, that too affordable housing. The Housing Element is not a policy direction to
explore ideas … it is focused on delivering sites for development, the feasibility of which has already been
established. 


Required City Council Findings at Adoption Time That Existing Uses Will be Discontinued. If a housing
element relies on nonvacant sites to accommodate 50 percent or more of its RHNA for lower income
households, the nonvacant site’s existing use is presumed to impede additional residential development, unless
the housing element describes findings based on substantial evidence that the use will likely be discontinued
during the planning period. In addition to a description in the element, findings should also be included as part of
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the resolution adopting the housing element. https://www.hcd.ca.gov/community-development/building-
blocks/site-inventory-analysis/analysis-of-sites-and-zoning.shtml. Thus at the time of Housing Element
adoption, the City Council will have to make findings that the tennis and basketball courts at Vista and public
safety uses at the Civic Center will be discontinued during the planning period (2023-2031). I do not believe it is
possible to make this finding given that there are no plans to relocate these uses to other places. If the City
Council does not believe this finding can be made, it is better to drop these sites now rather than finding that we
are short on sites at adoption time. 


Required Rezoning for Shortfall. The City would need to commit in its Housing Element to a process and
timeline to make sites it owns available for residential uses. The draft Housing Element currently lacks this, and
HCD would most likely want to see this detail included. Under the Housing Accountability Act, should housing
not be feasible at a site and there is a shortfall mid-cycle, the City will have to proactively undertake a rezoning
program to find sites elsewhere to make up for this shortfall. This means doing a Housing Element Update and
EIR all over again mid-cycle in three or four years, and tying the City’s hand in being able to proceed with
rehabbing the public safety buildings until alternative housing sites are in place. Thus, In designating the Civic
Center sites I believe we are just kicking the can down two or three years, rather than solving any housing
problems. We should be focused on finding and delivering those alternative housing sites to meet our housing
needs and obligations now, rather than five years later.  


City Charter


City Charter Amendment. Reclassification of zones under the Piedmont Charter requires a vote of the people.
If the City Council wants to reclassify the Public zone (which allows a de minimus one house at every parcel
in the city) to permit high density residential and thus make this zone Public/Residential, this should be
submitted to the voters and placed on the upcoming November ballot. Lack of legal certainty will not inspire
confidence on part of any developers the City may wish to attract. 


———
Physical Feasibility at Civic Center


Not finding any drawings or information in the Housing Element on methodology to determine housing capacity at Civic
Center sites, I sat down over the weekend and tried to understand this for myself. Attached are two drawings, with sites in
the Housing Element labeled A through D, with Housing Element information noted. 


A. Vista Tennis and Basketball Courts. Assumption in HE: Housing at 60 units per acre, 34 realistic housing units. The
courts presently fill up the entire site. It is physically not possible to vertically integrate housing and whole bunch of tennis
courts and bleachers on top of a residential building without extraordinary expense, and I am not aware of any examples
in the Bay Area where this has been done. Tennis courts can go on top of parking structures as they have been at Cal for
over three decades and industrial and office buildings, but not residential, as the building floorplate is entirely different. Is
the proposal to remove tennis courts? The facilities were just renovated a year ago for something like $2 million. This idea
does not seem even physically, let alone financially, feasible.   


B. Center for the Arts. Where is the space for the five units? Will this be razed and replaced? Again, wasn’t this
rehabbed a few years ago, and didn’t the City recently sign a 10-year lease on this? Is this even available during the
Housing Element period?  


C. City Hall/Police/Veterans Building. The site area for this in the Housing Element includes City Hall, and the area is
counted at 60 units per acre to calculate resultant housing. Neither tearing down City Hall, nor putting housing on top of it
is a credible suggestion. The eastern half of the site is about 0.5 acres, and that is where the police and veterans building
are located. It would be quite a structure that includes a new police station, rec. building, and 40 housing units (which,
because of the small acreage, would actually be at 120 units per acre max)  all at the same small site.  It would require
razing the existing facilities and starting from scratch, and be surely several multiples more expensive than the cost to
rehab these, plus the higher cost for housing building and having the civic facilities support the resultant structural weight
and complexity of housing above. Theoretically it could work if the housing can be on its own pad as staff mentioned for
other examples they shared at the Planning Commission meeting, but looking at our site I don’t see any area where
housing can just be squeezed in without messing with the existing buildings. Rehabbing the existing Veterans Hall and
Public Safety buildings will also be a lot more environmentally sustainable and emit fewer greenhouse gases
than razing these buildings and building something new, when the same housing can built more sustainably and
be delivered to the community at lower cost by adding say one more story to the Mulberry/BofA site across the
street, where housing is already planned, and provide an additional density incentive for the property owner to
develop that site.   


8.1.22 Staff Report_Public Comments_ATTACHMENT #2



https://www.hcd.ca.gov/community-development/building-blocks/site-inventory-analysis/analysis-of-sites-and-zoning.shtml





6/22/22, 4:50 PM Plan to Place Mail - Fwd: Housing Element: Piedmont Civic Center Sites


https://mail.google.com/mail/u/3/?ik=d523606921&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-f%3A1736107216187376559&simpl=msg-f%3A1736107216187376559 3/3


D. Highland Green. The width of this parcel during most of the stretch is 30 feet. With required front setback of 20 feet in
Zone A, and rear setback of 5 feet, the remaining buildable width of housing would only be 5 feet. So, these sites are also
physically not feasible. The loss of five units assumed here would not be that significant.


All of these sites are impractical given the dense fully built out conditions of civic facilities and the fact that we don’t any
have vacant land there, and a distraction from the real work the City needs to do to deliver feasible sites.  
————
Practical Approach to Meeting RHNA


I believe the most practical approach for the City to meet its RHNA is as follows, in order of importance: 


Count every housing unit (including ADUs) expected to be completed between July 1, 2022 and January 1, 2023.
These units, under State law, can be counted toward both the 5th Cycle (in which we are) and 6th Cycle (starting in
2023), because of data projection period overlap. There should be about 15 units that result, including e.g. the
Mayor’s ADU. 
Count SB 9 Units. The City does not have a trend of these because the City has not allowed these in the past. With
properly development rules and methodology, the City should attempt to have these counted now to bring the
remaining need down, rather than just as Housing Element success story later. There are many cities that have
successfully counted these units, consistent with HCD guidelines. 
Consider densities that are much higher than currently contemplated at Grand and Highland avenues, while
developing standards so that these are well designed, with ground level retail and cafes, and housing above.
Densities of 180 units per acre with ground floor retail and four stories of residential above (60 feet building height),
with structured parking may be appropriate for Grand Avenue, and 120 per acre for Highland Avenue. If necessary,
the City should add a real architect with experience in doing projects like these in the Bay Area to the out-of-town
planning team. 
Add missing middle housing (fourplexes, sixplexes, etc.) and smaller-scale multifamily development in some or
many existing neighborhoods. Some of the City’s rules relating to allowable densities, lot sizes etc. may need to be
modified. There may, again, be some City Charter issues involved, but these would be of lower magnitude than
high density residential issues in Public zones. 
Continue counting all the remaining single family and religious sites with the good work staff has done, although it
remains to be seen if HCD will buy off on allowing so many of these to be counted. 
Anything else needed should be added after the above has been done, and this remaining need would be modest.
 


Thank you for volunteering your time and energy to serve the community!


Rajeev Bhatia
50 La Salle Avenue
Piedmont, CA 94611


Civic Center Parcels.pdf 
5651K
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Some people who received this message don't often get email from rajeev@dyettandbhatia.com. Learn why this is important


FW: Housing Element: Is the City Council Operating With Wrong Information?
1 message


Kevin Jackson <kjackson@piedmont.ca.gov> Mon, Jun 20, 2022 at 10:18 AM
To: "Kathryn Slama - Lisa Wise Consulting (kathryns@lisawiseconsulting.com)" <kathryns@lisawiseconsulting.com>, "David
Bergman (davidb@lisawiseconsulting.com)" <davidb@lisawiseconsulting.com>, Stefano Richichi
<stefano@lisawiseconsulting.com>
Cc: Dave Javid <dave@plantoplace.com>, Rachael Sharkland <rachael@plantoplace.com>, Paul Kronser
<paul@plantoplace.com>, Pierce Macdonald <pmacdonald@piedmont.ca.gov>


Please see Mr. Bhatia’s email from this morning.


Kevin Jackson, AICP        Planning & Building Director


City of Piedmont, 120 Vista Avenue, Piedmont, CA 94611


Tel: (510) 420-3039      Fax: (510) 658-3167


Receive Planning & Building Department news emails by subscribing at: https://lp.constantcontactpages.com/su/
rMGm1oM/PiedmontPlanBuild “


Effective February 28, 2022, the Piedmont Planning & Building and Public Works Departments will be open for counter
service, including unscheduled inquiries via walk-ins, telephone and email during the following hours:


·  Monday through Thursday: 8:30 a.m. to 5 p.m. (including the lunch hour)


·  Friday: Closed


From: Rajeev Bhatia <rajeev@dyettandbhatia.com>  
Sent: Monday, June 20, 2022 9:31 AM 
To: Sara Lillevand <slillevand@piedmont.ca.gov> 
Cc: City Council <CityCouncil@piedmont.ca.gov>
Subject: Housing Element: Is the City Council Operating With Wrong Information?


[EXTERNAL] This email originated from an external source. Please use judgment and caution when opening attachments,
clicking links, or responding.


Hello Sara, 
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As you know, I have provided two comment emails to the City Council over the past few days on the Housing Element.
Over the weekend, two City Council members reached out to me independently on their own initiative to better understand
my perspectives, and were both very sincere. They both told me, separately, that they have been told by staff and
consultants that the housing on tennis court idea will be tested out, and if the City is not able to negotiate it out with a
developer, that’s it — the City will just back out, and nothing else will happen or will jeopardize City control of the courts. 


I hope that they were not told the above, as I do not believe this is legally-correct information, in light of extensive changes
to State laws made over the past three years to hold cities’ feet to fire and follow through on housing commitments. It’s an
entirely different world, and the State has shut down games that cities were playing in showing housing sites they did not
intend following through with. The State will likely allow the tennis courts to be counted for the housing sites inventory, but
following Housing Element adoption, simply shut out the City from encumbering the housing with anything that will make it
less feasible. I am not an attorney, and this topic is out of my area of competence. However, I believe that our Council
needs to have correct information before being asked to make what I believe are monumental decisions that will set the
course for the future of public and civic space in Piedmont, and I am hoping the City Attorney can weigh in at the Council
meeting today and correct any false information the Council may have been provided or premise that may have been
created. 


I believe that under the California Surplus Land Act, the City cannot just start negotiating with a developer to sell or give
away rights (the Act uses the words sale or lease) to public land without first going to through a process. This process
includes first declaring the land surplus. The words in the State statute are unused or underutilized, so the tennis courts
and Veterans Hall, police/fire station will fall under the underutilized category. Once it gets on the surplus list, other public
agencies get a shot at the site before a housing developer will. 


But before the site even makes it to the surplus list, it needs to be offered for park and rec use to other public agencies.
The State places the highest priority—higher than housing—of use of public land for park and recreation purpose. I find it
ironic that while the State thinks the highest priority use for public lands is recreation, the City is proceeding in the
opposite direction. California Government Code Section 54220 (b) states "The Legislature reaffirms its belief that there is
an identifiable deficiency in the amount of land available for recreational purposes and that surplus land, prior to
disposition, should be made available for park and recreation purposes or for open-space purposes.” and Section 54227 “
.. first priority shall be given to an entity that agrees to use the site for park or recreational purposes if the land being
offered is already being used and will continue to be used for park or recreational purposes”. 


Thus, if Piedmont thinks that a better use for the tennis courts is housing—and this is a finding the Council is required to
make at adoption time under the Housing Accountability Act as part of inclusion of this site as part of the sites inventory—
in the eyes of the State, a higher priority would be given to say, OUSD/Oakland Tech High School that is located very
close to Piedmont and lacks adequate tennis courts and wants to maintain that use of the site. OUSD would be silly to not
avail of an opportunity to lease the courts for $1 per year. My son goes to PHS and plays tennis every day at the tennis
courts — would he be able to play there if that happens? Why would the City just give away this land? If it’s not OUSD,
PG&E or EBMUD or another agency may have an interest, and that interest will trump any housing developer. 


Let’s assume that somehow no other agency wants this site, and the City starts negotiating with a developer. Under
amendments to the Surplus Land Act that became operational last year, now the State Department of Housing and
Community Development will be involved, and the City wold be required to negotiate in good faith on its promise to
develop housing at the site, with the State actively looking over our shoulder. Beginning January 1, 2021, local agencies are
required to send, and HCD is required to review, negotiation summaries for each surplus land transaction in the state. HCD is
also required to notify local agencies of violations and may notify the Attorney General and assess fines, as necessary.  


Further, the Housing Accountability Act (HAA) passed a few years ago, Government Code section 65589.5, establishes
limitations to a local government’s ability to deny, reduce the density of, or make infeasible housing development projects.
Developers are allowed up to four “concessions” to make housing feasible, these concessions include excluding any other
use that may make housing infeasible. Furthermore, in a pair of published rulings within the last six months
(see https://www.hklaw.com/en/insights/publications/2022/06/california-courts-of-appeal-strengthen-density-bonus-law)
courts have held that developers rather than cities get to decide what those concessions are, and cities are not able to
challenge those or offer alternatives that may also make housing feasible. These concessions have in practice included
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changes in development standards, height changes, exemption from parking, and exclusion from requiring to provide
retail at ground level. Exclusion of tennis courts, especially rooftop ones, would definitely improve financial feasibility and
would be consistent with State law. So, this could mean that we could end up not having any courts.


Governor Newsom and the State Attorney General in November 2021 assembled a “Housing Strike Force” of State
lawyers, “.. tasked with enforcing California housing laws that cities across the state have been evading or ignoring”. This
is their full-time job. The Strike Force has been proactively looking around everywhere and has threatened to sue cities to
enforce housing laws and elements (the Town of Woodside is an example from a few months ago, where the
Attorney General threatened to sue and forced it to back off). 


Many cities and planners in California are still operating under the old premise of the last housing element cycle, where
playing shell games of showing sites where housing was not really intended was rampant, and cities got away with it. The
world has changed in the last three years, and the State has, rightly I believe, shut down this game. I tell every one of my
nearly dozen active City clients for whom I am preparing long-range plans—and there are several in the Bay Area as well
—to not count any housing on any site that they do not want to see this developed, that they should be prepared to lose
every other use mixed with housing at those sites, and be prepared to offer numerous concessions, especially for
affordable housing. This is the most honest and transparent approach. Don’t play shell games, or you could end up
with the short end of the stick. None of our clients are showing any site they don’t really believe will be built with housing
in their housing elements. This is very serious stuff. No city that I know is showing sites to just test the waters. No city that
I know has tennis courts, City Hall, or police station as housing sites in their housing elements. 


The City Attorney does not provide opinions to the public. However, I believe it is their job to make sure that the Council is
not acting with false information. I urge you to have the City Attorney brief the Council tonight on risks entailed with
showing housing on public lands, or a later time if more information needs to be gathered, or in a closed session for legal
risk assessment if that is more appropriate.


I urge everyone to shoot straight and not play shell games with housing sites, that neither advance the State’s and the
Piedmont community objectives of supporting actual housing development, and may come back to bite us. It is totally
feasible for Piedmont to accommodate all of its housing needs on non-public land, so starting with civic sites first is the
totally wrong approach. This what one would do if they hated Piedmont and the kids who play at these courts, and do not
want to have safe police and fire stations.  If staff or consultants believe that housing will not actually develop at the tennis
court site, say that in public. And then, for the sake of honesty and truthfulness to the City citizens and the State of
California, remove that and other civic sites from the inventory. Develop housing where it is easy to develop at lower costs
so that teachers and other members of community can afford to live in the city, rather than saddle housing with costs that
in the end would only result in luxury housing — these will NOT be places where tennis courts are on the top or the police
station below. 


Sincerely, 


Rajeev Bhatia


50 La Salle Avenue


Piedmont, CA 94611



https://www.google.com/maps/search/50+La+Salle+Avenue+%0D%0A+%0D%0A+%0D%0A+Piedmont,+CA+94611?entry=gmail&source=g
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Alternative Housing Sites Program
(no public lands used)


Units
Housing Occupied July 1, 2022 to Jan, 31, 2023 incl. 
ADUs 15


Assumed. Staff has actual permitting 
data to calculate precisely


SB-9 Units 40 Assumed. Analysis would need to be conducted
ADUs (as per Housing Element; Table ES-1) 140
Single Family and Places of Worship (as per Table B-
9 in Housing Element) 140


Sub-Total 335


Mixed-Use Sites (Grand and Highland) Acres
Proposed 


Density Units Max
Units 


Realistic
1201-1221 Grand Avenue (note that 1201 was 
counted in the previous cycle but has mysteriously 
dropped from the current element. State law allows 
this be counted if the new allowable density is at 
least 20% greater. Existing density is 20 units per 
acre, and since increase is greater than 20%, can be 
counted)


0.75 180 135 108 160 units per acre can be achive at 
Ace/Sylvan with ground floor retail + 4 
floors, as the sites are really well 
shaped to result in efficient housing. 
Maybe ground + 5 stories to hit 180 
units per acre


1337 Grand Avenue 0.63 180 113 91


Highland Sites 0.76 140 106 85
These can be achieved with ground 
floor retail + 4 stories


Sub-Total 284


TOTAL 619
40


Total w/small multiplexes 659
Total sites in current draft 658
RHNA 587


Buffer 72


Potential additional  small
triplexes, quadruplexes, etc. 
through creative zoning
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Dear Mayor King and City Council Members, 


 


At the August 1st City Council meeting, in my rush to cover several topics, I was remiss in not thanking 
all Council Members and Staff for all their efforts to date on the General Plan. I apologize for that 
omission.  In my career, I have served on a few Boards and fully appreciate the time and effort required 
by that service.  Thank you. 


Given the limited presentation time available to speakers at the meeting, however, I do feel that it is 
important to restate my position regarding the Draft Housing Element.   


When Piedmont’s Housing Element requirement was initially announced, the Piedmont Planning Staff 
informed the residents that, even though the requirement of 587 units was nearly 10 times the previous 
requirement, ‘Piedmont should take on accommodating 587 units AS A CHALLENGE’.   There was no 
mention of Piedmont challenging the 587-unit number despite the extraordinary increase over the 
previous General Plan requirement (60 units).  If that discussion did occur between the Staff and the 
Council, then those minutes should be made available to clarify the record.  It appears to me that we are 
at a juncture where the solutions proposed in the Housing Element and the acceptance of some of those 
solutions by a significant number of residents are at odds.   That is why I propose challenging the 
premise that 587 new units can be accommodated in Piedmont.    


Why challenge the State HCD (Housing and Community Development Dept.) requirement? 


One reason is that the State Auditor was directed to evaluate the needs assessment process that the 
HCD uses to provide key housing guidance to local governments.  The Auditor’s report, dated March 
17,2022, concluded that the HCD does not ensure that it’s needs assessments are accurate and 
adequately supported.   The Auditor found errors such as; not considering all the factors that State Law 
requires; no formal review process for the data it uses; the HCD could not support its use of various 
vacancy rates.    What was the HCD’s response to these very serious findings about their processes and 
due diligence?   The HCD said they would review their processes over the next year, but they did not 
commit to reviewing or modifying any of the current cycle of projections.   The HCD 6th Cycle projected a 
need of 2,300,00 housing units for California.  However, prior to that, in August 2020, the HCD projected 
a need of only 1,170,000 units for the same time period – about half the current requirement.  On the 
Federal side, Freddie Mac’s projected need for 6th cycle housing was 1,320,00 units in February 2020.  
These wide variations in projected housing need coupled with the State Auditor’s findings about the 
HCD’s procedures converge to magnify the need to examine the HCD 6th cycle requirement with a very 
healthy skepticism and to institute a very serious investigation or as some other like-minded cities have 
done – that is to band together and legally challenge the HCD on their process and projections.  We 
must remember that the General Plan is on an 8-year cycle and Piedmont will need to submit a Plan 
again in 2031.   The State will likely impose another housing requirement on Piedmont then.   How many 
units will be required and where will those units go in 2031?  What legacy will be left for the City Council 
of 2031?   All that adds to the urgency in challenging the 587-unit requirement now.    To work toward 
an acceptable compromise of this issue with the HCD, it would also be very important for the City to 
establish an acceptable and attainable number of units that the planners believe can reasonably be 
accommodated in the current 6th cycle.  In any negotiation, if Piedmont can emphasize it’s prior 
compliance with the HCD requirements and exhibit a good faith effort to accommodate a significant 







new housing increase over prior General Plans ( say a 2-fold or 3-fold increase ) it would go a long way 
toward establishing the seriousness of Piedmont’s position and commitment.  Nevertheless, based on 
the uncertainty of the HCD population projection process, it is very important that we and other cities 
push back and demand more transparency and accuracy from the HCD now.    


Another reason – numbers matter.   Many of the objections to the Housing Element come down the 
extraordinary means needed to try to accommodate 587 units while trying to maintain a sense of 
identity for Piedmont.    If, for example, Piedmont’s Housing Element were only a 3-fold increase over 
the existing requirement and Piedmont need only accommodate 180 new units, I believe that the 
Housing Element would now be approved and in our rear-view mirror.   This is just an example, but it 
makes the point that numbers do matter - and accuracy and fairness of process also matter.   


Another reason – our Fair Share.   In the Aug. 1 Council meeting, many residents stated their beliefs that 
Piedmont should provide its fair share of housing units.  I wholeheartedly agree but how is the fair share 
derived?   I believe that it is vital that our fair share should be derived from a fair and open process given 
the magnitude of its impact on our City.   There should also be some recognition of Piedmont’s 
constraints – that it is predominately built-out and that the City faces reconstruction or new 
construction of its Essential Services Buildings ( ESB’s ) which could significantly affect some of the few 
available parcels in the City.   Recent meetings and discussions all expose the fact that the Housing 
Element, the structural integrity of the ESB’s (which, in my opinion, should be Piedmont’s HIGHEST 
PRIORITY) and a Master Plan for the Downtown parcels are all intertwined, yet none of these issues has 
a solid implementable plan.   That fact strengthens the position that Piedmont should not proceed 
with submission of a Housing Element containing 587 units.   


That is why I strongly urge the City Council to listen to the residents and take on the challenge – to 
investigate, question and push back against the HCD 587-unit requirement and demand a fair process. 


 


Respectfully submitted, 


 


Donald Chandler AIA 


August 12, 2022 


 







Item # 3 – Consideration of Direction to Staff to Provide the Draft 6th Cycle Housing 
Element of the General Plan to the California Department of Housing and Community 
Development for its 90- Day Review 
Correspondence received before Monday, June 20, 2022 at 11:30 a.m.  


Dear Mayor and Council: 


The following letter was sent to the Planning Commission for its May 12 meeting. It remains 
timely and relevant, but there is a concluding paragraph updating more recent actions.  


May 5, 2022 


Dear Planning Commissioners,   
I am Michael Henn, a longtime resident of Piedmont and a mostly retired city planner who has 
been through the Housing Element (HE) process several times as staff with different 
jurisdictions. I was also on the Piedmont Planning Commission which worked on the current HE. 
I have also served on the Alameda County Grand Jury three times. I think most planners and 
managers recognize that each city goes through this HE exercise primarily because we are 
required to do so by the state. Nevertheless, a good faith effort is needed to avoid legal action 
and being targeted by militant housing advocates like Yimby Law and Public Advocates. I would 
think that there is more likelihood of Piedmont being criticized by HCD and housing advocates 
for including infeasible sites in the inventory than for accepting the legislature's intent and 
welcoming more ADUs and SB9 duplexes and potentially a few lot splits for developed lots. As 
proposed in the Draft HE, little benefit would result from ADUs and none from SB9 potential 
duplexes and lot splits. This failure to benefit from pro-housing legislation creates more pressure 
to place sites into the inventory which are increasingly improbable. For example, Corpus Christi 
School's playground is a highly suspect site for high density apartments. Where are the kids 
going to play?  Cannibalizing a city’s already inadequate parks and open space was not intended 
by the legislature. The Quimby Act sets minimum park acreage standards per 1000 residents. 
Piedmont’s park acreage is already deficient under the law. Losing developed parkland acreage 
to the HE would worsen the deficiency. Including such sites is also not going to be politically 
acceptable. Thus, proposing high density multifamily housing for sites like Coaches Playfields 
and Blair Park invites valid criticism. What is the city going to do for a corporation yard if the 
one and only one we have is actually included in the HE list, and lost? 


I would suspect that jurisdictions which are more protective of the qualities of their communities 
will handle their RHNAs differently. They will assign larger numbers toward both ADUs and 
SB9 housing. Given the extensive litigation statewide against RHNA assignments (34 cities in 
SoCal), and the State Auditor’s criticism of the HCD’s RHNA methodology, I would expect that 
HCD will be conservative in rejecting such attempts, if at all. Logically, HCD should be 
receptive to allowing a substantial unit yield from both sources. The State passed the “by-
right” ADU law without requiring any parking, and the by-right duplex/lot-split law with the 
expectation that these strong new laws would have a significant impact in producing needed 
infill housing. To now disparage their significance makes no sense and actually endangers the 
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city to unnecessary litigation because of the lack of a realistic expectation that many of the 
selected sites could ever achieve the necessary units. 
 
For inexplicable reasons, the city staff and their HE consultants have not made use of the fact 
that HCD has issued an opinion document on how to treat potential SB9 units in a HE. The SB 9 
Fact Sheet on the Implementation of Senate Bill 9, dated March 2022, provides for a means to 
allow valid new housing units from SB9 into a HE. As stated in the HCD document: “To utilize 
projections based on SB 9 toward a jurisdiction’s regional housing need allocation, the housing 
element must: 1) include a site-specific inventory of sites where SB 9 projections are being 
applied, 2) include a non-vacant sites analysis demonstrating the likelihood of redevelopment 
and that the existing use will not constitute an impediment for additional residential use, 3) 
identify any governmental constraints to the use of SB 9 in the creation of units (including land 
use controls, fees, and other exactions, as well as locally adopted ordinances that impact the cost 
and supply of residential development), and 4) include programs and policies that establish 
zoning and development standards early in the planning period and implement incentives to 
encourage and facilitate development. The element should support this analysis with local 
information such as local developer or owner interest to utilize zoning and incentives established 
through SB 9. Learn more on HCD’s Housing Elements webpage.”  
I would expect that staff and the outside consultants should be able to provide a defensible SB9 
analysis which could provide, for example, a couple hundred units over 8 years. Also, the HE is 
being too conservative for potential ADU production. The “by-right” ADU law passed in 2019 
and it takes a certain time for such a change to filter through a community and be broadly 
implemented. To take only the average of past ADU production, when regulations were more 
restrictive, makes little sense. 
Although not directly related to Piedmont’s Draft HE, it should be pointed out, in general, that 
HCD’s RHNA assignments are severely problematic. Throughout much of the last decade 
California was adding 200,000 or more people per year to its population although slowing 
toward the end of the decade. The draft RHNA numbers, which assumed continued and even 
higher growth rates were circulated to planners by 2019. These older numbers remained almost 
unchanged in the final adopted statewide metro-by-metro RHNAs. However, there was actually a 
significant halting of state population growth followed by a significant and unprecedented 
population decline after January 2020. Nevertheless, the HCD administration refused to update 
their obsolete assumptions. Numerous articles, such as the following, have publicized this 
decline, but that reality has done nothing to cause an update by the state or local RHNAs.  
 
Exodus: Bay Area, California population dropped in 2021 as people left (mercurynews.com) 
 
https://www.eastbaytimes.com/2022/04/10/walters-californias-shrinking-population-has-big-
consequences/ 
 
 
Besides not being demographically sound, the state’s collective metro RHNAs add up to some 
2.2 million units for the state by 2031. At the typical 2.9+/- people per dwelling unit, the state is 
assuming that there is a need for housing for 6+ million more people by 2031, or 750,000 per 
year. That number is higher than any year in California history. Planners I’ve talked to at 
MTC/ABAG defend their overshoot by saying the bigger numbers are needed to reduce 
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overcrowding and reduce the number of people who are cost-burdened by the high cost of 
housing. While a laudable goal, it is rather speculative as to how much excess housing is needed 
to bring down the cost of housing to where it becomes affordable. And why would builders build 
such an amount if the present profit margins were to go away? 
 
Another aside that is not directly aimed at the current Draft HE, in my view a proper RHNA 
process should be a bottom-up not top-down process. State and regional planners allocated 
RHNA housing units to over 500 jurisdictions without knowing what is existing on the ground. 
Instead, the process should start with an accurate and detailed inventory of each jurisdictions 
vacant and underutilized sites, and the actual density of developed residential areas (Most of 
Piedmont has relatively small lots compared to the suburbs so Piedmont is already about four 
times denser than, say Orinda or Lafayette).  Only once this factual background information is 
known, units can logically be assigned. Piedmont is largely built out, but that fact was not known 
or appreciated in Sacramento. 
 
To conclude, I believe Piedmont should slow down the review process and ask for an extension. 
Then we should eliminate the sites that most would consider infeasible, particularly if the owners 
knew their sites were on the list. The HE does not provide evidence that the owners have been 
contacted and are in agreement.  Responses should be obtained from at least Corpus Christi 
Church, Kehilla Synagogue, Zion Lutheran Church and Ace Hardware that these sites are 
available for affordable housing, or not. If the answer is No, then these sites need to be struck 
from the list. Then, the  HCD SB9 review process should occur to identify larger private lots 
feasible for SB9 lot splits, and assume that a proportion of the single family homes could very 
well be converted to duplexes or Tenants-In-Common two family residences (TICs).  Much of 
the apparent single family housing in San Francisco is actually, two-family TICs. I hope that 
these comments are appropriately addressed. I fear that the staff and consultants have already set 
out on the path they wish to take. Doing so could unnecessarily produce HCD rejection and even 
litigation, and do little for actually producing the housing that the Housing Element process is 
meant to achieve. 
 
Addendum: Since this letter was sent to the Planning Commission in May, East Bay for All has 
sent the city a detailed analysis of various flaws and problems with the current draft HE. The 
housing organizations working together as East Bay For All includes known legal groups who 
specialize in litigation against cities that do not provide a good faith effort in their Housing 
Elements. Consequently, it can be assumed that the current draft HE will be given heightened 
scrutiny by HCD in its review. Therefore, the failure to provide the SB9 analysis and the 
inclusion of so many improbable sites in the city’s inventory will decrease the chances of 
approval. 
 
Sincerely,  
Michael Henn, AICP 
 
Dear Council Members:  
 
Long, hard, excellent work by staff and the Planning Commission, along with expert 
contributions from the community, have resulted in a revised Housing Element that you can and 
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should support.  This document represents a high-quality effort to identify appropriate goals for 
more affordable housing in Piedmont and deserves wholehearted endorsement and a Yes 
vote.  The changes to our zoning code to foster appropriate growth are long overdue.  It is a 
culture change for some in the community, but Piedmont's beauty and serenity will remain, to be 
shared with those who could not otherwise afford to share those benefits.   
 
I strongly urge you to vote to approve the revisions to our Housing Element. 
 
Linda Roodhouse Loper 
 
To the City Council of Piedmont, 
  
I am pleased that the City of Piedmont has embraced a plan to create more housing. I participated 
in one of the Piedmont Housing Element Focus Group interviews in July 2021 and was excited 
to discuss possible ways to expand affordable, equitable housing opportunities in Piedmont.  
If Piedmont is to create 587 new housing units, I believe the city needs to create housing 
throughout the community, in all zones, rather than in just one or two areas, primarily in lower 
Piedmont or on the borders of the city. Moreover, the city should consider allowing duplexes, 
triplexes, and small multifamily buildings in single-family zones. Around the corner from our 
house (on Olive Ave. across from the Rose Garden) is a duplex that fits in well with the 
neighborhood. If a duplex can happily exist in the lower Piedmont neighborhood where lots sizes 
are small and homes are close together, allowing more multifamily buildings on the larger lots in 
middle and upper Piedmont should be doable and would allow for more options for more 
housing.  
 
I appreciate the difficulties of finding space in an already built-up community for more housing. 
But if Piedmont spreads the new housing throughout the community in various forms of living 
arrangements, not only ADUs, but also duplexes, triplexes, and two homes on a large lot, I 
believe the goal can be achieved.  
 
Alison Kuehner 
 
Hello City Council: 
  
I won’t have time this weekend (Father’s Day festivities) to review the staff report but wanted to 
offer up these observations and suggestions about the Housing Element (HE) for your 
consideration Monday. I attended the HE workshops, participated in the online surveys and have 
read the HE. 
  
1.     SB 9: staff has stated at several meetings that the Department of Housing and Development 
(HCD) is not accepting unit projections based on this SB 9.  HCD guidance says otherwise and 
several cities are submitting such projections.  Please clarify why staff has not done so and direct 
them to conduct this analysis for inclusion in the final HE.  Not considering the potential for SB 
9 to produce units in the next cycle is bad planning. 
2.     Multi-family zone:  the HE makes no projections for units from this zone over the next 8 
years.  This is short-sighted in that this area is a logical zone for new units and the HE increases 
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zone density for that reason.  Staff simply needs to cite other such developments in the Temescal, 
Pleasant Valley Rd etc. to show that this development is highly likely. These developments are 
not in Piedmont but are very local and I would think HCD would understand that similar 
developments are likely to occur in Piedmont.  Also clarify whether the small housing policy 
prohibits the destruction of the small houses on Linda to the Oakland Avenue 
bridge.  Conversion of these lots to multi-family buildings could vastly increase the number of 
units. 
3.     ADUs: the incentives workshop mentioned increasing ADU height from 16 to 18-20 feet. 
The workshop also presented the idea of garage conversions by presented to specific building 
height. The HE now has specific height for garage conversions (24 ft) but does not mention what 
the new height for ADU will be. Please clarify this point;  I asked staff but received no 
response.  I think the ADU projections (20/year) is an underestimate; ADU development rate 
these past three years was likely influenced by COVID restrictions.  
4.     Extremely low/very low-income units:  the HE provide no details on where these units will 
occur in Piedmont, which according to HCD should be over 120 units.  I asked about this at the 
last workshop and the consultant could not answer.  Instead he referred to the Alameda County 
family of four income ($100,000) as a target for Piedmont’s low income housing.  The HE policy 
to prioritize housing for PUSD and City of Piedmont employees dovetails with this target – these 
employees will meet this income level but very low and extremely low Alameda County 
residents won’t.  Where will the housing be for families of these income levels? 
5.     Better outreach:  the process leading up to the HE utilized several different 
communication/engagement methods. Now that the draft of out, those methods should be used 
again.  Particularly, staff should conduct an online survey of the HE and particularly focus on 
policies not included in the workshop or prior surveys:  ADU tax on large remodels, purchase of 
supportive housing by the City of Piedmont, revocation of charter elements for example.  
6.     General Plan:  staff conceded it has not completed an analysis of how the HE integrates 
with the General Plan.  Inquire about this and what elements of the Plan staff thinks will be 
impacted. 
  
  
Garrett Keating 
 
Dear Council Members, 
As a long-time tennis player in Piedmont and current President of the Piedmont Ladies Tennis 
Club, I strongly object to any consideration of the conversion of the Corey Reich Tennis Center 
site into affordable housing. The revamped Corey Reich Tennis Center was completed by the 
Piedmont Recreational Facilities Organization in late 2019 at a cost of over $450,000 with 
private contributions from more than 200 individuals. No City money was spent on this project. 
It is one of Piedmont’s treasures. 
 
Sacrificing these four recently enhanced courts, which are heavily used year round by the high 
school tennis teams as well as by local and nearby players, would be a huge loss. Where could an 
alternate tennis facility of the same size and caliber be built in Piedmont? Who would pay for it? 
How fast could it be built to accommodate the many adults and children who use these courts 
daily? And how will all the new residents of Piedmont even get access to the increasingly 
crowded tennis courts that are currently available?  
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I urge you to immediately remove any reference to these tennis courts in the City’s plan for a 
potentially high density housing development in the Civic Center area. It would be a crime.  
 
Beth Hurwich 
 
Tonight's agenda lists this hearing as new business -- but that's not quite accurate.  This hearing 
(scheduled, disappointingly, at 5:30 on our federal holiday commemorating the end of slavery in 
the US) is a continuation of a meeting of roughly a century ago. At that meeting the Council 
gave into the worst instincts of constituents and directed staff to use city resources to drive an 
African American family from Piedmont and thereby making clear that minorities were not 
welcomed in the community.  
 
The long arc of history has since bent toward justice, and State law requires you to identify sites 
for about 215 units of low-income housing. But history has also repeated itself because 
constituents have urged you to isolate all or nearly all the units in Blair Park, physically 
separated from Piedmont proper.  
 
Sixty years of research into the costs and benefits of low-income housing tells us three things.  
First, low-income housing remains, unfortunately, stigmatized -- it's typically not welcomed in 
established neighborhoods. That's why the State has had to require communities like Piedmont to 
accommodate such housing and that’s why some of your constituents urge you to concentrate the 
units in Blair Park, physically apart from Piedmont proper. Second, the benefits of low-income 
housing are greatest when the housing is least stigmatized by the host population. Third, stigma 
is reduced when low-income housing is dispersed throughout the community. 
 
The hard truth is that research tells us that concentrating low-income housing in Blair Park will, 
by virtue of sheer physical and social isolation, create the most stigmatized circumstance 
imaginable in Piedmont.  Make no mistake – putting all, or nearly all, mandated low-income 
units in Blair Park would be the most stigmatizing choice you can make.  
 
If you approve language in the draft Housing Element that leaves open the option of cynically 
isolating Piedmont’s low-income housing in Blair Park, tonight's meeting will be, like that a 
century ago, continued until justice calls upon some future city council to explain why low-
income families live segregated, by city policy, from other Piedmonters.  Be assured that the then 
City Council will think of you the same way you think of the Council that, a century ago, used 
the resources of the city to make clear that African American families were not welcomed in 
Piedmont. 
 
Ralph Catalano 
 
: I have lived in Piedmont for 14 years and know the town fairly well. There are a number of 
houses that simply sit empty (held for investment purposes, multi-year/slow builds/remodels and 
other reasons). I know of at least 3 on or adjacent to the block of Grand/Cambridge/Howard. I 
know of another on Manor. I know there are several more in the city. Without a use tax or other 
means to encourage actual occupation, these housing elements are wasting space and forcing the 
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city to consider tearing down the center of town to put up an apartment complex. I encourage 
you to do a count of the unoccupied units to see how much they could help to meeting the goals. 
 
Scott J Weber 
 
Dear City Council Members: 
 
I strongly object to the consideration of selling Piedmont's Corey Reich tennis courts to a 
developer for use in providing new Piedmont housing units. 
 
These courts are heavily used all year - both by recreational players and high school teams.  They 
were just updated several years ago (funded by private donations), and replicating them 
somewhere else in Piedmont would undoubtedly be prohibitively expensive (not to mention the 
parking issues that would need to be addressed). 
 
Please make sure that the Corey Reich tennis courts are not listed as a potential housing site in 
the Housing proposal that the City Council is planning to submit for State review. 
 
Yours sincerely,  
Anne  Adams 
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Date: June 15, 2022


To: City Council


From: Piedmont Racial Equity Campaign Housing Committee


Cc: Planning Commission, Housing Advisory Committee, Piedmont Planning Staff and City
Manager


Re: Addendum to Feedback on the Draft Housing Element


Dear City Council Members:


We are writing to follow up on our letter of May 5, 2022, providing feedback on Piedmont’s Draft
Housing Element (attached for your reference). We want to reiterate our thanks to the City staff
and Lisa Wise Consulting for their excellent work on this important document.


As we stated in our May 5, 2022, letter, PREC believes the City must take an “all of the above”
approach to housing. We must build more housing, for everyone, everywhere. Besides being
a way for the City to fulfill its legal and moral obligation to help address the regional housing
crisis, planning for more housing — and especially more affordable housing — can help
Piedmont become a more diverse, equitable, culturally rich, and inclusive community.


Since the release of the draft Housing Element in May, we were pleased to see that several of
the changes we suggested have been incorporated by staff and the Planning Commission. At
the June 7 Town Hall and June 13 Planning Commission meeting, City planners announced that
staff will add Blair Park to the Moraga Canyon specific plan study area. We strongly support this
idea. The affordable housing professionals in our group generally view Blair Park as the most
feasible site for affordable housing development in the next eight years. We were also pleased
to see the City add a new Program 1.Q to explore going beyond the state's density bonus
program for affordable housing. We believe allowing higher density for buildings that include
low-income-restricted units can be an important tool to incentivize affordable housing
production, especially in Zone D.


While we believe the draft Housing Element is generally in good shape, we believe a few further
changes would make it even stronger. We urge the City Council to adopt the following key
changes:


1
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1. Add a policy to undertake a master plan for the City Center that considers how best to
incorporate affordable housing in the area. As the City considers how to retrofit aging
facilities such as the Veterans Hall/Police building, it should carry out a planning study to
understand how sites like 801 Magnolia, the Veterans Hall, City Hall, and the tennis
courts can be creatively rebuilt or recombined to provide for these functions to continue
to be met while carving out space for affordable housing. The master plan could also
incorporate a redesign of Highland Avenue and Highland Way to improve safety and
make better use of the unnecessarily wide swath of asphalt in the center of town. This
master plan should also include consideration of some or all of the adjacent commercial
sites. With its wide streets, larger buildings, substantial transit service, and proximity to
schools, city employment opportunities, and recreation resources, the Civic Center offers
an ideal location for denser and more affordable housing.


2. Strengthen policies to enable the creation of “missing middle” housing (duplexes,
triplexes, fourplexes, and small multifamily buildings on large lots) in Zones A and
E. Single-family zones comprise over 90% of Piedmont’s residential land, yet the draft
Housing Element leaves these zones virtually untouched, apart from policies to
encourage ADU production, allow housing on religious institution lots, and implement
Senate Bill 9 (SB 9). SB 9 implementation, however, is delayed until 2026-27. We
encourage the City to implement SB 9 much sooner than that. The law has been in effect
since the beginning of this year, and there is already guidance on how to implement it,
as well as many different models from across the state.1 Moreover, we encourage the
City to explore ways to go beyond what SB 9 authorizes. For instance, under SB 9, the
owner of a 6,000 sf house on a half an acre lot could get a lot split, develop two units in
the new lot, and subdivide the existing home into two units - for a total of four units.
However, depending on the circumstances, it may be preferable to subdivide the existing
home into four units. The City should commit to tailoring SB 9 to the specific nature and
potential of Piedmont’s housing stock, and to crafting other policies to enable the
creation of small multifamily dwellings on large lots, as many other cities in California are
doing.2 Strategies that have been adopted or are being considered in other cities include
adopting maximum and/or minimum unit sizes (to encourage a variety of housing types
and units that are “affordable by design”), imposing affordability requirements, and
creating exceptions to allow for extra units, beyond those authorized under the base
zoning (for example, up to six units in corner or large lots).3


3 See Almendin and Garcia, Id., table comparing SB 9 implementation across ten different California
cities. The City of San Francisco is considering adoption of an ordinance that would allow four units per
lot, and up to six units on corner lots, pursuant to an exception from otherwise applicable density limits.


2 This does not need to entail rezoning to eliminate single-family zones; the City should keep single-family
zoning to ensure SB 9 applies, and in addition, adopt other policies that would go beyond that law.


1 See California Department of Housing and Community Development, SB 9 Fact Sheet. On the
Implementation of Senate Bill 9 (Chapter 162, Statutes of 2021), available at
https://hcd.ca.gov/docs/planning-and-community-development/sb9factsheet.pdf; see also Muhammad
Alameldin and David Garcia, Terner Center for Housing Innovation, State Law, Local Implementation:
How Cities are Implementing SB 9. available at
https://ternercenter.berkeley.edu/research-and-policy/state-law-local-interpretation-senate-bill-9/
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3. Following HCD recommendations, we believe the City should target a buffer of 20%
over its Regional Housing Needs Allocation, especially for its low-income
allocation. The original draft Housing Element included a 12% buffer overall, but only 3
surplus low-income units, or 1% of the 257 RHNA low income goal. Since the plan relies
upon Oakland for housing market trends, it is worth noting that while Oakland has easily
exceeded its above moderate or market unit housing goal in the current cycle, it is falling
well short of its low income and moderate income goals.4 Oakland’s 21% planned low
income buffer is much higher than Piedmont’s 1% for low income units in the next
housing cycle.


4. Strengthen and broaden Program 3E Affordable Housing Fund. We support the
creation of an Affordable Housing Fund, and we agree with the Planning Commission
that the language of Program 3E should be expanded to allow such a Fund to support a
broader range of uses. However, the revised language only slightly meets that objective.
The language describing the Fund remains focused on owner-occupied properties and
the creation of ADUs or “other small housing units.” We believe that Program 3E should
be amended to be less specific, and instead state the broad intention of being used to
support the creation of housing units that will be both affordable to, and made available
to, low-income households for a minimum of 15 years. Alternatively, if the language
specific to ADUs is being provided to comply with California Health and Safety Code
(HSC), Section 65583(c)(7), which requires that cities “[d]evelop a plan that incentivizes
and promotes the creation of accessory dwelling units that can be offered at affordable
rent,” we encourage the City to add language to allow the Fund to be used for additional
critical purposes. Specifically, it should be clear that the Fund could be used to provide
gap financing for deed-restricted multifamily affordable rental housing on terms similar to
other local “soft loan” funding for affordable housing (3% interest, 55 years, no required
annual payments). As we have noted previously, local gap financing is a powerful tool to
support the creation of affordable rental housing, as it can be leveraged to secure
substantial state and federal subsidies.


Since the staff report for the City Council’s June 20, 2022, meeting has not yet been released,
we understand that some of these points may be addressed in that document. However, we
wanted to send written feedback to the Council in advance, so that you have ample time to
consider these points as you review the matter.


4 Oakland’s draft HE for the sixth cycle shows above moderate production at 175% of its fifth cycle goal
but very-low-income production only at 42%.
https://oakland.konveio.com/draft-2023-2031-general-plan-housing-element-appendices-a-through-f.
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We appreciate your consideration of these points, and would be happy to answer any questions
you may have.


Members of the PREC Housing Committee


Irene Cheng


Elise Marie Collins


Carol Galante


Ellen Greenberg


Sarah Karlinsky


Deborah Leland


Jill Lindenbaum


Hugh Louch


Andy Madeira


Andrea Ruiz-Esquide


Alice Talcott


Randy Wu
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Honorable Mayor and Members of the City Council 
 
I am pleased to submit these comments and suggestions for your consideration as you review 
the City’s Draft Housing Element. While a lot of work has been done, some significant changes 
are needed to comply with State laws and to remove major risks to civic facilities and financial 
burdens on the City this could impose.  


 
Piedmont’s Draft Housing Element Needs Fixing 
 
Significant changes to the sites inventory in the Draft Housing Element are needed to ensure 
compliance with State laws and community objectives. In particular, the element fails to 
include a single realistic site that would be available for construction of lower-income 
housing over the next several years. Additionally, the City’s proposal to locate majority of its 
housing, including all affordable housing, on currently non-surplus public sites (as defined 
under State law) actively used for civic and recreational uses (e.g., police station, Veterans 
Hall, tennis courts) is highly unusual, and perhaps unique among hundreds of California 
cities. This would encumber the City with obligations post-adoption it may struggle to meet, 
resulting in highly messy implementation, significant financial burdens, and potential loss of 
civic facilities and parks, even if this strategy passes muster with the State. 
 
I will first start with some easy opportunities that should be captured, followed by a 
discussion of the some of the items raised above.  
 


1. Count Allowable Sites Currently Not Included in the Inventory 


The Housing Element currently fails to reflect housing and sites allowed to be counted under 
State laws, which should be included in the sites inventory, and would put some dent in 
remaining housing needs:  


• Housing for which certificate of occupancy will be issued July 1, 2022 to Jan. 31, 
2023. These are not included in the current draft of the Housing Element, as it seems 
from the June 6th community workshop, that the City’s consultant was unaware of 
this provision. This stems from the difference in the Housing Element Planning 
Period (which starts January 2023) and the regional data Projection Period (which 
starts July 1, 2022). The State HCD reference to this has been provided to staff and 
hopefully this will be corrected in the next draft of the Housing Element. 
https://www.hcd.ca.gov/community-development/housing-element/docs/6th-web-
he-duedate.pdf. At the current pace of development, this would likely be 12 to 15 
units, but City staff should have precise building permitting data.  


• SB-9 Units. It’s a bit puzzling why these have been left out of consideration for 
housing sites. City staff mentioned that housing built under SB-9 would be reflected 
in the City’s Housing Element annual progress reports as achievements following 
adoption, but including this now would help the City meet a portion of its housing 
needs. Several Southern California jurisdictions have used SB-9 without running into 
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issues with the State Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD), 
and Bay Area cities such as Mill Valley, Larkspur, and Ross are using these as well. 
SB-9 has both a lot split and a non lot-split component. However, rules (e.g., direct 
street access from a new lot to street) need to be spelled out by cities, and Piedmont 
has not done so yet.  


2. Provide Meaningful Lower Income Housing Opportunities 


The draft Housing Element fails to make available any realistic sites for affordable housing, 
as required under State law. All lower income sites are located on City-owned land, none of 
which is surplus. I am not aware of any other city in California that is doing this, especially for 
the entirety of its lower-income housing program. The Civic Center sites are unrealistic (see 
below) and the Housing Element would require preparation of a Specific Plan for the Moraga 
Canyon sites, adoption of which is a discretionary City Council action, and thus with no 
certainty that this will happen, and even if it does, it would certainly push out site availability 
by several years. Thus, the City’s commitment to lower-income housing is questionable.  
 


3. Remove Civic Center Sites as these are Unrealistic for Housing and Have 
Potential to Generate Massive Problems for City Post Housing Element 
Adoption  


The Housing Element has sites in the Civic Center area that are actively used for civic and 
recreational uses (e.g., police station, Veterans Hall, tennis courts), and Highland Green. 
There are no details in the Housing Element of housing will result on these sites.  There are 
some real practical problems – e.g., the costs to rehab and seismically retrofit Veterans Hall 
and the Police Building alone was estimated by the City at $15 million to $20 million two 
years ago, and the City decided not to place these together with the pool reconstruction on 
the bond ballot measure at the same time. So currently there is no funding for these. If 
housing is built together with these facilities, these facilities will need to be replaced, not just 
rehabbed, at significantly higher costs, which may be several multiples of the rehab cost. The 
City does not have money to rehab these facilities, let alone build new ones. Housing on top 
of these structures would also be much more expensive to build and be unlikely for even 
market-rate housing, let alone for affordable housing.  
 
Additionally, there are legal uncertainties. The City Charter does not permit reclassification 
of existing zones, and going from allowing one single-family unit per site in the Civic Center 
area to higher density housing at 60 or 80 units per acre is reclassification of Public zone to 
Public/Residential for all practical purposes, regardless of whether the zone title is changed. 
The City also cannot commit any monies to affordable housing under the California 
constitution, without a vote of the people (as example, Oakland has a ballot measure in 
place for November asking the voters to authorize this).  
 
It should be noted that following the demise of redevelopment which provided monies for 
affordable housing to cities, State law was changed to allow cities to use a minimum “default 
density” as a proxy for affordable housing. In the Bay Area/Piedmont, this is 30 units per 
acre. So while housing elements may have sites at higher shown as having potential for 
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income-restricted housing, in practice, it is rare for these sites get developed with affordable 
housing, as these require subsidies and assembling of financing packages, that are often 
difficult to cobble together. The higher densities do facilitate development of market rate 
workforce or senior housing, so this serves a useful purpose.  
 
Because the City is the owner of the sites where the lower-income sites are shown, it would 
be incumbent upon the City to demonstrate how lower income (that is, income-restricted) 
would result in more detail in the Housing Element. The City needs to lay out this roadmap 
in the element to satisfy the State. Later, say when the City is ready to move along with 
rehabbing Veterans Hall, it would need to wait for a housing partner. The City may need to 
issue RFPs to attract developers, convince the State that no developers were found if that is 
the case, and have to find other sites to zone under new State laws passed in 2018, which 
means starting over.  
 
This approach is so fraught with potential problems, that I don’t readily know of any city in 
California that is doing this as part of their Housing Element inventories, not even cities with 
a lot more dedicated staff and resources or huge commitments to housing. While this may 
seem like an easy way out to find sites and get the Housing Element certified, the real 
problems will emerge and consume the City for the several years after the Housing Element 
is adopted and certified, and present problems that the City may find hard to extricate itself 
from.  
 
The City should remove these sites from further consideration in the Housing Element.  
 


4. Remove Highland Green From Consideration 


The City should also remove Highland Green from consideration. This site has a total of five 
paltry units capacity as per the Housing Element (which is a lot less than the SB-9 units the 
City believes it doesn’t need to count), is used for July 4th parade staging, and is barely 25 
feet deep, and unsuited for housing. Piedmont also is shorts on parks and recreation space, 
and the EIR on the Housing Element will likely show a significant and unavoidable park 
impact with the addition of new housing, requiring the City to undertake all feasible 
measures to mitigate these impacts under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).   
 


5. Remove Requirement of Specific Plan for Moraga Canyon Development  


A requirement of a Specific Plan as a prelude to any development in this area will delay 
development. This is also unnecessary, as utilities are available at the site and the City can 
apportion areas here easily for housing development to enable development to proceed. 
The City is already required under State law to prepare objective housing design standards, 
which could be tailored for the area.  
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6. Designate One of the Two Grand Avenue Sites for Lower-Income Housing 


The Housing Element designates Ace Hardware and Sylvan office building for moderate and 
higher income housing. These sites are within the acreage (0.5 acres to 10.0 acres) that HCD 
recommends for lower income housing, and should be designated for these instead of Civic 
Center sites. Development at these sites will likely take place by razing the existing buildings, 
and housing can be easily incorporated as part of redevelopment.  
 


7. Consider Higher Densities along Grand Avenue and Highland Avenue to 
Make Up Shortfall Resulting from Removal of Civic Center Sites 


The proposed densities of 80 units per acre along Grand and Highland avenues are low, and 
can be increased to 120 or 140 units per acre, within five stories. For context, much of new 
development along Broadway in Oakland in Broadway Valdez area are at about three times 
this density. The new six-story residential building with a 35,000 s.f. Target store and other 
commercial uses Broadway/26th is at 240 units per acre, in a seven-story configuration (six 
stories residential above commercial). Half this much density, especially along Grand 
Avenue, is not unreasonable. This a great area, walkable, with access to stores, school, and 
amenities. 
 
Attached are calculations showing how the City would have adequate sites by substituting 
Civic Center sites with modestly higher densities along Grand and Highland avenues.  
  


8. Additional Items for Consideration 


Promoting Missing Middle Housing. The Housing Element does not consider strategies to 
foster a greater variety of housing types (for examples triplexes, fourplexes) in some or all 
single-family areas. This may run afoul of City Charter, but is a strategy worth considering, 
and is much less of change from the City Charter than what is being considered for the 
Public zone in the draft element. The City can maintain the existing development regulations 
(pertaining to setbacks, heights, floor area ratios) to ensure that these blend in into existing 
neighborhoods.  
 
Consideration of Walkability and Access to Amenities. The draft Housing Element has a lot of 
housing units (132) squeezed into a relatively small area for the Corp Yard site. This area 
does not have the same access to stores, services, and transit as the Grand Avenue area, yet 
the highest densities (80 units per acre max.) are the same in the two areas. This number 
should be reduced, and more housing accommodated along Grand and Highland avenues. 
The City may also find that less development here is needed once SB-9 sites are counted.  
 
Sincerely,  


Rajeev Bhatia  
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Dear Councilmembers,   
 
I want our Housing Element to be set up for success, rather than failure, and include actual sites 
where the City can fulfill its housing needs, rather than sink time and energy into sites where 
housing is unlikely. While including housing as part of the Civic Center is a noble sentiment, it is 
impractical in the timeframe of this Housing Element planning period, as I will discuss below. 
Please be aware of the following State laws and other requirements, which among others require 
the City Council to make certain findings at adoption time that the City would not be able to 
make for the Civic Center sites: 
 
State Law Requirements to be mindful of for Including Civic Center sites 
 
Demonstrate realistic development capacity at designated sites. Where there are existing 
uses, “..Existing Uses — The housing element must demonstrate non-vacant and/or underutilized 
sites in the inventory that can be realistically developed with residential uses or more-intensive 
residential uses at densities appropriate  ….and evaluate the extent these uses would constitute 
an impediment to new residential development.”  See https://www.hcd.ca.gov/community-
development/building-blocks/site-inventory-analysis/analysis-of-sites-and-zoning.shtml. The 
City needs to show the community the analysis used to arrive at feasible housing capacity at 
existing civic uses and tennis courts. E.g., there is no housing feasible where the tennis courts 
are. The examples cited so far are of tennis courts on top of parking structures such as at UC 
Berkeley, which is very different than tennis courts on top of housing, that too affordable 
housing. The Housing Element is not a policy direction to explore ideas … it is focused on 
delivering sites for development, the feasibility of which has already been established.  
 
Required City Council Findings at Adoption Time That Existing Uses Will be 
Discontinued. If a housing element relies on nonvacant sites to accommodate 50 percent or 
more of its RHNA for lower income households, the nonvacant site’s existing use is presumed to 
impede additional residential development, unless the housing element describes findings based 
on substantial evidence that the use will likely be discontinued during the planning period. In 
addition to a description in the element, findings should also be included as part of the 
resolution adopting the housing element. https://www.hcd.ca.gov/community-
development/building-blocks/site-inventory-analysis/analysis-of-sites-and-zoning.shtml. Thus at 
the time of Housing Element adoption, the City Council will have to make findings that the 
tennis and basketball courts at Vista and public safety uses at the Civic Center will be 
discontinued during the planning period (2023-2031). I do not believe it is possible to make this 
finding given that there are no plans to relocate these uses to other places. If the City Council 
does not believe this finding can be made, it is better to drop these sites now rather than finding 
that we are short on sites at adoption time.  
 
Required Rezoning for Shortfall. The City would need to commit in its Housing Element to a 
process and timeline to make sites it owns available for residential uses. The draft Housing 
Element currently lacks this, and HCD would most likely want to see this detail included. 
Under the Housing Accountability Act, should housing not be feasible at a site and there is a 
shortfall mid-cycle, the City will have to proactively undertake a rezoning program to find sites 
elsewhere to make up for this shortfall. This means doing a Housing Element Update and EIR all 
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over again mid-cycle in three or four years, and tying the City’s hand in being able to proceed 
with rehabbing the public safety buildings until alternative housing sites are in place. Thus, In 
designating the Civic Center sites I believe we are just kicking the can down two or three years, 
rather than solving any housing problems. We should be focused on finding and delivering those 
alternative housing sites to meet our housing needs and obligations now, rather than five years 
later.   
 
City Charter 
 
City Charter Amendment. Reclassification of zones under the Piedmont Charter requires a 
vote of the people. If the City Council wants to reclassify the Public zone (which allows a de 
minimus one house at every parcel in the city) to permit high density residential and thus make 
this zone Public/Residential, this should be submitted to the voters and placed on the upcoming 
November ballot. Lack of legal certainty will not inspire confidence on part of any developers 
the City may wish to attract.  
 
——— 
Physical Feasibility at Civic Center 
 
Not finding any drawings or information in the Housing Element on methodology to determine 
housing capacity at Civic Center sites, I sat down over the weekend and tried to understand this 
for myself. Attached are two drawings, with sites in the Housing Element labeled A through D, 
with Housing Element information noted.  
 
A. Vista Tennis and Basketball Courts. Assumption in HE: Housing at 60 units per acre, 34 
realistic housing units. The courts presently fill up the entire site. It is physically not possible to 
vertically integrate housing and whole bunch of tennis courts and bleachers on top of a 
residential building without extraordinary expense, and I am not aware of any examples in the 
Bay Area where this has been done. Tennis courts can go on top of parking structures as they 
have been at Cal for over three decades and industrial and office buildings, but not residential, as 
the building floorplate is entirely different. Is the proposal to remove tennis courts? The facilities 
were just renovated a year ago for something like $2 million. This idea does not seem even 
physically, let alone financially, feasible.   
 
B. Center for the Arts. Where is the space for the five units? Will this be razed and replaced? 
Again, wasn’t this rehabbed a few years ago, and didn’t the City recently sign a 10-year lease on 
this? Is this even available during the Housing Element period?  
 
C. City Hall/Police/Veterans Building. The site area for this in the Housing Element includes 
City Hall, and the area is counted at 60 units per acre to calculate resultant housing. Neither 
tearing down City Hall, nor putting housing on top of it is a credible suggestion. The eastern half 
of the site is about 0.5 acres, and that is where the police and veterans building are located. It 
would be quite a structure that includes a new police station, rec. building, and 40 housing units 
(which, because of the small acreage, would actually be at 120 units per acre max)  all at the 
same small site.  It would require razing the existing facilities and starting from scratch, and be 
surely several multiples more expensive than the cost to rehab these, plus the higher cost for 
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housing building and having the civic facilities support the resultant structural weight and 
complexity of housing above. Theoretically it could work if the housing can be on its own pad as 
staff mentioned for other examples they shared at the Planning Commission meeting, but looking 
at our site I don’t see any area where housing can just be squeezed in without messing with the 
existing buildings. Rehabbing the existing Veterans Hall and Public Safety buildings will also be 
a lot more environmentally sustainable and emit fewer greenhouse gases than razing these 
buildings and building something new, when the same housing can built more sustainably and be 
delivered to the community at lower cost by adding say one more story to the Mulberry/BofA 
site across the street, where housing is already planned, and provide an additional density 
incentive for the property owner to develop that site.   
 
D. Highland Green. The width of this parcel during most of the stretch is 30 feet. With required 
front setback of 20 feet in Zone A, and rear setback of 5 feet, the remaining buildable width of 
housing would only be 5 feet. So, these sites are also physically not feasible. The loss of five 
units assumed here would not be that significant. 
 
All of these sites are impractical given the dense fully built out conditions of civic facilities and 
the fact that we don’t any have vacant land there, and a distraction from the real work the City 
needs to do to deliver feasible sites.  
———— 
Practical Approach to Meeting RHNA 
 
I believe the most practical approach for the City to meet its RHNA is as follows, in order of 
importance:  


• Count every housing unit (including ADUs) expected to be completed between July 1, 
2022 and January 1, 2023. These units, under State law, can be counted toward both the 
5th Cycle (in which we are) and 6th Cycle (starting in 2023), because of data projection 
period overlap. There should be about 15 units that result, including e.g. the Mayor’s 
ADU.  


• Count SB 9 Units. The City does not have a trend of these because the City has not 
allowed these in the past. With properly development rules and methodology, the City 
should attempt to have these counted now to bring the remaining need down, rather than 
just as Housing Element success story later. There are many cities that have successfully 
counted these units, consistent with HCD guidelines.  


• Consider densities that are much higher than currently contemplated at Grand and 
Highland avenues, while developing standards so that these are well designed, with 
ground level retail and cafes, and housing above. Densities of 180 units per acre with 
ground floor retail and four stories of residential above (60 feet building height), with 
structured parking may be appropriate for Grand Avenue, and 120 per acre for Highland 
Avenue. If necessary, the City should add a real architect with experience in doing 
projects like these in the Bay Area to the out-of-town planning team.  


• Add missing middle housing (fourplexes, sixplexes, etc.) and smaller-scale multifamily 
development in some or many existing neighborhoods. Some of the City’s rules relating 
to allowable densities, lot sizes etc. may need to be modified. There may, again, be some 
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City Charter issues involved, but these would be of lower magnitude than high density 
residential issues in Public zones.  


• Continue counting all the remaining single family and religious sites with the good work 
staff has done, although it remains to be seen if HCD will buy off on allowing so many of 
these to be counted.  


• Anything else needed should be added after the above has been done, and this remaining 
need would be modest.   


 
Thank you for volunteering your time and energy to serve the community! 
 
Rajeev Bhatia 
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Hello Sara,  
 
As you know, I have provided two comment emails to the City Council over the past few days 
on the Housing Element. Over the weekend, two City Council members reached out to me 
independently on their own initiative to better understand my perspectives, and were both very 
sincere. They both told me, separately, that they have been told by staff and consultants that the 
housing on tennis court idea will be tested out, and if the City is not able to negotiate it out with a 
developer, that’s it — the City will just back out, and nothing else will happen or will jeopardize 
City control of the courts.  
 
I hope that they were not told the above, as I do not believe this is legally-correct information, in 
light of extensive changes to State laws made over the past three years to hold cities’ feet to fire 
and follow through on housing commitments. It’s an entirely different world, and the State has 
shut down games that cities were playing in showing housing sites they did not intend following 
through with. The State will likely allow the tennis courts to be counted for the housing sites 
inventory, but following Housing Element adoption, simply shut out the City from encumbering 
the housing with anything that will make it less feasible. I am not an attorney, and this topic is 
out of my area of competence. However, I believe that our Council needs to have correct 
information before being asked to make what I believe are monumental decisions that will set the 
course for the future of public and civic space in Piedmont, and I am hoping the City Attorney 
can weigh in at the Council meeting today and correct any false information the Council may 
have been provided or premise that may have been created.  
 
I believe that under the California Surplus Land Act, the City cannot just start negotiating with a 
developer to sell or give away rights (the Act uses the words sale or lease) to public land without 
first going to through a process. This process includes first declaring the land surplus. The words 
in the State statute are unused or underutilized, so the tennis courts and Veterans Hall, police/fire 
station will fall under the underutilized category. Once it gets on the surplus list, other public 
agencies get a shot at the site before a housing developer will.  
 
But before the site even makes it to the surplus list, it needs to be offered for park and rec use to 
other public agencies. The State places the highest priority—higher than housing—of use of public 
land for park and recreation purpose. I find it ironic that while the State thinks the highest priority 
use for public lands is recreation, the City is proceeding in the opposite direction. California 
Government Code Section 54220 (b) states "The Legislature reaffirms its belief that there is an 
identifiable deficiency in the amount of land available for recreational purposes and that surplus 
land, prior to disposition, should be made available for park and recreation purposes or for open-
space purposes.” and Section 54227 “ .. first priority shall be given to an entity that agrees to use 
the site for park or recreational purposes if the land being offered is already being used and will 
continue to be used for park or recreational purposes”.  
 
 
Thus, if Piedmont thinks that a better use for the tennis courts is housing—and this is a finding the 
Council is required to make at adoption time under the Housing Accountability Act as part of 
inclusion of this site as part of the sites inventory—in the eyes of the State, a higher priority would 
be given to say, OUSD/Oakland Tech High School that is located very close to Piedmont and lacks 
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adequate tennis courts and wants to maintain that use of the site. OUSD would be silly to not avail 
of an opportunity to lease the courts for $1 per year. My son goes to PHS and plays tennis every 
day at the tennis courts — would he be able to play there if that happens? Why would the City just 
give away this land? If it’s not OUSD, PG&E or EBMUD or another agency may have an interest, 
and that interest will trump any housing developer.  
 
Let’s assume that somehow no other agency wants this site, and the City starts negotiating with a 
developer. Under amendments to the Surplus Land Act that became operational last year, now 
the State Department of Housing and Community Development will be involved, and the City 
wold be required to negotiate in good faith on its promise to develop housing at the site, with the 
State actively looking over our shoulder. Beginning January 1, 2021, local agencies are required 
to send, and HCD is required to review, negotiation summaries for each surplus land transaction in 
the state. HCD is also required to notify local agencies of violations and may notify the Attorney 
General and assess fines, as necessary.   
 
Further, the Housing Accountability Act (HAA) passed a few years ago, Government Code 
section 65589.5, establishes limitations to a local government’s ability to deny, reduce the 
density of, or make infeasible housing development projects. Developers are allowed up to 
four “concessions” to make housing feasible, these concessions include excluding any other use 
that may make housing infeasible. Furthermore, in a pair of published rulings within the last six 
months (see https://www.hklaw.com/en/insights/publications/2022/06/california-courts-of-
appeal-strengthen-density-bonus-law) courts have held that developers rather than cities get to 
decide what those concessions are, and cities are not able to challenge those or offer alternatives 
that may also make housing feasible. These concessions have in practice included changes in 
development standards, height changes, exemption from parking, and exclusion from requiring 
to provide retail at ground level. Exclusion of tennis courts, especially rooftop ones, would 
definitely improve financial feasibility and would be consistent with State law. So, this could 
mean that we could end up not having any courts. 
 
Governor Newsom and the State Attorney General in November 2021 assembled a “Housing 
Strike Force” of State lawyers, “.. tasked with enforcing California housing laws that cities 
across the state have been evading or ignoring”. This is their full-time job. The Strike Force has 
been proactively looking around everywhere and has threatened to sue cities to enforce housing 
laws and elements (the Town of Woodside is an example from a few months ago, where the 
Attorney General threatened to sue and forced it to back off).  
 
Many cities and planners in California are still operating under the old premise of the last 
housing element cycle, where playing shell games of showing sites where housing was not really 
intended was rampant, and cities got away with it. The world has changed in the last three years, 
and the State has, rightly I believe, shut down this game. I tell every one of my nearly dozen 
active City clients for whom I am preparing long-range plans—and there are several in the Bay 
Area as well—to not count any housing on any site that they do not want to see this developed, 
that they should be prepared to lose every other use mixed with housing at those sites, and be 
prepared to offer numerous concessions, especially for affordable housing. This is the most 
honest and transparent approach. Don’t play shell games, or you could end up with the short end 
of the stick. None of our clients are showing any site they don’t really believe will be built with 
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housing in their housing elements. This is very serious stuff. No city that I know is showing sites 
to just test the waters. No city that I know has tennis courts, City Hall, or police station as 
housing sites in their housing elements.  
 
The City Attorney does not provide opinions to the public. However, I believe it is their job to 
make sure that the Council is not acting with false information. I urge you to have the City 
Attorney brief the Council tonight on risks entailed with showing housing on public lands, or a 
later time if more information needs to be gathered, or in a closed session for legal risk 
assessment if that is more appropriate. 
 
I urge everyone to shoot straight and not play shell games with housing sites, that neither 
advance the State’s and the Piedmont community objectives of supporting actual 
housing development, and may come back to bite us. It is totally feasible for Piedmont to 
accommodate all of its housing needs on non-public land, so starting with civic sites first is the 
totally wrong approach. This what one would do if they hated Piedmont and the kids who play at 
these courts, and do not want to have safe police and fire stations.  If staff or consultants believe 
that housing will not actually develop at the tennis court site, say that in public. And then, for the 
sake of honesty and truthfulness to the City citizens and the State of California, remove that and 
other civic sites from the inventory. Develop housing where it is easy to develop at lower costs 
so that teachers and other members of community can afford to live in the city, rather than saddle 
housing with costs that in the end would only result in luxury housing — these will NOT be 
places where tennis courts are on the top or the police station below.  
 
Sincerely,  
 
Rajeev Bhatia 
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Pierce Macdonald, Senior Planner 
City of Piedmont 


Piedmont Housing Puzzle Report – May 5, 2022 


Goals 


On March 24, 2022, the City of Piedmont launched the Piedmont Housing Puzzle, a web‐based interactive tool hosted on Balancing 
Act software. Active from March 24, 2022, to May 1, 2022, the tool was intended to present land resources and constraints analysis 
prepared for the Draft 6th Cycle Piedmont Housing Element to members of the public in an engaging format. The license to use 
Balancing Act, as well as software technical support, were awarded to the City of Piedmont as the result of a competitive grant.  


At the Housing Element Community Workshop on March 24, 2022, City staff and consultants introduced the Housing Puzzle tool to 
the community. As presented to the public, the goals of the Piedmont Housing Puzzle were: 


 Create a setting that puts residents in the shoes of decision‐makers to show how they would 
solve tough public policy challenges 


 Frame trade‐offs so that background data, community values, and community preferences can be 
included in decision‐making 


 Allow public engagement that is not limited by staffing resources, so that thousands of people 
can provide informed input using smartphone, computer, or tablet. 


One of the Housing Element Community Workshop presenters on March 24, 2022, was Chris Adams, President of Balancing Act. 
During the presentation, he highlighted the kinds of data the Piedmont Puzzle was not intended to provide, as follows: 


 The Piedmont Housing Puzzle was not intended to be the sole or final means by which sites for 
the Housing Element sites inventory will be evaluated 


 The Piedmont Housing Puzzle, by itself, is not a scientifically valid research tool 
 The Piedmont Housing Puzzle was not intended to capture other factors that go into site 


selection, such as environmental constraints or affordability and equity requirements. 
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Pierce Macdonald, Senior Planner 
City of Piedmont 


Publicity and Promotion of the Piedmont Housing Puzzle 


The Piedmont Housing Puzzle was published to the homepage of the Housing Element website at Piedmontishome.org and to the 
homepage of the City of Piedmont city website. The Piedmontishome.org website was, in turn, publicized with 30 banners on 
streetlights along Grand, Highland, and Moraga Avenues starting the week leading up to the launch on March 24, 2022, and 
continuing beyond the close of the web‐based tool on May 1, 2022. Physical posters were located at community bulletin boards, 
including City Hall, the Piedmont Police Station, Mulberry’s Market, Wells Fargo bank, the Piedmont Service Station on Highland 
Avenue, the Shell gas station on Grand Avenue, a location near Kehilla Community Synagogue, and Piedmont Community Church. 


The City publicized the Piedmont Housing Puzzle in notices and posters for the March 24, 2022 Housing Element Community 
Workshop, as well as the Planning & Building eNewsletter mailing to over 4,000 email addresses. Emails were sent to all City staff 
and sent to PUSD to share with School district employees. Local news outlets, including the Piedmont Post, The Exedra online 
newspaper, and the Piedmont Civic Association website published stories about the Piedmont Housing Puzzle and the Housing 
Element Community Workshop on March 24, 2022. 


Approach 


Piedmont’s next Housing Element must identify the sufficient land to meet the Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) of 587 
new housing units by 2031. The Piedmont Housing Puzzle tool included a map of Piedmont with 14 sites, chosen using the following 
methodology: sites suggested by the community in March‐April 2021 through the web‐based interactive Pinnable Map tool, hosted 
on Social Pinpoint software; public comments gathered at stakeholder interviews, public meetings, and community events, hosted in 
person and virtually over the last 12 months; and sites and constraints analysis, completed by City staff and Housing Element 
consultants. Users of the Puzzle could allocate the 587 units to any of the identified sites, up to reasonable maximums capped in the 
software to urge users to develop a “balanced” housing plan with sites for new housing throughout the community.  


These 14 sites were identified on the Housing Puzzle map: 
1. Zones A & E, Single‐Family Residential Zone  8. Zone D ‐ Gas Station, Mulberry’s, Bank of America, Wells Fargo 
2. Piedmont Community Church  9. Grassy Strip and Median on Highland Avenue at Sheridan Avenue 
3. Zone C – Linda Avenue at Oakland Avenue  10. Public Works Corporation Yard 
4. Zone D – Grand Avenue  11. Blair Park 
5. Corpus Christ Church and School  12. Civic Center: City Hall, Veterans Hall, Corey Reich Tennis Center, etc. 
6. Linda Dog Park  13. Plymouth Community Church 
7. Kehilla Community Synagogue  14. Zion Lutheran Church & Renaissance School    
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Pierce Macdonald, Senior Planner 
City of Piedmont 


Piedmont Housing Puzzle Users 


As shown below, the Piedmont Housing Puzzle had 2,099 total pageviews and 1,050 new sessions, and users spent an average of 10 minutes on 
the site. This equated to 246 hours of on‐line public engagement. The Balancing Act software reported 1,050 new sessions and 1,477 total 
sessions (new and returning visitors, combined).  Of the 1,050 new sessions, approximately 16% (173 users) submitted a housing plan and 
comments showing where these Housing Puzzle users would choose to allocate the 587 housing units required by the RHNA.  


Housing Puzzle users identified the general location of their residences as part of the tool. The resulting map of user locations showed that 
Piedmonters in all parts of the City were aware of, and participated in, the Housing Puzzle tool.  


Comments were received as part of the housing plans filed through the Housing Puzzle. These comments have been incorporated into the public 
comments compiled for the Planning Commission and City Council consideration, as well as listed in the appendix to this report. Users who did 
not file housing plans were not able to leave comments through the Housing Puzzle. Alternative forms of communication were provided in 
publicity materials. Many people used the comment form at Piedmontishome.org or via email to Piedmontishome@piedmont.ca.gov.  


Demographics analysis provided by Balancing Act software reported that 56.5% of users were female, 39.4% were male, and 4% were other 
genders. Also, users represented every age bracket with the age bracket of 50 ‐ 69 representing the largest group (48% of users), 30 to 49 (42%), 
and 70 or older representing the second smallest bracket (9% of users).  
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Pierce Macdonald, Senior Planner 
City of Piedmont 


Results  


The Piedmont Housing Puzzle tool generated 173 housing plan submittals and 116 public comments. Although the majority of sessions (84%) did 
not result in a balanced housing plan filed through the Piedmont Housing Puzzle, the software could track where all user activity was occurring 
as people considered the pros and cons of the various locations. As shown below in the table titled “Table 1, Piedmont Housing Puzzle Opens By 
Site,” the most activity or “opens” occurred in the following categories: Zones A & E; Zone D on Grand Avenue; and Blair Park.  All the sites listed 
on the Housing Puzzle map received some level of interest from members of the Piedmont community. 


Table 1, Piedmont Housing Puzzle Opens By Site 


 


 
Conclusion 


In conclusion, the Piedmont Housing Puzzle helped introduce the Draft Housing Element sites inventory and successfully piqued the interest of a 
significant percentage of Piedmont community members. It provided a venue for community members to both learn about sites considerations 
and share their perspectives on potential housing sites. The web‐based tool resulted in 116 additional public comments, which are listed in the 
appendix and included in the public comments compiled for the consideration of the Planning Commission and City Council. This qualitative data 
is important to fully understand the community’s concerns and preferences for growth.  
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Appendix 
 


Part I, Approximate User Residence Location 
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Comment Item Change Date
1 Lots of great options and the #2 place to place units (Zone D is best location). C ‐ Properties in Zone C, Multi‐family Zone 96.15 5/2/2022 18:16
2 This is absolutely the #1 place to put units. I'd add retail at the ground floor. Great access to public transportation and easy 


walk to commercial.
D ‐ Zone D ‐ Ace Hardware, Sylvan Learning Center, Homes and 
Small Businesses 210.53 5/2/2022 18:16


3 Great area to add units. Ideally the Blair Park (L) gets turned into a park with soccer fields (desperately needed). K ‐ Redevelop City Corporation Yard 166.67 5/2/2022 18:16
4 I think it's important to develop this area into a park with soccer fields. Piedmont desperately needs more soccer fields! Given 


that I needed a few more units, I added some to this location...hoping that still allows for space for soccer.
L ‐ Blair Park, 930 Moraga Avenue


24.24 5/2/2022 18:16
5 Deprioritize for housing ‐ maintain quiet nature of city center B ‐ Piedmont Community Church Property, 400 Highland Avenue


0 5/2/2022 16:09
6 Close access to school, transportation, retail shops and restaurants C ‐ Properties in Zone C, Multi‐family Zone 96.15 5/2/2022 16:09
7 Access to transportation and retail shops, grocery and restaurants D ‐ Zone D ‐ Ace Hardware, Sylvan Learning Center, Homes and 


Small Businesses 210.53 5/2/2022 16:09
8 Close access to Park Ave transportation and retail shops and restaurants F ‐ Corpus Christi School Property 31.25 5/2/2022 16:09
9 Close access to school, public transport and shops G ‐ Linda Dog Park, 333 Linda Avenue 23.81 5/2/2022 16:09
10 Deprioritize for housing ‐ surrounded by single family homes I ‐ Grassy Strip and Median along Highland Avenue at Sheridan 


Avenue 0 5/2/2022 16:09
11 Offering new commercial options would be interesting but not housing. Prioritize needs of surrounding single family homes 


(quiet, parking)
J ‐ Zone D ‐ Gas Station, Mulberry's, Bank of America, Wells Fargo


0 5/2/2022 16:09
12 Housing could make sense here (along Moraga thoroughfare) as along as Coaches Field is not disturbed. Piedmont already has 


too few rec fields / spaces
K ‐ Redevelop City Corporation Yard


166.67 5/2/2022 16:09
13 Would love to turn this into soccer fields which we are desperately in need of L ‐ Blair Park, 930 Moraga Avenue 0 5/2/2022 16:09
14 Like the idea of supporting emergency and rec uses but not additional housing M ‐ City Hall, Veterans Hall, Corey Reich Tennis Courts, etc. 0 5/2/2022 16:09
15 Close access to Park Ave and Montclair for public transport and shops Z ‐ Zion Lutheran Property 40 5/2/2022 16:09
16 Super congested already‐‐‐bad city planning B ‐ Piedmont Community Church Property, 400 Highland Avenue


0 5/1/2022 20:52
17 Close to public transit and retail best for dense living. D ‐ Zone D ‐ Ace Hardware, Sylvan Learning Center, Homes and 


Small Businesses 210.53 4/30/2022 3:24
18 it would be great if in development the density could be varied so there were different housing types ‐ townhomes, 


apartments, etc.
C ‐ Properties in Zone C, Multi‐family Zone


86.54 4/29/2022 22:53
19 Mixed ‐use zoning to allow business uses to remain with housing above. Since housing almost always is more profitable to 


develop, require mixed‐use with business/not‐for‐profit tenancy, not just vacant space. Consider affordability as well. Does 
Piedmont work to house its teachers and first responders, etc.?


D ‐ Zone D ‐ Ace Hardware, Sylvan Learning Center, Homes and 
Small Businesses


210.53 4/29/2022 22:53
20 has Piedmont considered housing for teachers and first responders who work in Piedmont? any consideration of affordability? 


locations like this one could be a good opportunity for lovely townhouses
I ‐ Grassy Strip and Median along Highland Avenue at Sheridan 
Avenue 4.94 4/29/2022 22:53


21 keep businesses ‐ mixed‐use zoning J ‐ Zone D ‐ Gas Station, Mulberry's, Bank of America, Wells Fargo
20.41 4/29/2022 22:53


22 this could be a great place for Piedmont to add some new multi‐family housing with greater density than is typical in the city ‐ 
and to consider affordability


K ‐ Redevelop City Corporation Yard
166.67 4/29/2022 22:53


23 could be a very interesting venture ‐ lots of unique opportunities with the Church and school and the location on Park with 
access to bus, etc.


Z ‐ Zion Lutheran Property
40 4/29/2022 22:53


24 Like the newer condeos below the dog park, this could be high end bt smaller unit syle condos and townhouses. Good 
transportation and walkablility score. Good for the senior set and city employee preference houseing, teachers, fire dept, rec 
center, city admin, etc


G ‐ Linda Dog Park, 333 Linda Avenue


31.75 4/29/2022 18:01
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25 The corporation yard seems a good area to put the multi unit type development. There is a main road already in place, public 
transportation route, and in walking distance for someone who is fit to school and to area's of interest. IT will also not 
negatively affect the main part of the community with added traffic becasue of normal commute.


K ‐ Redevelop City Corporation Yard


166.67 4/29/2022 18:01
26 How will public transportation be delivered to this area?


What would be the main routes drivers would take to this community?
Why is this area not already open to the Piedmont comunity and public as a park?


L ‐ Blair Park, 930 Moraga Avenue


181.82 4/29/2022 18:01
27 Adding some housing here would change the nature of the Piedmont City Center. Perhaps the city buildings in place could be 


reidentified for community need.
M ‐ City Hall, Veterans Hall, Corey Reich Tennis Courts, etc.


25.86 4/29/2022 18:01
28 My comments are in the specific areas. RHNA Allocation 0 4/29/2022 18:01
29 Actually, why is the maximum 183, each house could turn their garage into an ADU according to CA state law AE ‐ Private single‐family properties throughout Zones A and E


182 4/29/2022 17:52
30 Redeveloping a park into housing is quite a drastic step compared to allowing more ADUs in the AE zone or redeveloping a 


larger area of the corporation yard into usable space
G ‐ Linda Dog Park, 333 Linda Avenue


0 4/29/2022 17:52
31 Do we need giant banks downtown? An ATM seems sufficient J ‐ Zone D ‐ Gas Station, Mulberry's, Bank of America, Wells Fargo


96.94 4/29/2022 17:52
32 Honestly, do we need the public works facilities to be inside city limits? What about acquiring or leasing land in Oakland and 


developing the corporation yard into high‐density housing? Has the advantage of easy access to CA‐13 and frankly the nearby 
neighbors may prefer a well designed housing complex to an ugly corporation yard (I could be wrong)


K ‐ Redevelop City Corporation Yard


166.67 4/29/2022 17:52
33 This park is really underutilized and could be a good spot for townhomes, with easy access to CA‐13 L ‐ Blair Park, 930 Moraga Avenue 48.48 4/29/2022 17:52
34 Please convert this useless Bank of America into some kind of restaurant or cafe please! J ‐ Zone D ‐ Gas Station, Mulberry's, Bank of America, Wells Fargo


0 4/28/2022 20:36
35 We need to focus on the Estates Zone. These are large lots, and mansions could be remodeled as condos and new multi‐unit 


housing built on excess land. An outreach effort needs to be made to homeowners in this zone. It is not inconceivable that 
many will see the justice and benefit of their property being sold to a developer who can convert it into multifamily housing. 
This is especially possible in cases where the homeowners' heirs live elsewhere and understand the inequities brought about by 
intergenerational wealth transfer and the unprecendented levels of wealth concentration we are experience in this country.


AE ‐ Private single‐family properties throughout Zones A and E


182 4/28/2022 18:05
36 This should be recreation space, if you're talking about the space between the Oakland Ave bridge and Linda Beach field C ‐ Properties in Zone C, Multi‐family Zone


0 4/28/2022 18:05
37 What happened to the idea of the owner of the Shell station to convert that to multi‐unit housing? D ‐ Zone D ‐ Ace Hardware, Sylvan Learning Center, Homes and 


Small Businesses 78.95 4/28/2022 18:05
38 Not sure if there's any room here, but Kehilla would be disposed to the social justice angle H ‐ Kehilla Synagogue Property, 1300 Grand Ave 6.91 4/28/2022 18:05
39 No. This needs to be maintained and improved as open space ‐‐ for both the human and animal populations of the area. 


Piedmont has less open park space than surrounding areas, and I believe we're below the national standard.
L ‐ Blair Park, 930 Moraga Avenue


0 4/28/2022 18:05
40 If the tennis courts in the center of town are being proposed, why not the City of Oakland owned Davie Tennis Stadium (within 


Piedmont city limits)? Eminent domain that place and let Oaklanders ironically complain about Piedmont building affordable 
housing instead of letting them keep a tennis stadium. Oakland has plenty of other property to build a tennis stadium.


M ‐ City Hall, Veterans Hall, Corey Reich Tennis Courts, etc.


34.48 4/28/2022 17:44
41 This is very confusing. I'm just adding these here to account for housing created by ADUs and letting people split parcels to 


build additional homes. There could be more.
AE ‐ Private single‐family properties throughout Zones A and E


182 4/28/2022 1:05
42 This just seems dumb to include this. We're not tearing down our community church in the center of town for housing. Why do 


you even have non‐starters on here?
B ‐ Piedmont Community Church Property, 400 Highland Avenue


0 4/28/2022 1:05
43 Again! Why are we even suggesting getting rid of a thriving church and school? This is dumb. F ‐ Corpus Christi School Property 0 4/28/2022 1:05
44 No! It's offensive to even be suggesting this. H ‐ Kehilla Synagogue Property, 1300 Grand Ave 0 4/28/2022 1:05
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45 Ditto. Stop with the anti‐religious suggestions. It's really offensive. N ‐ Plymouth Church Properties on Olive Avenue 0.45 4/28/2022 1:05
46 If a church decides it can no longer function, it will sell its property and then we can have these discussions. Until then, it's 


offensive to suggest getting rid of them.
Z ‐ Zion Lutheran Property


0 4/28/2022 1:05
47 This has always seemed like the most realistic place to build new housing, especially multi‐unit housing L ‐ Blair Park, 930 Moraga Avenue 193.94 4/28/2022 0:42
48 Important that the HE include more than the needed number of housing units as it is unlikely that all of the locations will 


develop and not providing excess capacity for development will mean the City has not successfully authorized the amount of 
development needed to meet our RHNA numbers. Please don't treat this like a check the box exercise ‐ Piedmont must do its 
part.


AE ‐ Private single‐family properties throughout Zones A and E


182 4/26/2022 22:31
49 Lots splits in Zone E should should be encouraged.  ADUs that are rented may be counted but not those used for other 


purposes.
AE ‐ Private single‐family properties throughout Zones A and E


63 4/26/2022 16:52
50 Displacement of current tenants should be avoided C ‐ Properties in Zone C, Multi‐family Zone 19.23 4/26/2022 16:52
51 Public land should be used only for affordable housing.  Market rate units or above moderate should be built on privately 


owned land.
K ‐ Redevelop City Corporation Yard


121.21 4/26/2022 16:52
52 Given the history at Blair Park some open space for an enclosed dog run and heritage trees should be preserved. L ‐ Blair Park, 930 Moraga Avenue 60.61 4/26/2022 16:52
53 It is important to allow increased density in Piedmont's historically single family neighborhoods.  This could be through ADUs, 


duplexes, triplexes etc.
AE ‐ Private single‐family properties throughout Zones A and E


147 4/26/2022 14:17
54 These are well located sites with transportation where we should zone for increased housing density.  But because they have 


existing economically viable uses, they are unlikely to be actually redeveloped quickly. We should not count on these to meet a 
signifiant portion of our RHNA obligation.


D ‐ Zone D ‐ Ace Hardware, Sylvan Learning Center, Homes and 
Small Businesses


105.26 4/26/2022 14:17
55 This is a great site and our best opportunity to build a feasible affordable housing development soon.  this is one of the few 


sites in Piedmont that can build a community that is large enough to be financially feasible and meet our ELI/VLI goals
K ‐ Redevelop City Corporation Yard


75.76 4/26/2022 14:17
56 this site is one of two sites large enough to build an affordable project capable of meeting our ELI/VLI goals‐ it must be 


considered.  The site could be developed in a way to retain and improve park land.  Without these larger sites it is simply 
impossible to actually meet the goal of building our ELI/VLI RHNA requirement


L ‐ Blair Park, 930 Moraga Avenue


72.73 4/26/2022 14:17
57 These are great sites, close to schools and services.  These are likely to take a long time to redevelop, however‐‐ but let's start 


planning!
M ‐ City Hall, Veterans Hall, Corey Reich Tennis Courts, etc.


68.97 4/26/2022 14:17
58 I did not even realize the church had a parking lot. This seems like a great option for housing with parking underground. B ‐ Piedmont Community Church Property, 400 Highland Avenue


29.85 4/26/2022 4:02
59 I support housing along Grand Avenue and adjacent lots, including this intersection. C ‐ Properties in Zone C, Multi‐family Zone 96.15 4/26/2022 4:02
60 Grand Avenue is one of the most logical places for multiunit housing. The Ace Hardware parking lots are a total pain ‐ I have 


even been in a car accident in the hardware parking lot. This space could be easily redesigned to include the current hardware 
and garden stores, parking and housing above that. It is accessible to transit and in a very walkable location too.


D ‐ Zone D ‐ Ace Hardware, Sylvan Learning Center, Homes and 
Small Businesses


210.53 4/26/2022 4:02
61 This is probably the least attractive dog parks in Piedmont. This site could be nicely reconfigured to provide housing and some 


park area for dog walkers at the same time. The one unknown is how this would affect traffic by Beach School.
G ‐ Linda Dog Park, 333 Linda Avenue


103.17 4/26/2022 4:02
62 Perhaps the parking lot could be repurposed to include housing with parking underground. H ‐ Kehilla Synagogue Property, 1300 Grand Ave 6.91 4/26/2022 4:02
63 This section of the street could be reconfigured to incorporate housing. I ‐ Grassy Strip and Median along Highland Avenue at Sheridan 


Avenue 30.86 4/26/2022 4:02
64 This is an area prime for an update. The BofA is currently unused. Gas stations will soon be obsolete as we transition to electric 


vehicles to address climate change before it's too late. This area combined with the police station and veterans building could 
be redesigned together to include the banks and Mulberry's in a visually appealing way that also features substantial affordable 
housing.


J ‐ Zone D ‐ Gas Station, Mulberry's, Bank of America, Wells Fargo


96.94 4/26/2022 4:02
65 The city's owned site are the easiest and biggest opportunity for adding housing because the land would not cost money. The 


city should seriously consider the corporation yard as well as the skatepark.
K ‐ Redevelop City Corporation Yard


166.67 4/26/2022 4:02
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66 Blair Park, the city's largest owned property, is the most logical place for affordable housing. This is highly underutilized open 
space. I regularly drive by and see one person or nobody using this space. Affordable housing could be designed for this space 
in a way that includes open space that gets far more use than what is there now and even has more appealing greenery. It can 
be done in a way that would not hurt neighbors who live above the park and it could be done in a way that minimizes traffic 
impacts on Moraga, for instnace by widening part of the road by this property.


L ‐ Blair Park, 930 Moraga Avenue


193.94 4/26/2022 4:02
67 It makes total sense to consider the tennis courts especially for housing. The housing could be designed in a way that retains 


the tennis courts, perhaps on the roof. It also makes sense to look at the veterans hall and city hall as part of the plan. Finally, 
while we are considering tennis courts, why not look at the ones by Hampton Field and off HIghland behind the dog park too.


M ‐ City Hall, Veterans Hall, Corey Reich Tennis Courts, etc.


112.07 4/26/2022 4:02
68 we should be promoting ADUs while being realistic about affordability and production numbers.  Owners of large lots should be 


able to subdivide their properties to create additional legal lots, and duplexes/triplexes/fourplexes should be allowed on the 
larger and the smaller lots.


AE ‐ Private single‐family properties throughout Zones A and E


42 4/26/2022 3:33
69 If the Church wants to add housing I'm supportive.  I am adding units here because of the way the "puzzle" is structured, which 


requires 587 units. I object to this ‐ people should be able to contribute whatever input they have, even if it is partial.
B ‐ Piedmont Community Church Property, 400 Highland Avenue


29.85 4/26/2022 3:33
70 Yes I support multifamily on Linda. C ‐ Properties in Zone C, Multi‐family Zone 96.15 4/26/2022 3:33
71 Redevelopment of the Sylvan learning center building seems very feasible in light of what appear to be relatively low value 


tenants and a relatively low value building. I support a 5‐6 story apartment building on that block and I'd support a variance 
enabling 100% residential, in light of how little demand there is for retail space. Ace hardware, I suspect, isn't changing.


D ‐ Zone D ‐ Ace Hardware, Sylvan Learning Center, Homes and 
Small Businesses


118.42 4/26/2022 3:33
72 I don't think this is a feasible housing site. G ‐ Linda Dog Park, 333 Linda Avenue 0 4/26/2022 3:33
73 why maximum of 8? This is a great housing site. H ‐ Kehilla Synagogue Property, 1300 Grand Ave 6.5 4/26/2022 3:33
74 I support multifamily housing on Blair park with up to 5/6 stories ‐ whatever is needed to create a project feasible and with 


some level of affordability.  I think Blair Park has much better potential than the sites across Moraga.
L ‐ Blair Park, 930 Moraga Avenue


181.82 4/26/2022 3:33
75 Yes!! Veterans building and tennis courts especially should be considered as sites. Veteran's building is probably near the end 


of its useful life, and community hall/police/fire could be below residential in a 4/5/6 story building. Tennis courts could be on 
the roof of a multifamily building.


M ‐ City Hall, Veterans Hall, Corey Reich Tennis Courts, etc.


60.34 4/26/2022 3:33
76 Slope of site appears to make it unsuitable for housing, but I'd be happy to see housing there if feasible. N ‐ Plymouth Church Properties on Olive Avenue 7.17 4/26/2022 3:33
77 only more than 3 units with low income.  Up to 8 units if design of building is consistent in style with neighborhood like 1001 


Warfield avenue.
AE ‐ Private single‐family properties throughout Zones A and E


7 4/26/2022 2:52
78 6 stories max B ‐ Piedmont Community Church Property, 400 Highland Avenue


13.43 4/26/2022 2:52
79 up to 10 stories high D ‐ Zone D ‐ Ace Hardware, Sylvan Learning Center, Homes and 


Small Businesses 184.21 4/26/2022 2:52
80 make same zone as D H ‐ Kehilla Synagogue Property, 1300 Grand Ave 6.91 4/26/2022 2:52
81 up to 6 stories M ‐ City Hall, Veterans Hall, Corey Reich Tennis Courts, etc. 25.86 4/26/2022 2:52
82 It would be great to see a variety of housing types that would allow a broader range of people with different needs welcomed 


to Piedmont.
AE ‐ Private single‐family properties throughout Zones A and E


70 4/24/2022 15:19
83 Please consider this site even including the skatepark, which wasn't well designed and is not accessible to kids that would use it 


anyways. Seems like a great place for housing!
K ‐ Redevelop City Corporation Yard


151.52 4/24/2022 15:19
84 I'd love to see housing here…seems like an under utilized resource and has great proximity to nearby amenities. L ‐ Blair Park, 930 Moraga Avenue 193.94 4/24/2022 15:19
85 We should allow duplexes, triplexes, and small apartment buildings in Zones A and E, especially on larger lots. We need to think 


beyond single‐family homes and ADUs.
AE ‐ Private single‐family properties throughout Zones A and E


182 4/23/2022 15:47
86 I'd love to see apartments over retail and buildings up to 6‐7 stories on Grand Ave. D ‐ Zone D ‐ Ace Hardware, Sylvan Learning Center, Homes and 


Small Businesses 78.95 4/23/2022 15:47
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87 Strongly support exploring the Corp Yard for affordable housing. We should add the skate park site too for consideration. K ‐ Redevelop City Corporation Yard
166.67 4/23/2022 15:47


88 Blair Park is a great opportunity site. We should definitely explore. Could put housing and some park / recreational space there, 
such as a playground.


L ‐ Blair Park, 930 Moraga Avenue
193.94 4/23/2022 15:47


89 We should do a master plan for the Civic Center that integrates some of these facilities and puts affordable housing over 
community and city facilities. Strongly support putting affordable housing in the Civic Center so it is well integrated and close to 
transportation.


M ‐ City Hall, Veterans Hall, Corey Reich Tennis Courts, etc.


112.07 4/23/2022 15:47
90 It makes sense to have housing where there are services and community resources. M ‐ City Hall, Veterans Hall, Corey Reich Tennis Courts, etc. 0 4/22/2022 21:20
91 This area would help benefit lower income families due to ease of access to local businesses and transportation. C ‐ Properties in Zone C, Multi‐family Zone


96.15 4/22/2022 21:09
92 Blair park should be maximized. It is only used by a few residents. Perfect area for development. L ‐ Blair Park, 930 Moraga Avenue 193.94 4/22/2022 18:42
93 This is a wonderful central location and I would advocate upzoning this area to incentivize housing in this area, especially low 


and moderate income housing
B ‐ Piedmont Community Church Property, 400 Highland Avenue


29.85 4/21/2022 18:11
94 97 units in this small area with small lots seems unlikely, given the high cost of construction and the fact that properties in this 


zone are already developed
C ‐ Properties in Zone C, Multi‐family Zone


38.46 4/21/2022 18:11
95 I think significant upzoning will be needed to make redevelopment of private businesses in this area financially feasible, but it 


would be great to have higher density housing in this area
D ‐ Zone D ‐ Ace Hardware, Sylvan Learning Center, Homes and 
Small Businesses 78.95 4/21/2022 18:11


96 This seems unlikely to me given the existing use of the church and school property F ‐ Corpus Christi School Property 0 4/21/2022 18:11
97 probably too small to be feasible H ‐ Kehilla Synagogue Property, 1300 Grand Ave 0 4/21/2022 18:11
98 Central locations seem like the best place for new housing, given proximity to schools, city jobs, and transit I ‐ Grassy Strip and Median along Highland Avenue at Sheridan 


Avenue 24.28 4/21/2022 18:11
99 Central locations seem like the best place for new housing, given proximity to schools, city jobs, and transit. 60 du/acre seems 


like a reasonable maximum
J ‐ Zone D ‐ Gas Station, Mulberry's, Bank of America, Wells Fargo


61.22 4/21/2022 18:11
100 This site is less connected to city services (schools, jobs, transit) but could still accommodate some housing, with efforts to 


improve traffic safety and integrate the neighborhood
K ‐ Redevelop City Corporation Yard


60.61 4/21/2022 18:11
101 This site is less connected to city services (schools, jobs, transit) but could still accommodate some housing, with efforts to 


improve traffic safety and integrate the neighborhood
L ‐ Blair Park, 930 Moraga Avenue


60.61 4/21/2022 18:11
102 The city center is the best place for new housing given proximity to schools, jobs, transit and recreation resources M ‐ City Hall, Veterans Hall, Corey Reich Tennis Courts, etc.


112.07 4/21/2022 18:11
103 I'm not in favor of converting any city land/parks into housing. G ‐ Linda Dog Park, 333 Linda Avenue 0 4/18/2022 3:42
104 I'm not in favor of converting any city land/parks into housing. I ‐ Grassy Strip and Median along Highland Avenue at Sheridan 


Avenue 0 4/18/2022 3:42
105 I'm not in favor of converting any city land/parks into housing. K ‐ Redevelop City Corporation Yard 0 4/18/2022 3:42
106 I'm not in favor of converting any city land/parks into housing. L ‐ Blair Park, 930 Moraga Avenue 0 4/18/2022 3:42
107 I'm not in favor of converting any city land/parks into housing. M ‐ City Hall, Veterans Hall, Corey Reich Tennis Courts, etc. 0 4/18/2022 3:42
108 This is too many units, but because it's on the city's borderline it would be less disruptive. F ‐ Corpus Christi School Property 31.25 4/14/2022 22:05
109 This is a very condensed area, and therefore I believe there should be 0 units placed here. I ‐ Grassy Strip and Median along Highland Avenue at Sheridan 


Avenue 0 4/14/2022 22:05
110 This seems to be the least obtrusive place for new housing of all the locations offered. K ‐ Redevelop City Corporation Yard 166.67 4/14/2022 22:05
111 This seems like too many units for one location, but too many of the other locations shouldn't have any new units. L ‐ Blair Park, 930 Moraga Avenue


193.94 4/14/2022 22:05
112 These zones should be upzoned to allow 2‐6 units per property by right. AE ‐ Private single‐family properties throughout Zones A and E


182 4/12/2022 1:50
113 I don't believe it's likely that the maximum buildout would actually be possible as many landowners may not be interested. D ‐ Zone D ‐ Ace Hardware, Sylvan Learning Center, Homes and 


Small Businesses 118.42 4/12/2022 1:50
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114 I live near here and this area desperately needs revitalization and increased density! Ground floor retail with space for 
hardware store, coffee shops, karate place, sandwich shop etc etc would be ideal. Hard to picture how many stories these 
buildings would have to be to accommodate this housing though, so I'm not sure what is reasonable number of units here.


D ‐ Zone D ‐ Ace Hardware, Sylvan Learning Center, Homes and 
Small Businesses


105.26 4/7/2022 3:46
115 I don't have a dog but it seems this space is heavily utilized ‐ would need to preserve some dog‐park area. G ‐ Linda Dog Park, 333 Linda Avenue 0 4/7/2022 3:46
116 This area so needs to be reimagined! Less space for cars, and more for people. See Mill Valley for inspiration of a charming 


downtown with a plaza (both downtown Mill Valley, and the recent redevelopment of the Mill Valley Lumbar Yard). It would be 
ideal to have ground level retail and apartments above. Mulberry's, an ATM, and a few other shops/cafes around a small plaza 
with tables/outside eating area, with housing above. Remove the banks and lawyer/real estate offices. Make Highland Way a 
small pedestrian‐only walkway, or remove all together? It's hard as a lay person to know how different number of housing units 
would feel here, but I think apartments above more (non‐chain) businesses would be a wonderful transformation.


J ‐ Zone D ‐ Gas Station, Mulberry's, Bank of America, Wells Fargo


25.51 4/7/2022 3:46
117 Empty lot behind 216 Howard. C ‐ Properties in Zone C, Multi‐family Zone 38.46 4/6/2022 6:19
118 Why is this the only park listed? There are many other parks in Piedmont. Why are we listing parks at all? L ‐ Blair Park, 930 Moraga Avenue 0 3/25/2022 1:30
119 Testing F ‐ Corpus Christi School Property 4.69 3/25/2022 1:22
120 This is a park. It is not zoned for residential. Do not take away our parks! L ‐ Blair Park, 930 Moraga Avenue 0 3/25/2022 1:22
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Pierce Macdonald, Senior Planner 
City of Piedmont 


Part II, Website Traffic Referrers 
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DATE:  September 12, 2022 


TO:  City of Piedmont 
Mayor and City Council 


  Members of the Planning Commission 


RE:  Feedback on Housing Element Update 


 
Via Email Only (citycouncil@piedmont.ca.gov) 
 
Dear Honorable Mayor, City Council, Members of the Planning Commission: 
 
We the undersigned write to provide feedback on the City’s efforts to update its Housing 
Element.  
 
We are disappointed that the Council on August 1, 2022 directed staff to study how to 
remove Civic Center from the housing element sites inventory. The Council’s decision 
serves to exacerbate Piedmont’s negative image as an exclusive enclave for the wealthy1 
by communicating without a reasonable basis that affordable housing is not appropriate 
for tonier areas of the City. Rather, the Council would have it that Civic Center’s “fair 
share” (RHNA) be shouldered exclusively by Piedmont’s West End, an area pejoratively 
(but to us affectionately) named “Baja” or “Lower” Piedmont. 
 
It is not too late to reverse course. To that end, we offer our thoughts on the following 
technical and practical considerations relevant to the Council’s decision to restore or 
remove Civic Center from further consideration as an affordable housing site: 
 


 EPS. The Council’s direction to staff contravenes a recommendation by the City’s 
own consultant (EPS). In its memorandum to the Council (hereinafter “Civic Center 
Feasibility Memo”), the City’s consultant had offered a number of “levers” the City 
could pull to make Civic Center a usable site, including parcel reconfiguration, state 
funding, relaxing parking standards, accepting below-market/no-cost ground 
leases, etc. Specifically, EPS had offered “[f]our scenarios”…to illustrate how 
different policy and funding levers can affect project feasibility and to demonstrate 
that there is a path towards feasibility while acknowledging that it may take 
some time…” (See Civic Center Feasibility Study, dated August 1, 
2022.)(Emphasis added.) None of these considerations pose an insurmountable 
barrier. Yes, they may take time, but that does not provide adequate justification 
for excluding Civic Center from further consideration. Thus, despite EPS’ 
recommendation that affordable housing is both desirable and feasible, the Council 
directed staff to remove Civic Center from further consideration. 
 


                                                            
1When a School Desegregates, Who Gets Left Behind, Jay Caspian Kang, March 10, 2022. 
https://www.nytimes.com/2022/03/10/opinion/school-desegregation-california.html (Last accessed: 
August 25, 2022). 
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 Housing Strike Force. Some have implied that designating a site like Civic Center 
may place Piedmont in the crosshairs of the Attorney General Bonta’s Housing 
Strike Force. Not likely. It is perhaps uncommon to include a site like Civic Center, 
but staff has already pointed out that San Jose and other cities have included 
public facilities as viable sites. But the Housing Strike Force argument is 
misleading. We concede that the practice of designating sites like Civic Center to 
the exclusion of other sites could piqué the interest of the Housing Strike Force. 
We, however, are not advocating that; instead, we are asking the Council to 
include all sites, including Civic Center, thereby demonstrating to the State that 
Piedmont is serious about housing and all options remain on the table. 
 
Indeed, as staff has noted: “HCD guidance is clear that publicly owned non-vacant 
sites should be considered for inclusion in the housing element sites inventory as 
the City has control over their redevelopment (as opposed to private land owners) 
when supported by a program to redevelop the sites for housing (citations 
omitted).” See Council Agenda Report, dated August 1, 2022, at pg. 5. Civic Center 
would present a viable and significant potential site, where housing and 
modernized public facilities could be co-located. As a publicly-owned parcel, the 
Civic Center site would place the City in the driver seat, even if coordination or a 
partnership with a developer is required. As such, the City would be in a better 
position to make affordable housing happen there, on its own terms, in addition to 
modernizing the City’s public facilities (i.e., City Hall, police, fire, etc.). 
 


 Funding. Funding, of course, can often be both a “lever” and a barrier, but as the 
City’s own consultant (EPS) has noted, with Piedmont’s designation as a “Highest 
Resource” area, funding could be relatively less challenging. It is quite common 
for projects, with affordable housing as a component, to involve financing. So, it is 
odd to use this fact to justify undermining support for including Civic Center as a 
potential site. As to affordable housing, it’s par for the course. 
 


 Educational Resource Strain. It’s unclear whether anyone has ever specifically 
addressed the impact of removing Civic Center—and thereby reallocating all of the 
roughly 80 units to the Grand Avenue area, which in all likelihood will be zoned for 
Beach Elementary—on our educational resources.  
 
It is likely that concentrating the lion’s share of the City’s affordable housing along 
Grand Avenue would have substantial impacts. If we conservatively assume only 
50 of those units were singleton households, the impact on Beach Elementary 
would be considerable. Even if PUSD were to pivot toward reallocating these new 
students to the two other elementary schools in the District (Wildwood and 
Havens), those households would lose the valuable amenity of being able to walk 
to their local school, not to mention having no chance of living closer to future 
upgraded amenities (e.g., swimming pool and recreation center). This would 
undoubtedly have other downstream/unintended impacts on traffic, parking, and 
pedestrian safety. 
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 Civic and Public Safety Infrastructure. The Council’s own deliberation over its 
decision to remove Civic Center offers little in the way of supporting evidence. The 
Council’s rationale appears to be two-fold: 1. Long-overdue civic and public safety 
(police/fire) infrastructure improvements would be further delayed, and 2. Co-
locating such uses with housing is not feasible.  
 
Specifically, during its regular meeting on August 1, 2022, the Council deliberated 
over “what changed”—i.e., explain the rationale behind reversing course from 
inclusion to removal of Civic Center. Oddly, the discussion centered on the Civic 
Center Feasibility Memo as a basis for excluding Civic Center. The discussion 
conceded that EPS had concluded co-locating civic uses with housing was 
feasible, but then it was suggested that EPS’ analysis was inadequate or 
incomplete. (See KCOM TV video, dated August 1, 2022, beginning at 4:39:40.) 
The conclusion the Council settled on seemed to be that the City’s public safety 
infrastructure needs, which have been delayed by the pandemic, are only going to 
increase, thereby making housing infeasible there.  
 
However, the conclusion that these considerations merit removing Civic Center is 
premature and perhaps speculative. First, EPS’ feasibility analysis did consider the 
City’s civic facility needs in their housing feasibility study. (See Civic Center 
Feasibility Memo, at pg. 3)(“The City’s multiple objectives include redeveloping its 
civic facilities…”)(Emphasis added.) So, to then suggest that something was 
missing from EPS’ analysis was somewhat puzzling. Second, it is likely that the 
City’s infrastructure needs analysis did not consider the potential for collocating 
housing, and as such, requires further study. There is simply no mention of what 
document or record staff is relying on to show that civic, public safety, and housing 
uses cannot be co-located. Ultimately, this means that the Council does not know 
whether the City can update civic and public safety infrastructure, while 
maintaining the level of anticipated service, and provide for housing in the Civic 
Center area. That is because the analysis has never been fully conducted, if at all. 
Certainly, EPS’ analysis cannot be reasonably used to justify the conclusion to 
remove Civic Center from further consideration. Rather, the Council decided to 
remove a viable site for affordable housing (Civic Center) based on conjecture 
alone, all while ignoring substantial evidence in the form of the Civic Center 
Feasibility Memo. 
 


 Legal Considerations. Some members of the public have argued that the City’s 
Charter prevents the Council from reconfiguring parcels without voter approval. 
Staff has already noted their disagreement with this conclusion. See Council 
Agenda Report, dated August 1, 2022, at pg. 9-10 (“A vote of the electorate is thus 
required when changing a zone’s boundary or changing the zone of a property 
form one zone to another, but not to change densities for already allowed uses.”) 
Notably, residential uses are already permitted in Zone B (Public Facilities), the 
zone in which Civic Center sits. We offer no opinion on this legal argument. But we 
do wonder whether the Charter so construed conflicts with requirements under 
state law (see AFFH discussion below). See e.g., Government Code Section 
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65583, subd.(c) (“Address and, where appropriate and legally possible, remove 
governmental and nongovernmental constraints to the maintenance, 
improvement, and development of housing...”). 
 
A more germane legal consideration that is directly tied to the Council’s decision 
to remove Civic Center (and perhaps other sites) is its obligations under AB 686. 
Per the California Department of Housing and Community Development (“HCD”), 
AB 686 imposes a new obligation on cities to “ensure that their laws, programs 
and activities affirmatively further fair housing, and that they take no action 
inconsistent with this obligation”.2 Most significantly, HCD notes that “[t]he 
housing element land inventory and identification of sites must be consistent with 
a jurisdiction’s duty to AFFH [Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing] and the 
findings of its AFH [Assessment of Fair Housing].” The City’s decision to remove a 
“highest resource area” (Civic Center) from further consideration without adequate 
justification arguably is an action inconsistent with this obligation. Moreover, this 
obligation may be another reason to avoid interpreting the Charter in a manner 
that blocks affordable housing. 
 


 Access to Opportunity. Additionally, per HCD guidance, all housing elements 
must identify and analyze significant disparities in access to opportunity:3 


 


 
 


As noted in its own consultant’s memorandum (Civic Center Feasibility Memo), 
Civic Center is a “highest resource area”. Removing Civic Center from further 
consideration would seem to undermine access to opportunity (perhaps 
Piedmont’s richest resource area) and serves to exacerbate historical patterns of 
exclusion. Interestingly, HCD’s Guidance affirmatively recommends that cities use 
the “TCAC/HCD Opportunity Maps,” likely the same maps EPS used to identify 
Civic Center as a “highest resource area,” for analyzing “access to opportunity”. 


                                                            
2 HCD Memorandum re AB 686 Summary of Requirements in Housing Element Law. See 
https://www.hcd.ca.gov/community-development/housing-element/housing-element-
memos/docs/ab686_summaryhousingelementfinal_04222020.pdf (last accessed: August 25, 2022) 
(Emphasis added.).  
3 See Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing, Guidance for All Public Entities and For Housing Elements 
[April 2021 Update]. https://www.hcd.ca.gov/community-development/affh/docs/affh_document_final_4-
27-2021.pdf)(Last accessed: August 25, 2022). 
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In conclusion, based on the foregoing, we ask that the Council to reverse its earlier 
decision and restore Civic Center (and perhaps other sites) as an available site for 
affordable housing in the City’s housing element sites inventory. Doing so will ensure that 
all areas of Piedmont “do their fair share” of accommodating affordable housing. 
 
Finally, we ask that this comment letter be included in the administrative record and 
shared with HCD, pursuant to Government Code section 65585, subd. (c). 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Residents of Lower Piedmont 
(See Attached List of Signatories) 
 
cc: Planning Email, General (ondutyplanner@piedmont.ca.gov) 


City Clerk (cityclerk@piedmont.ca.gov) 
 Kevin Jackson, Chief Planner (kjackson@piedmont.ca.gov) 


Pierce McDonald-Powell, Sr. Planner (pmcdonald@piedmont.ca.gov) 
 Jennifer Long, Council Liaison (jlong@piedmont.ca.gov) 
 Housing Element Staff (piedmontishome@piedmont.ca.gov) 
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List of Signatories 
 


John D. Lê & Madelene Sun (348 Olive Avenue) 
Bill & Monica Fitzsimmons (352 Olive Avenue) 
Seth Sternglanz & Aris Oates (349 Olive Avenue) 
Doris & Joe Pira (337 Olive Avenue) 
Miguel & Maria DeAvila (1250 Grand Avenue) 
Helen Steers (340 Olive Avenue) 
Anthony Giammona & Megan Durr (336 Olive Avenue) 
Matthew & Leigh Symkowick (324 Olive Avenue) 
Michael & Betsy Whitely (328 Olive Avenue) 
Kong & Yokpeng Chan (329 Olive Avenue) 
Herb & Bernadette Canada (304 Olive Avenue) 
Tony Chang & Chia Chi Lin (243 Sunnyside Avenue) 
Chris Lundin & Ernie Ng (345 Olive Avenue) 
Naomi Edelson & CJ Evans (1328 Grand Avenue) 
Susan Lynch & Eoin Brodie (1327 Grand Avenue) 
Troy & Lee Alering (1324 Grand Avenue) 
Paula Kassebaum (1326 Grand Avenue) 
Elinor & Michael Heller (231 Sunnyside Avenue) 
Miles & Tricia Perkins (244 Sunnyside Avenue) 
Rich Fong (213 Sunnyside Avenue) 
Gregory Jurin & Jim McCrea (1311 Grand Avenue) 
Jaime & Chelsea Mockel (1332 ½ Grand Avenue) 
Roger & Holly Tinkoff (2 Fairview Avenue) 
Don & Diane Dare (31 Wildwood Avenue) 
Mike & Bernice Gallagher (1246 Grand Avenue) 
Linda Siegel & Ming Kwong (136 Sunnyside Avenue) 
John & Vivian Straus Gehring (2 Olive Avenue) 
David Straus (15 Olive Avenue) 
Trish Straus (15 Olive Avenue) 
Karen & Thomas Headley (1321 Grand Avenue) 
Jane Klein & Ed Rosenthal (9 Lake Avenue) 
Linda & Christian Peacock (1 Olive Avenue) 
Stanley Wong & Tania Rachmat (341 Olive Avenue) 







Item # 3 – Consideration of Direction to Staff to Provide the Draft 6th Cycle Housing 
Element of the General Plan to the California Department of Housing and Community 
Development for its 90- Day Review 
Correspondence received before Monday, June 20, 2022 at 4:00 p.m.  


Hi-  


Piedmont resident here putting in my two cents on the housing draft.  The Vista tennis courts are 
the worst choice for housing!  They are central, they are heavily  used by the schools as well as 
the general public.  If we’re converting tennis courts, it makes far more sense to convert the Park 
and Hampton courts. 


Also, I was disgusted when the PGE lot was converted into 1.85 million  dollar 
townhomes.  Piedmont doesn’t need high income housing, it needs low income housing!  I’m 
afraid that partnering with developers is just going to be another boon doggle, with no increase 
of low income housing. 


Thanks, 


Sharon Robinson 


Dear Members of City Council, 


When perusing the Housing Element Draft, I was very concerned and upset to see that a number 
of sites in City Center were identified for high-density housing, for example the tennis courts, 
Veterans Hall, and 801 Magnolia. I know that it's not 100% that these sites would actually be 
built on, but there is 0% chance right now, and I for one am not willing to take the risk. I am very 
concerned that by making high-density housing a possibility at these locations, we are only one 
rich motivated developer or individual away from a terrible situation which would result in much 
division, possible lawsuits, and worst-case, a huge detriment to our community and to our safety 
if high-density housing were actually developed there. 


Here are just a few of the downsides if a space like the tennis courts ever became high-density 
housing: 
1. Loss of high school tennis team team courts
2. Loss of courts used by kids clinics all summer and during the school year and by 3 different
sets of ladies tennis groups, not to mention countless other recreational players
3. Increase in response time for police and fire as they would have to navigate construction and
then later navigate increased traffic from the residents of the high density housing
4. Less safety for kids walking to school and parents driving kids to school b/c residents of that
housing would be leaving for work around the same time as kids come to school
5. Loss of precious community space shared and enjoyed by all residents of Piedmont and
particularly by our kids
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I beg you to remove City Center from the list of sites and consider other sites within Piedmont to 
meet the Housing Element, for example Grand Ave, Moraga Ave, or simply incentivizing that 
23.48% of Piedmont homes build an ADU, resulting in the required 587 additional units. 
 
As someone who plans to live in Piedmont for the rest of my life and leave my home to my 
children, I am incredibly vested in the future of the City Center and the safety and happiness of 
all residents. Please leave City Center as is. We can't take any chances with the precious heart of 
our town. 
 
Thank you, 
Alissa Welch 
 
Dear Council Members,  
 
I was surprised to read on PAGE 30 of the Piedmont Post dated June 15th  that there was a 
public hearing scheduled for 5:30 on June 20th on a final plan that was posted June 8th with no 
direct contact with ALL the residents of Piedmont.  We deserve to know what proposals are 
being put together directly - we all get our mail everyday - and we deserve to have a vote on 
what we want our City to look and feel like.  Many of us have picked Piedmont to live because 
of the non-crowding, the safety of our homes and the ability to be able to have our children walk 
to school without fear that something will happen to them.  
 
I was very disappointed to see how you are planning to use every inch of space in Piedmont, 
where it's allowing a home site that is zone single family to be changed to allowing a 4 unit 
complex to be built or a new build having to include an ADU, let alone re-zoning various areas 
that are City owned to be possibly turned over to developers to put up what they want and 
demolishing the current beautiful buildings in our small and charming downtown to put up 
multiple story buildings which will only increase the traffic and safety of our children who go to 
the schools that are in the heart of downtown.. 
 
What will all of these ideas do to our property values.  It is my belief that the residents of 
Piedmont live here for a reason and you are endangering our property values and way of life 
WITHOUT DIRECTLY contacting ALL the citizens of Piedmont and having them VOTE on 
these changes you are putting together.  I support the need for affordable housing, but these 
needs hopefully can be accomplished without sacrificing beneficial recreation space, historic 
facilities, and much needed educational and city resources.  
 
This issue of multiple changes to how we live is NOT something that the City should TEXT, 
BLOG or email about.  This is an issue you must be sure you include everyone to have their say. 
 
Very truly yours, 
A Second Generation Piedmont Owner (Deborah Newton) 
 
Dear City Council,  
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I was gratified this morning to read several articles in the PCA about tonight's Housing Element 
meeting.   The common thread is that there remain many questions about the proposal.  These 
include to name a few 1) Lack of use of SB9 units in the projection 2) Choice of unrealistic sites 
for development 3) Reclassification of zones under the Piedmont Charter without a vote of the 
people, 4)The requirement that some new construction require the addition of an ADU and 5) the 
location of a transitional home for six homeless people.   
 
Fortunately residents finally appear to be paying attention to the changes contained in the 
Housing  Element.  Some changes are clear, some not so clear, but many will radically change 
Piedmont forever.  I urge the Council to extend the comment period and take advantage of the 
community engagement that is occurring now.  Much of the prior discussion has been dominated 
by the same people, from the same organization, saying the same things.  They do not speak for 
me, or I suspect for many Piedmont voters.  It is time to hear what the community thinks. 
 
Good luck tonight. 
 
Best, 
 
John L. Lenahan 
 
If you zone it, they will come… 
 
Developers I mean.  And possibly not in a good way. 
 
The primary debate in the community does not seem to be about providing state mandated 
housing, but rather whether piedmont should create a CITY CENTER, or maintain its TOWN 
CENTER, which truly is the jewel of town. 
 
Please find other locations in piedmont for housing and protect Piedmont’s town center and 
schools by maintaining the current zoning for that area and not add any congestion or ruin it’s 
charm. 
 
Thank you 
Jodie Marko 
 
Dear Piedmont City Council and Staff, 
 
I have significant concerns over the Housing Element plan under consideration by the Council 
this evening. PLEASE SLOW DOWN AND DO NOT APPROVE ANYTHING TONIGHT. 
Many Piedmont residents are just learning details of the plan being proposed. We need more 
time to learn, consider alternatives, and contribute to a plan that can be supported as broadly as 
possible.  
 
Specifically, I do not want to see new development jeopardize the safety of our children or the 
availability of common space in the center of town treasured by students and residents. 
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For historical precedent, please consider the process around the new high school. There was a 
small group of passionate people who wanted a new theater. Theater is good, right?!? Well, you 
know what you can't do with a brand new theater? Tear it down to build a STEM building. 
Thankfully, enough of us spoke out and voted down the new theater project, demanding a PLAN 
first, a plan inclusive of the entire community, whether they were paying attention from the start 
or not. 
 
After the first theater plan was rejected, there was a much more inclusive, methodical process to 
offer the community easily consumable information on a steady basis. There were powerpoint 
decks and surveys and meetings to take feedback every step of the way as we considered all 
possible iterations and eventually honed in on a specific plan. The buildings that stand today are 
the result of a super inclusive process and there's a new theater about to open. 
 
We need to do the same around the housing element. I'm sure a lot of great work was done, just 
like in the early days of the new theater and high school. Now, it is time to educate the residents, 
offer alternatives to stimulate discussion (not just one plan), and move forward with a plan that 
best meets the needs and desires of our entire community.  
 
Unlike with the high school, we have an entire city within which to move pieces around to 
accomplish the goals. Let's not rush into a plan that destroys space that people have cherished for 
generations. 
 
Thank you, 
 
John Welch 
 
Dear Piedmont City Council and Staff, 
 
I have significant concerns over the Housing Element plan under consideration by the Council 
this evening. PLEASE SLOW DOWN AND DO NOT APPROVE ANYTHING TONIGHT. 
Many Piedmont residents are just learning details of the plan being proposed. We need more 
time to learn, consider alternatives, and contribute to a plan that is as inclusive as possible.  
 
My greatest concerns are that new developments do not jeopardize the safety of our children or 
the availability of common space in the center of town treasured by students and residents. 
 
For historical precedent, please consider the process around the new high school. There was a 
small group of passionate people who wanted a new theater. Theater is good, right?!? Well, you 
know what you can't do with a brand new theater? Tear it down to build a STEM building. 
Thankfully, enough of us spoke out and voted down the new theater project, demanding a PLAN 
first, a plan inclusive of the entire community, whether they were paying attention from the start 
or not. 
 
After the first theater plan was rejected, there was a much more inclusive, methodical process to 
offer the community easily consumable information on a steady basis. As a critic of the first 
plan, I was invited to join a new Facilities Steering Committee to oversee the work. There were 
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powerpoint decks and surveys and meetings offered to the public to take feedback every step of 
the way as we considered all possible iterations and eventually honed in on a specific plan. The 
buildings that stand today are the result of a very inclusive process and there's a new theater 
about to open. 
 
We need to do the same around the housing element. I'm sure a lot of great work was done, just 
like in the early days of the new theater and high school. Now, it is time to educate residents, 
offer alternatives to stimulate discussion (not just one plan), and move forward with a plan that 
best meets the needs and desires of our entire community.  
 
Unlike with the high school, we have an entire city within which to move pieces around to 
accomplish the goals. Let's not rush into a plan that destroys space that people have cherished for 
generations. 
 
Thank you, 
 
John Welch 
 
Hello Piedmont City Council Members-  
 
I am writing to ask that you not vote to Submit Draft Housing Element to State tonight. 
 
As an average Piedmont citizen (not part of any action group or coalition) I have considered 
myself reasonably aware of the development of the Housing Element.  I understood ABAG’s 
RHNA assessment for Piedmont, I participated in the online housing feedback questionnaires, I 
checked in on Piedmontishome.org with some regularity.  I am in support of increased housing, 
addressing an array income level needs, equity and inclusivity.  I think of myself as a “YIMBY”. 
However, I am concerned because I have never heard as much discussion about the Housing 
Element as I have at the two kid birthday parties I attended this weekend, in fact I never heard 
anyone bring it up before.  What I heard: "I had no idea that the siting had been decided for the 
draft plan, I had no idea they are planning the bulk of the housing downtown, I had no idea they 
are changing the downtown zoning to accommodate 6 story structures, I thought they were 
planning to use Blair Park, I thought that the Housing Element does not amend the zoning 
map”.  And the follow up questions- how will this impact our community?  Where are the 
environmental impact reports, who is the transit specialist tasked with this, have they done traffic 
studies, what is normally required for zoning amendments?, etc.   
Since the city council has been immersed in working on this, it may seem to you that the amount 
of community involvement and feedback has been adequate to this point.  I am writing to you to 
impress upon you that the scope of this issue has not even begun to penetrate the consciousness 
of the community.  In the interest of full transparency, there should be more time and more 
hearings devoted to this issue, specifically to hearing from the community about the impact of 
the distribution of the siting for the housing in the draft plan.  It may throw off the calendar for 
the state process, but it is more than worth taking more of the time before May 31, 2023 to 
carefully consider this plan and its specific impacts before submitting it.   
As California communities adjust to keep up with statewide housing demands, I have seen 
different cities deal with the same scenario Piedmont is dealing with right now, and it can play 
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out in many different ways.  In cities where the community gets the impression that the Council 
votes too quickly to pass a plan without adequate debate and input on the housing siting, what 
should be a process turns into a hugely divisive issue.  Lawsuits abound, which are terrible 
wastes of resources.  I am hoping that the Piedmont council does not follow this trend, that it 
takes an open, transparent, and community minded approach to this process.  If right now in the 
process is the first you are hearing any opposition to the draft Housing Element plan, the timing 
should not preclude you from listening.  Slow down and hear everyone out, be open to 
alternatives.  Make your position in support of the plan factual and easy to digest, as most people 
do not have the time to read and understand the full draft Housing Element.  I personally feel that 
more discussion, exploration of alternative sites and impact studies are needed before the 
building sites are locked into a plan submission. 
Debate and disagreement will occur on issues as impactful as this one.  Piedmont has not had 
major changes to its planning, zoning or structures in most citizens' memories.  People need time 
to understand and absorb what you are proposing.  Do not make the mistake of thinking you can 
avoid dissent by pushing this through tonight.  Embrace the voices of your community and give 
this topic the time it needs so that the majority of Piedmont’s citizens feel that even if they do not 
get their desired outcome, at least they had the time to understand what will be happening to their 
community before it is voted on. 
 
Help create a community of YIMBYs by slowing the process to truly involve them. 
 
In short, please delay vote to submit Draft Housing Element to the State. 
 
Thank you for reading this. 
Liz Selna 
 
Kevin, thanks for your prompt reply. I see you are working on a Saturday.  
I admit I am confused by your response re the use of SB9 projections in the HE. I assume you 
are relying on professional advice, but your response seems contrary to the plain words of the 
HCD Fact Sheet, which says that a jurisdiction can "utilize projections based on SB9 toward a 
jurisdiction's regional housing needs assessment" then it lays out the 4 steps to follow.  
 
In your 2nd paragraph you say SB9 "has been interpreted" to mean something rather different 
from the words quoted above. By whom was it so interpreted? Can you provide a copy of this 
interpretation?  
 
Then you go on to say that the city would have to rely on "applications in process or imminent". 
That's inconsistent with a projection meant to cover an 8 year planning period.  
 
You then say: "HCD is requiring evidence of actual performance and production of units." This 
again is contrary to the Fact Sheet, and to the inherent meaning of the word, "projections". 
Projections are forward looking, not retroactive. 
 
Your observation that SB9 would produce only "a handful of units at best" needs evidence. 
Houses turn over rapidly. Some buyers may want to maximize their return. Selling one house for 
say $2 million or half of a TIC for almost as much each is a reasonable possibility. Just a 
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speculative example, but if a half of 1% of the SFRs in Piedmont became a two-unit building per 
year, for 8 years, it would produce over 150 new units.  
 
You're correct that new SB9 units are unlikely to be affordable, but the more credible larger sites 
can be designated for affordability.  
 
You say that no city has received certification relying on SB9 projections. Since the law only 
became effective in January, and the HCD implementation guide only came out in March, it 
would almost be impossible for any jurisdiction to have received HE certification containing 
SB9 projections.  
Please provide copies of any communications from HCD confirming your statement that a HE 
with SB9 projections is unlikely to receive certification. Maybe that could be true if a jurisdiction 
relied exclusively on SB9, but not if such projections, consistent with HCD's own Fact Sheet, 
were a part of the mix. 
As I said in my comment letter, I believe a jurisdiction is more likely to receive HCD approval 
by implementing SB9, than by including sites in the inventory which are extremely improbable. 
I see housing advocacy groups are already closely following Piedmont's process. Providing the 
highest degree of credibility would seem prudent. 
 
Thanks for your time. 
Mike Henn 
 
 


8.1.22 Staff Report_Public Comments_ATTACHMENT #5



rachaelcleveland

Sticky Note

This has already been recorded in the google spreadsheet.







Councilmembers,   
 
One of you asked me about my statement that the housing program can be accommodated on 
non-public sites. I said yes, it can be, it requires accepting some tradeoffs, principally perhaps 
two more stories on three sites — the two on Grand and one on Highland. This could be 
accomplished on Grand with ground floor retail plus four residential floors, maybe five, 
depending on unit mix, and on Highland at ground floor retail plus 4 floors residential. This 
would be working within the framework of sites identified by staff, but excluding all public land, 
and building in some assumptions about SB-9 units (40 units) and small lot triplexes, fourplexes 
(40 units). There would be a healthy 72 units buffer, so if these two numbers landed somewhat 
less, there is still some room. The attached show what that program would look like, and has 
exactly the same number of units as in the current Housing Element draft.  
 
I believe the overall change is modest, and is mainly only on three total sites already identified 
by staff for higher density development. This would avoid development on not just Civic Center 
sites, but on Corp Yard and Blair Park in their entirety as well. All sites would be available for 
development the moment the Housing Element is adopted, rather than being locked for another 
several years while specific plans or master plans are prepared or fictional sites on which 
housing will never result. This would also place the vast majority of residents in walkable Civic 
Center and Grand Avenue areas, with great access to stores, transit, parks, and other amenities. 
With good attention to design and development standards, these developments would positively 
enhance our urban fabric and result in vibrant streets with more cafes and dining places. No 
messing with tennis courts or police/fire building rehab. We can spend all that time and energy 
instead getting the design right.  I have previously mentioned the slightly taller buildings on three 
sites to staff, but was told that this was not “politically acceptable”, but perhaps something has 
been lost in translation. 
 
BTW: I read through the entirety of the community outreach summary on pages 14 through 18 of 
the Draft Housing Element, including community workshops. I see NO mention of Civic Center 
sites anywhere in the feedback summary on those five pages, although Grand and Highland are 
mentioned several times. So as a community member it is a shock to me see these as front and 
center in the Housing Element. If the Council proceeds with the recommendations as presented, 
you would be proceeding with no community direction to move forward on those sites, without 
benefit of physical, economic, or legal analysis, and for whatever that is worth, without my 
recommendation — while I have no elected position in the community, I have done general plans 
for more California cities than anyone else, so at least that is one professional urban planner 
perspective!  
 
Please see attached Excel and PDF files. 
 
Sincereley,  
 
Rajeev Bhatia 
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Alternative Housing Sites Program
(no public lands used)


Units
Housing Occupied July 1, 2022 to Jan, 31, 2023 incl. 
ADUs 15


Assumed. Staff has actual permitting 
data to calculate precisely


SB-9 Units 40 Assumed. Analysis would need to be conducted
ADUs (as per Housing Element; Table ES-1) 140
Single Family and Places of Worship (as per Table B-
9 in Housing Element) 140


Sub-Total 335


Mixed-Use Sites (Grand and Highland) Acres
Proposed 


Density Units Max
Units 


Realistic
1201-1221 Grand Avenue (note that 1201 was 
counted in the previous cycle but has mysteriously 
dropped from the current element. State law allows 
this be counted if the new allowable density is at 
least 20% greater. Existing density is 20 units per 
acre, and since increase is greater than 20%, can be 
counted)


0.75 180 135 108 160 units per acre can be achive at 
Ace/Sylvan with ground floor retail + 4 
floors, as the sites are really well 
shaped to result in efficient housing. 
Maybe ground + 5 stories to hit 180 
units per acre


1337 Grand Avenue 0.63 180 113 91


Highland Sites 0.76 140 106 85
These can be achieved with ground 
floor retail + 4 stories


Sub-Total 284


TOTAL 619
40


Total w/small multiplexes 659
Total sites in current draft 658
RHNA 587


Buffer 72


Potential additional  small 
triplexes, quadruplexes, etc. 
through creative zoning
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 July 18, 2022 


 Dear City Council Members and Measure A-1 Ad Hoc Subcommittee Members: 


 We are writing to you with urgency because we are deeply concerned about the current 
 feasibility of using Piedmont’s allocation of Measure A-1 Bond Funding to create affordable 
 multifamily rental housing in Piedmont. Despite the Planning Commission’s and the City 
 Council’s recommendations to use Piedmont’s allocation in this manner, and despite the recent 
 two year extension of the commitment deadline granted by the County Board of Supervisors, we 
 believe that the successful development of Measure A-1 financed affordable housing in 
 Piedmont is in serious jeopardy. 


 As you know, we are a group of affordable housing advocates, policy experts, and professionals 
 who live in Piedmont. Several of us were among the affordable housing professionals who met 
 with the Ad Hoc Subcommittee in April and May of 2021. Staff reports and recommendations 
 prepared by the City and by the County Board of Supervisors related to Piedmont’s Measure 
 A-1 funding have referred to the input provided by our group of professionals, and we urge you 
 to take our input seriously once again. 


 We understand that using Measure A-1 funding and the Housing Element are two distinct 
 efforts. We also recognize the importance of having a State-certified Housing Element by the 
 May 2023 deadline, and that both City staff and its planning and governing bodies have been 
 highly focused on that effort. The rationale for pausing work on Measure A-1 was the need to 
 not “get out ahead” of the Housing Element public process, and so we had set out a timeline to 
 coordinate with the Housing Element update process. However, rather than these two efforts 
 working in parallel,  Piedmont’s Measure A-1 planning  process seems to have stalled 
 completely, while the Housing Element includes significant barriers to it proceeding in a 
 timely manner.  To remedy this, we urge you to take  the following actions: 


 1.  Make changes to the draft Housing Element to facilitate, rather than impede, the timely 
 selection and development of a site for a Measure A-1 financed affordable housing 
 development. 


 2.  Reconvene the Measure A-1 Ad Hoc Subcommittee immediately, to coordinate with staff 
 and keep the City Council engaged in adhering to a timely Measure A-1 planning process. 


 Changes to the Draft Housing Element 


 We are encouraged that, in response to public comment on the Draft Housing Element, the City 
 Council has directed staff and the City’s consulting team to look into alternatives to a Specific 
 Plan for Moraga Canyon. We would like to strongly reiterate the importance of eliminating the 


 1 







 Specific Plan approach. In order to meet the new extended Measure A-1 commitment deadline 
 of December 2024, and to allow sufficient time for a development RFP process for the selected 
 site, the City will need a site selection process that can be completed by the end of 2023.  We do 
 not believe this is possible with a Specific Plan process because the Specific Plan is on a 
 slower timeline than the timeline needed to commit A1 funds under the new County 
 deadline. 


 We are also encouraged that Blair Park seems to be among the public sites being considered 
 for affordable housing development, but we remain confused as to its exact status, as it does 
 not seem to have been added to the site inventory. If it is not included in the site inventory, will 
 the General Plan be amended to allow for housing development on that site? Would there be 
 other impediments to selecting a Measure A-1 affordable housing site that is not on the site 
 inventory? 


 Measure A-1 Planning Process and Timeline 


 Last summer, we presented a timeline for a Measure A-1 development planning process that 
 showed how that process could work in coordination with the Housing Element process, rather 
 than sequentially. It envisioned that site feasibility analyses would have been completed by now, 
 enabling public engagement on affordable housing site options to go hand in hand with public 
 engagement on the draft Housing Element. However, while it is our understanding that staff did 
 follow the direction of the City Council to engage a consultant to evaluate development 
 feasibility for various public sites, no such analysis has been presented to the public to date. 
 What is the status of this site feasibility analysis?  We respectfully request a copy of the 
 contract between the City and Janet Smith-Heimer and/or Urban Math  1  . If it would facilitate our 
 receiving a copy of this contract, we can make a formal Public Records request. 


 Regardless of the current status of site feasibility analyses, it is imperative that the City  not wait 
 until the Housing Element is certified to begin work on site selection for Measure A-1. The City 
 must dual-track the process of selecting a site for A-1 funding, and must start that process now. 
 We have updated the A-1 timeline we prepared last year to show how the City can meet the 
 revised deadline for committing A-1 funds. As you will see in the attached, the City must 
 re-initiate the process now and continue to hit milestones in order to meet both the deadlines to 
 commit funds and start construction. 


 We are happy to meet with City staff and/or the A-1 Ad Hoc Subcommittee to provide additional 
 technical advice and support your efforts to take advantage of the A-1 funds as an important 
 step toward meeting our City’s housing and diversity goals. 


 1  While we are unsure who exactly the contract is with,  we understand that Janet Smith-Heimer 
 and principal(s) of Urban Math are doing some site feasibility work under such a contract with 
 the City. 
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 Yours truly, 


 Deborah Leland 
 Andy Madeira 
 Claire Parisa 
 Alice Talcott 


 The opinions expressed here are those of the individual signers and do not represent the 
 viewpoints of their affiliated organizations. 


 Cc: Planning Commissioners, Sara Lillevand, Kevin Jackson, Pierce MacDonald-Powell 
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Sep 2022:
Draft 
Housing 
Element 
sent to 
HCD


Measure A1 and Housing Element Timeline 
[revised July 2022]


Measure 
A1 
Timeline


Housing 
Element 
Timeline 


Dec 2021: 
Hire 
consultant 
to evaluate 
feasibility of 
large sites


Sep–Nov 
2021:
Sites Inventory 
begins


Sep/Oct 2021: 
Council directs 
staff to prioritize 
TAHD for use of 
Measure A1 
allocation


Jan–Sep 
2022: 
Consultant 
evaluates 
sites


Dec 2023: 
City issues 
RFP for 
developer 
partner for 
selected 
site or sites


Mar 2024: 
RFP 
responses 
due 


Jun 2024: 
Developer 
selected


Sep - Dec 2024: 
Council commits 
A1 funds to 
Project (before 
Dec 2024 
deadline); Project 
entitled


Jun 2026: 
All funding 
committed


Dec 2026: 
Construction 
starts (9 mo. 
before A1 
start 
deadline)


Apr-Sep 
2022:
Public 
review of 
Housing 
Element 
Drafts


Jan - May 
2023:
Final Adoption 
of Housing 
Element


Sep  Dec 2024:
City passes 
zoning and 
General Plan 
Amendments 
required for 
Project


Oct/Nov 
2022: 
Consultant 
presents 
site 
evaluation 
findings


Dec 2022 - 
Sep 2023: 
Public 
engagement 
on site 
options; City 
prioritizes 
sites



















































 


1101 Marina Village Pkwy, Suite 201, Alameda, CA 94501 
www.RudderLawGroup.com 


July 29, 2022    Ms. Sara Lillevand City Administrator City of Piedmont 120 Vista Avenue Piedmont, CA 94611 By  Email (slillevand@piedmont.ca.gov)  
Objections to Proposed Draft Housing Element 


by Piedmont for Responsible Development 
City Council Agenda Item #5, August 1, 2022 


 Dear City Administrator Lillevand: We submit this letter on behalf of our client Piedmont for Responsible Development (“PRD”), a nonprofit public benefit corporation dedicated to making the City of Piedmont a safe and nurturing community, to register PRD’s objections to the proposed resolution authorizing staff to submit the City of Piedmont’s (“City”) Draft 6th Cycle Housing Element (the “Proposed Draft”) to the California Department of Housing and Community Development (“HCD”) for review and certification, to be considered by the City’s City Council as Agenda Item #5 on August 1, 2022. The Proposed Draft would falsely assure HCD that the City can and will meet and even exceed its Regional Housing Needs Allocation (“Needs Allocation”) of 587 new housing units based, in significant part, on the modification of the Public Facilities designation in the General Plan to allow residential uses on such designated lands to jump twelvefold in density from 5 dwelling units per acre to 60. This math, on its face, might allow the City to technically state that it will meet its Needs Allocation. However, as further explained below, such a representation by the City to HCD would be intentionally deceitful.  While the General Plan, including its Housing Element, serves as the “blueprint” for development in the City, it has no practical or meaningful impact on future development absent the real-world application of its planning designations through the zoning process. Hence, for the Proposed Draft to have any meaningful impact on future development, the City would need to amend its zoning ordinance as it applies to public facilities.  Specifically, the permitted uses for to Zone B – Public Facilities, under Section 17.22.020 of the City’s Municipal Code, would need to be amended to allow for residential uses at densities far greater than the single-family residential uses 







2  


currently permitted (minimum lot sizes of 8,000 square feet per acre per unit). In fact, the City would need to amend the permitted uses for Zone B to exceed even those densities currently allowed only in Zone C which permits multi-family 
residential uses. To accomplish such a radical legislative change to the zoning ordinance, the City would need to first comply with Section 9.02 of the City Charter that mandates that: “no existing zones shall be reduced or enlarged with respect to size or area, and no zones shall be reclassified without submitting the question to a vote at a general or special election. No zone shall be reduced or enlarged and no zones reclassified unless a majority of the voters voting upon the same shall vote in favor thereof.” In other words, a change to the zoning ordinance of the magnitude being contemplated by the City would not and could not be effective unless and until a majority of Piedmont voters endorsed such a plan.  Obtaining such a mandate from the majority of voters in the City would be a significant logistical and political hurdle for the City. Further, based upon PRD’s community organizing efforts, it appears that such a dramatic amendment to the zoning ordinance would be almost certainly doomed at the ballot box.  For this reason, any attempt by the City to practically effectuate the housing contemplated in the Proposed Draft would be dead on arrival.  PRD notes with concern City staff’s attempt to sidestep the issue of voter approval as mandated by the Charter. For example, on page 40 of the May 12, 2022, Agenda Report to the City’s Planning Commission, staff states that the Proposed Draft “does not change the zoning classification of any properties in Piedmont. Nor does it propose any zones be enlarged or reduced.” Instead, it merely “proposes future zoning ordinance amendments to … increase allowed residential density in Zone B….” Staff’s attempt to play off increasing residential densities twelvefold as something other than a zoning “reclassification” (apparently because the City would not technically be changing the name of “Zone B”) is legally untenable.  California courts have long rejected the charade of not calling a land use duck a duck. Instead, courts consistently look to the substance of the City’s action, and not the superficial labels a city chooses to use. Indeed, numerous cases have held that the alteration of land use restrictions applicable to a piece of property by other names may still constitute a de facto rezoning. See, e.g., City of Sausalito v. County of 
Marin (1970) 12 Cal.App.3d 550, 563-564, 566-567; Millbrae Assn. for Residential 
Survival v. City of Millbrae (1968) 262 Cal.App.2d 222, 245-246; see Johnston v. City 
of Claremont (1958) 49 Cal.2d 826, 835. A “change or alteration in the actual physical characteristics of the [zoning] district and its configuration amount to a rezoning of the district and may only be accomplished pursuant to the provisions of the state statutes and the local ordinances consistent therewith providing for zoning and rezoning.” Millbrae Assn. for Residential Survival v. City of Millbrae (1968) 262 Cal.App.2d 222, 245-246. 











July 31, 2022 
 
Dear Members of the City Council, 
 
I am writing in support of the City adopting a Housing Element that will lead to the actual 
creation of affordable housing in Piedmont. The Housing Element provides an opportunity to 
create a framework to create a more vibrant, inclusive and self-sufficient community with 
housing choices available to households across the income spectrum, including those who work 
in our schools, homes and businesses who currently cannot afford to live here. I truly believe we 
can come together as a community if we can focus the conversation on saying yes to the ways 
we can incorporate modest amounts of new housing throughout the entire city.      
 
I have the following feedback on the staff report released on Thursday. 
 


• I am surprised by the addition of 1221 and 1337 Grand Avenue on the site inventory list 
for low- income housing.  While certainly appropriate places for affordable housing in 
terms of location, both sites are currently built out and occupied by thriving businesses, 
including the very busy and neighborhood-enhancing Ace Hardware.  Redevelopment of 
these properties are theoretically possible but would require the cooperation of the 
current owners and even then are unlikely to be economically feasible due to lack of 
leverage to negotiate a feasible sales price. In addition, affordable housing funding 
would trigger requirements under state and federal relocation law to pay for relocation of 
the existing businesses which would add significant cost.  For these reasons I question 
that they will be able to meet HCD requirements for non-vacant sites that require 
evidence that they are likely to be redeveloped for affordable housing in the next eight 
years.   


 
• I also encourage the City to keep at least one or two City-owned sites in the Civic Center 


in the site inventory.  This would further the goal of distributing affordable housing 
equitably throughout the community.  The City Center is an ideal location to add a 
modest amount of new housing, due to its proximity to schools, transit, business and 
recreational amenities.  In fact, putting housing there would allow residents who might 
otherwise need to drive to schools, the rec center, the pool or tennis courts to instead 
walk and thus reduce traffic. City-owned sites can also be provided to an affordable 
developer at a below market cost (likely through a long-term ground lease) and would 
greatly enhance the feasibility of such a development over those on privately owned 
sites.  I think there are many possible creative solutions to modestly increase the density 
in the area while also retaining and improving public facilities. 
 


• City owned land in Moraga Canyon presents the best opportunity for the feasible 
development of affordable housing in the near term as it is both city controlled and 
vacant.  I am concerned that the timeline laid out for Moraga Canyon sites will not be 
sufficient for the City to retain its current $2M+ Alameda County A-1 Bond allocation to 
use for the development of affordable housing there. This county money would go 
directly to an affordable housing developer in the form of a fifty-five year, grant-like loan 
that would then leverage other funds to pay for the development.  Without a local 
contribution of this type, the potential affordable housing project will be at a 
disadvantage in competing for state funding.  I encourage the City to figure out a faster 
process that would keep open the possibility that these funds could be committed by the 
county deadline extension date.  







 
 
Thank you for the thoughtfulness and hard work that City staff and leaders have put toward this 
challenging effort.  As someone who has worked to develop affordable housing for the last 30 
years, I know that the most important factor in success is local government support. I am very 
appreciative of the work you are doing to ensure that Piedmont can continue to evolve, change 
and become a more inclusive community.  
 
Yours truly, 
 
Alice Talcott 
22 Wildwood Ave. 
 
 
 





		Attachement 6

		Attachment 1_Kobick_Boyd

		Attachment 2_2022_05_PREC Letter Re_Draft Housing Element

		Attachment 2_Henn_Homeowners Staying in Homes Longer in Current Market, Redfin Finds - MortgageOrb

		Attachment 3_Blackwell_City Council letter-housing element

		Attachment 3_HE_comment_Keating

		Attachment 4_Comments on Piedmont Draft Housing Element, EB4E, Greenbelt, YIMBY Law, YIMBY EB

		Attachment 4_Michael Henn_PiedHEResponse 5-22.docx

		Attachment 5_Booker Letter to City - Housing Support

		Attachment#3_Damerdji

		Attachment_#1_Piedmont HE Comments Rajeev Bhatia

		Attachment_#2_Piedmont HE Comments Rajeev Bhatia

		Bhatia_Housing Element_ Piedmont Civic Center Sites

		Civic Center Parcels



		Attachment_#3_Piedmont HE Comments Rajeev Bhatia

		Attachment_#3_Bhatia_6.20.22_ Housing Element

		Attachment_#3_Piedmont HE Comments Rajeev Bhatia (1)



		Attachment_#4_Chandler

		Attachment_#4_Piedmont HE Comments Staff Submittal

		Attachment_#5_ Residents of Lower Piedmont

		Attachment_#5_Piedmont HE Comments Staff Submittal

		Attachment_#6_Piedmont HE Comments Leland

		Measure A-1 Status Letter July 2022

		Measure A1 and Housing Element Timeline July 2022



		Attachment_1_Chris Read

		Attachment_1_Rudder Law Group

		Attachment_2_Talcott








