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Attachment 11
CITY OF UNION CITY
AGENDA
FOR THE MEETING OF THE
RENT AND TENANT TASKFORCE
MONDAY, NOVEMBER 7, 2016
7:00 P.M.
RUGGIERI SENIOR CENTER, DINING ROOM
33997 ALVARADO-NILES ROAD
UNION CITY, CALIFORNIA

ROLL CALL:
Duru Ahanotu, Abigail Andrade, Chris Cara, Timothy Conde, Remy Fortier, Annie He, Dorothy
Jackson, Chunchi Ma, Bill Mulgrew, Anna Nunez, lan Palavi, Marjorie Rocha, Tony Samara, Jamie

Sessions, Chung Wu

APPROVAL OF MINUTES:

Minutes from the October 17, 2016 meeting

UNFINISHED BUSINESS:

A. Additional Data

PUBLIC COMMENTS:

(This is an opportunity for the public to speak. Each speaker will be granted up to 3 minutes to
speak. This allotted time cannot be aggregated or passed on to another individual. In instances
where more than five members of the public wish to address the Taskforce, the three minute
time limit may be abbreviated at the discretion of the Moderator in order facilitate the business
of the Taskforce.)

PRESENTATIONS:

A. Initial Voting on Tenant Protection Measures

TASKFORCE DISCUSSION:

A. Initial Voting on Tenant Protection Measures
B. Other Alternatives

ADJOURNMENT:




Attachment 11
CITY OF UNION CITY
MINUTES
FOR THE MEETING OF THE
RENT AND TENANT TASKFORCE
MONDAY, NOVEMBER 7, 2016
7:00 P.M.
RUGGIERI SENIOR CENTER, DINING ROOM
33997 ALVARADO-NILES ROAD
UNION CITY, CALIFORNIA

ROLL CALL:

Present: Duru Ahanotu, Abigail Andrade, Chris Cara, Timothy Conde, Remy Fortier, Dorothy
Jackson, Chunchi Ma, Bill Mulgrew, Anna Nunez, Marjorie Rocha, Tony Samara, Jamie Sessions,
Chung Wu

Absent: Annie He and lan Palavi
Staff: Joan Malloy, Economic and Community Development Director; Kris Kokotaylo, Deputy
City Attorney; Alin Lancaster, Housing and Community Development Coordinator; Lorena

Gonzalez, Administrative Assistant

APPROVAL OF MINUTES:

The regular Taskforce minutes for October 03, 2016 were approved with corrections.

UNFINISHED BUSINESS:

A. Additional Data
Alin Lancaster, HCD Coordinator, gave a presentation on the request for data from the
previous meeting.

Chung Wu - asked if income statistics were nominal rate of increase or real rate of increase.
Real rate of increase is subtracting inflation.

Alin Lancaster responded that the income listed may have been adjusted for inflation but
the calculated percentages from year to year, are not.

Bill Mulgrew - asked if any housing projects were in the pipeline.

Joan Malloy - responded that a multi-family project with approximately 36 units is going into
construction on Union City Blvd. A multi-family/townhome project on Alvarado-Niles Road
with 63 units is in the approval process. There are 243 rental units under construction in the
Station District. There is a preliminary application for an additional 400 rental units, also in
the Station District. That is about 800 housing units coming online in the next 1-4 years,
pending approvals.

Tony Samara - asked what the percentage of the housing projects in the pipeline are
affordable housing.

Joan Malloy - responded none of the housing units in the pipeline are affordable housing.
The last affordable housing project built was 157 family units in the Station Center.
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Kris Kokotaylo - responded that under state law the city cannot enforce its affordable
housing ordinance on rental projects. The affordable housing ordinance can only apply to
new ownership housing, where fifteen percent (15%) of new units must be made affordable.

Chunchi Ma - requested data with the population growth to be overlayed with the number
of building units over the past 10 years.

Chung Wu - requested data of the housing projects in the pipeline for neighboring cities.

2016 data on displaced/homeless students within the New Haven Unified School District
(NHUSD) was presented. Additionally, data from the Lucille Packard Foundation on student
homelessness in 2014 was presented. This new data was added after the agenda packets
were published. It included the school districts in Alameda County and what percentage of
their population were considered displaced and/or homeless.

Abigail Andrade - stated that the number from the New Haven Unified School District data,
are students or families that have been identified as displaced by the schools. There are
countless number of students and families that go unreported. The students identified, have
either told a teacher or a counselor. They are then taken to the enrollment center and
classified as displaced.

Chunchi Ma — gave an example of an eviction in one if his units. The family had two
teenagers that did not go to school, they were in a gang. Police came to the property daily
for stolen cars and defacing property. Those tenants were evicted. He asked in that case,
would those teenagers be classified as displaced?

Alin Lancaster - responded that she didn’t know if that family was included in the NHUSD
data however she noted that many of the families participating in the CAREavan Program,
the safe parking program for displaced families in the NHUSD, have elementary and middle
school aged children.

Chunchi Ma — further explained that the tenants were seventeen and actually gang
members. They were young criminals, he had to kick out.

Alin Lancaster — clarified that the Taskforce was presented with two different
reports/analysis on displacement and so in order to give greater context to those reports,
staff was able to obtain some Union City specific data on displacement. So that is why the
NHUSD data was presented.

Chung Wu - requested to look back at the income statistics on the Census data. All the
numbers from the Census website were after inflation adjustment. If we are comparing
after inflation data, that would make the income growth lower. When looking at rent
increase if it is before inflation we also have to look at income inflation in the same way.

Anna Nunez - asked if Measure Al were to pass, the nine million dollars that would be
allocated to the City of Union City would it be restricted to new homes.

Alin Lancaster - responded that the nine million from Measure Al could be used to build,
acquire or rehabilitate affordable rental housing. It cannot be used for a rent subsidy

program.

Chunchi Ma - requested his comment be on the record. When you go to income, a lot of
people look at the percentage and then you have to relate it to the base number. For
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example, you have the salary income of $80,000 you have two percent that is $1600 a year
but you have a rent that is much lower base. Let’s use the number $1800 and assume a four
percent rent increase. From the percentage side it is double of the wage increase but it is
only $864 half of the wage increase. You have to look at the base if you have a smaller base
you are fooled by the actual percentage because it looks so big.

Iv. PUBLIC COMMENTS:

Nazar Elwazar - San Francisco resident-stated he was here on behalf of landlords. He wanted
to express his concern regarding any form of rent control that is being debated. Rent control
is ineffective and truly a counterproductive housing policy measure. It goes against the basic
law of economics which is based on supply and demand. It treats housing like a public utility
which in term harms the owners of real estate and the renters. Numerous examples exist
across the country over the past 40 to 50 years that rent control really does not work. It
works in the short term, it works on a very small timeframe but in the long run the effects
can be devastating. Rent control inhibits investment in new product, the rehabilitation of
existing product and the capacity to redevelop existing buildings and existing spaces that are
under-utilized that can truly serve as some sort of housing. Through rent control, you get
direct effects of deterioration of existing housing. Supplying housing is a business. If you
don’t incentivize an owner of a piece of real estate to take care of it and if they are barely
breaking even, they are not incentivized to fix things. Real estate is a depreciating asset.
When things break, you need money to fix them and if you don’t make money in the first
place, it becomes impossible to fix them.

Bill Wu - San Jose resident, suggested that another important statistic to look at is the cost of
property ownership. The major reason for rent increase comes from increases in home
prices. For example, he recently purchased a rental property in Union City and his loan is
costing him $1900. He is renting the property out and is not breaking even. If you compare
the housing price in 2009 to today, the property price has almost tripled based on the unit he
purchased. The increase of rent is a result of the growing economy.

Mike Chu — Fremont resident that owns property in Union City, stated that rent control
reduces incentives for people to develop housing. Cities like Berkeley and San Francisco have
rent control. They also have the highest rents in the Bay Area. He owns property in Berkeley
and if he tried to build new units they will be under rent control and that discourages him
from building them. He believes the solution is to build more housing. The shortage in
housing is the cause of rent increases. He doesn’t think rent control is a good, long-term
solution. In the last ten years there has been little development of new units and that is
compounding the issue. He would like the Taskforce members to think of a long-term
solution instead of a short-term solution. Rent control discourages landlords from doing
maintenance and will reduce the quality of the housing stock.

Adeles Fan — A small housing provider, stated that she attended the first meeting and when
rent control is discussed the landlord is put in the evil position. Landlords are only housing
providers and help society by providing more housing. Based on her experience she always
selects local tenants for her rental units. She has a two bedroom one bath unit for rent and
had to drop the rent twice. It has been two months and she still does not have a qualified
candidate. The longer it is put on the market the higher her costs. She needs to pay for the
mortgage, utilities, insurance and property taxes. The property taxes will be due in December
and landlords have big costs to operate a small business.
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V. PRESENTATIONS:

A. Initial Voting on Tenant Protection Measures

Alin Lancaster, HCD Coordinator, presented various tenant protection measures for the
Taskforce members to vote on.

VI.  TASKFORCE DISCUSSION:

A. Initial Voting on Tenant Protection Measures

The Taskforce members voted on initial measures. The voting results will be presented and
discussed at the next Rent and Tenant Taskforce meeting on November 21, 2016.

Tim Conde - asked how many of the items that they were going to be voting on were eligible
to single family homes.

Alin Lancaster - responded that single family homes were not eligible for rent control but all
of the other items, could be eligible.

Tony Samara - asked if the voting today was going to be the first of a number of votes.

Alin Lancaster - responded that this voting is the first of many. This is not the final vote and
Taskforce members that are absent today will be asked to send their vote in. For the final
vote, Taskforce members must be present at the meeting or coordinate with staff ahead of
time to teleconference in.

Duru Ahonotu - asked in the sections where there were multiple options, if they could vote
in favor or oppose to all the options.

Alin Lancaster - responded they could vote for any option.

Dorothy Jackson - asked if a minimum lease term could be applied to any unit.

Alin Lancaster - responded that a minimum lease term could be applied to any unit.
Dorothy Jackson - asked under tenant harassment, what was meant by fraud.

Remy Fortier — provided an example of fraud. She has had landlords who purchase property
and say they are going to owner-occupy in order to get a low-paying tenant out of the unit.
Once they get the low paying tenant out of the unit, they don’t live in the property and no
one enforces that. It is a way to get the tenant out so they can then charge market rate.

Duru Ahonotu - made an observation that a lot of the options were punitive in nature, and
from the ordinances reviewed, nothing was an incentive for the landlords. What options
were incentives to allow relationships between tenants and landlords to flourish, rather
than being punitive.

Joan Malloy - responded that she believed from the alternatives presented, the mediation
process would be the closest. It brings tenant and landlord to come together and have a
conversation about the rent increase being requested and why it may or may not be
justified.
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Tony Samara - stated that he didn’t feel the options being presented were punitive.

Marjorie Rocha - commented that ideally mediation is when two parties come together to a
mutual meeting. The parties talk to the mediator and then they talk to each other. It was
mentioned earlier what is in it for the landlord, and a true mediation is where two people
get together and craft a mutually agreeable solution to the problem. As Joan said, that is the
closest thing to everyone coming to what they want.

Dorothy Jackson - has been managing property in Fremont for a number of years and
Fremont has a non-binding mediation. Just having that has made a lot of difference. She
thinks it really solves a lot of problems because people knowing that if they increase the
rent by a large amount, they are going to have to face mediation.

Tony Samara- Stated that the feeling he got from the Fremont tenant/landlord meetings
that was that mediation was not helpful.

B. Other Alternatives

Duru Ahonotu - One proposed alternative to the banking of rent, is if the landlord decreases
the rent it’s included in the banking formula.

Remy Fortier - Stated that the amount of the rent control registration fee collected could be
based on the profitability of the unit. The more profitable the unit is, the higher the fee.

Kris Kokotaylo - responded that it would have to be looked at but, under California law the
fee could only be structured in a manner that the city could only recover its cost for
providing the service. You could not have more profitable landlords subsidizing the less
profitable landlords.

VII. ADJOURNMENT:

The meeting was adjourned at approximately 9:12 p.m.
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Rent and Tenant Taskforce
Meeting 3

MEETING AGENDA
I. Roll Call
II. Approval of 10/17/16 Minutes

I1l. Unfinished Business
A. Additional Data

IV. Public Comments

V. Presentations
A. Initial Voting on Tenant Protection Measures

VI. Taskforce Discussion
A. Initial Voting on Tenant Protection Measures
B. Other Alternatives

VIl. Adjournment
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MEDIAN |NCOME Average Household size - 3.46 persons
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$100,000 A family that contains a
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MEDIAN INCOME

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 %

Households 77,542|76,223|87,891|81,491/86,761| 83,629 | 82,634 | 83,066 |82,083|82,564

% Change N/A | -1.7% | 15.3% | -7.3% | 6.5% | -3.6% | -1.2% | 0.5% |-1.2% | 0.6% | 6.5%
30% of
Monthly Income| 1,939 | 1,906 | 2,197 {2,037 (2,169 | 2,091 | 2,066 | 2,077 | 2,052 | 2,064

Families 81,293|82,717|87,307]89,803(91,976| 92,038 | 91,176 | 93,363 [92,930|93,050
% Change N/A | 1.8% | 5.5% | 2.9% | 2.4% | 0.1% | -0.9% | 2.4% |-0.5% | 0.1% [14.5%
30% of

Monthly Income| 2,032 | 2,068 | 2,183 [ 2,245] 2,299 | 2,301 | 2,279 | 2,334 | 2,323 | 2,326

Source: American Community Survey

MEDIAN INCOME

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 %

Married Couple

Families 88,103 |87,544191,779] 105,270 | 100,533 | 102,543 | 102,023 | 106,642 |107,204(106,911

% Change N/A | -0.6% | 4.8% | 14.7% | -4.5% 2.0% -0.5% 4.5% 0.5% | -0.3% |21.3%
30% of

Monthly Income | 2,203 | 2,189 | 2,294 | 2,632 | 2,513 | 2,564 | 2,551 | 2,666 | 2,680 [ 2,673
Nonfamily

Households 32,875]41,402)32,331| 37,147 | 35,230 | 39,205 | 39,083 | 39,647 | 37,708 | 44,115

% Change N/A | 25.9% |-21.9% | 14.9% | -5.2% 11.3% -0.3% 1.4% -4.9% | 17.0% {34 2%

30% of
Monthly Income | 822 | 1,035 | 808 929 881 980 977 991 943 1,103

Source: American Community Survey




Rent and Tenant Taskforce - Meeting 3 Attachment 11 11/7/16

See Attachments A

AVERAGE RENT for more info

Properties with 50+ Units

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 %

Average Rent | 1,128 | 1,200 | 1,307 | 1,349 | 1,238 | 1,318 | 1,420 | 1,563 | 1,733 | 1,917
% Change -0.6% | 6.4% | 8.9% | 3.2% | -8.2% | 6.5% | 7.7% | 10.1% | 10.9% | 10.6% | 70%
Studio 913 | 992 |1,055|1,118 1,052 1,035 1,157 | 1,425 1,560 | 1,649
% Change -3.1% | 8.7% | 6.4% | 6.0% | -5.9% | -1.6% | 11.8% | 23.2% | 9.5% | 5.7% | 81%
1bd/1 ba 999 |1,0881,197 (1,229 1,119 /1,173 1,281 |1,432|1,578 | 1,785
% Change -0.5% | 8.9% [10.0% | 2.7% | -9.0% | 4.8% | 9.2% |11.8% | 10.2% | 13.1% | 79%
2 bd/1 ba 1,197 1,252 | 1,353 | 1,413 | 1,275 | 1,277 {1,392 | 1,490 | 1,663 | 1,874
% Change -0.6% | 4.6% | 8.1% | 4.4% | -9.8% | 0.2% | 9.0% | 7.0% |11.6% |12.7% | 57%
2 bd/2 ba 1,3271,403 |1,528 | 1,578 | 1,445 | 1,611 | 1,707 | 1,876 | 2,010 | 2,247
% Change -0.8% | 5.7% | 8.9% | 3.3% | -8.4% [11.5% | 6.0% | 9.9% | 7.1% |11.8% | 69%
3 bd/2 ba 1,653 1,761 [1,792 | 1,814 | 1,759 | 2,138 | 2,145 | 2,147 | 2,222 | 2,312
% Change 6.2% | 6.5% | 1.8% | 1.2% | -3.0% | 21.5% | 0.3% | 0.1% | 3.5% | 4.1% | 40%

o rearss 7

AVERAGE RENT A e ot

Properties with 50+ Units

Q3 Q4 QI Q2 03 04 QI Q2 03
2014 2014 2015 2015 2015 2015 2016 2016 2016

Average | 1,962 | 2,008 | 2,053 | 2,191 | 2,225 | 2,217 | 2,264 | 2,294 | 2,265
% Change | N/A 2% 2% 7% 2% 0% 2% 1% -1%
Studio 1,669 | 1,688 | 1,781 | 2,028 | 2,085 | 1,995 | 2,035 | 2,029 | 1,949
% Change | N/A | 1.1%| 5.5%| 13.9%| 2.8%| -4.3%| 2.0%| -0.3%| -3.9%
1bd1bth | 1,789 | 1,873 | 1,908 | 2,015 | 2,031 | 2,083 | 2,111 | 2,057 | 2,078
% Change | N/A | 4.7%| 1.9%| 5.6%| 0.8%] 2.6%| 1.3% -2.6%| 1.0%
2bd 1bth | 1,955 | 1,909 | 1,933 | 2,042 | 2,098 | 2,088 | 2,224 | 2,251 | 2,237
% Change | N/A | -2.4%] 1.3%| 5.6%| 2.7%| -0.5%| 6.5%| 1.2%| -0.6%
2bd2bth | 2,339 | 2,385 | 2,456 | 2,593 | 2,643 | 2,567 | 2,606 | 2,808 | 2,687
% Change | N/A | 2.0% 3.0%| 5.6%| 1.9%| -2.9%| 1.5%| 7.8%| -4.3%
3bd2bth | 2,330 | 2,395 | 2,585 | 2,585 | 2,649 | 2,585 | 2,585 | 2,585 | 2,585
% Change | N/A | 2.8%] 7.9%| 0.0%| 2.5%| -2.4%] 0.0%| 0.0% 0.0%
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AVERAGE RENT Properties with 50+ Units
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RESIDENTIAL CONSTRUCTION 4,430 - Total Units
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RESIDENTIAL CONSTRUCTION 2,959 - Single Family Units
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984 - Multi-Family Units
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RENTAL HOUSING - OWNERSHIP DATA

Multi-Family Properties including duplexes, triplexes, and quadraplexes

# of Rental # of
Properties Owned  Property Owners

1 226

2 13

3 4

4

5 or more 2

Total 248

A Source: Alameda County Assessor

URBANDISPLACEMENT Project

» UC Berkeley / UCLA research and action initiative

* Regional level - market-rate and subsidized housing reduce
displacement pressures, but subsidized housing has over double
the impact.

* Market-rate production is associated with a higher housing cost
burden for low-income households, but lower median rents in
subsequent decades.

* There is no clear relationship or correlation between building new
housing and keeping housing affordable in a particular
neighborhood.

Se tachment D
i ‘ . 16
info
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URBANDISPLACEMENT Project
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Displacement Typologies

Lower income (LI) tracts

1. Not losing LI households, or very early stages

© 2. Atrisk of gentrification or
@ 3. Undergoing displacement
@ 4, Advanced gentrification

displacement

Moderate to high income (MHI) tracts
1. Not losing LI households, or ve
© 2. Atrisk of displacement

| ® 3.Undergoing displacement

@ 4. Advanced exclusion

ry early stages

11/7/16
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NHUSD - DISPLACED FAMILY DATA

117 students classified as Displaced/Homeless as of 10/26/2016

e 51 families, 4 individuals

e 57 students - doubled up (e.g. living with other families)

» 19 students - living in motels/hotels
e 22 students - doubled up & motel/hotel

* 19 students - unknown shelter (did not disclose their shelter: mix
of: vehicle, local shelter, couch surfing, motel, etc.)
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LEGISLATIVE ANALYSTS OFFICE REPORTS

* Need for housing assistance exceeds resources

Very expensive to expand existing affordable housing programs

« Example: ~$250 billion to build housing for the 1.7 million rent-burdened,
low-income residents

Lack of supply drives housing costs up

Private development indirectly adds housing at the lower end of the market

More private development associated with less displacement

10
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TENANT PROTECTION MEASURES

Tenant/Landlord Mediation
Minimum Lease Terms
Harassment Protections
Relocation for No Fault Evictions
Just Cause Evictions

nmoow>

Rent Stabilization

11
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VOTE ON EACH CATEGORY

A. TENANT/LANDLORD MEDATION

» Ordinances that either offer or require a
mediation process before a landlord is able to
impose a rent increase

* Non-binding mediation can be applied to all
rental units

« 3 party mediators or Rent Review Boards
oversee the process & provide
recommendations

* Rent Review Board normally is comprised of
tenant, landlord, and impartial
representatives

24
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Appointed Rent Review Board; or

A. TENANT/LANDLORD MEDIATION

In Favor Opposed Undecided

All rentals; or

3rd Party Mediator
Eligible Units

Any rent increase

Multi-famili onli

5% or more increases only

7% or more increases only

Mediation is not mandatory; or

10% or more increases onl
Non-Mandatory or Mandatory

Mediation is mandator

Binding (only applicable to Pre-1995 MFR); or

Non-Binding

25

B. MINIMUM LEASE TERMS

* Requires landlords to offer tenants
longer term leases

* Protects tenants from receiving
rent increases during the term of
the lease

» Can be applied to all rental units

13
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B. MINIMUM LEASE TERMS

In Favor Oﬁﬁosed Undecided
Minimum 6 month lease

Minimum 12 month lease
All rentals; or
Multi-family only

C. HARASSMENT PROTECTIONS

Ordinance that protects tenants
from landlord harassment and
retaliation

14
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C. HARASSMENT PROTECTIONS
In Favor Opposed Undecided

All rentals; or
Multi-family onl

peS O dl d
Failure to make repairs
Threats (physical/verbal)
Privacy Violation
Refusal to accept rent
Fraud

‘- -

D. RELOCATION FOR NO FAULT EVICTIONS

Requirement for landlords to pay
relocation to the tenant when the
eviction is not the fault of the tenants

15
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D. RELOCATION FOR NO FAULT EVICTIONS

In Favor Opposed Undecided
All rentals; or
Multi-family onl
Eligible Renters
All renters; or
Low-income (80% AMI), elderly, and disabled renters
only; or
All renters but low-income/elderly/disabled would
receive higher payment
Owner / Family Occupancy
Substantial Rehabilitation
Selling Unit
Demolition of Unit
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E. JUST CAUSE EVICTION PROTECTIONS

» Restricts the reasons for which
a landlord can evict a tenant
(i.e. Landlord must have a
“just cause” for evicting a
tenant)

* Works in tandem with rent
stabilization ordinances
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E. JUST CAUSE EVICTION PROTECTIONS

In Favor Oiﬁosed Undecided

All rentals*; or

Pre-1995 Multi—FamiIi

Not paying rent

Lease violations

Damaging Unit

lllegal activity
Unauthorized subtenant
Owner / Family Occupancy
Substantial Rehabilitation

*For units not eligible for rent control, just cause eviction protections could have a
minimal effect as there are no restrictions as to how much landlords can raise rents
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F. RENT STABILIZATION

e Limits rent increases

Eligible for Not Eligible for
Rent Stabilization Rent Stabilization F&VOF

Multi-family homes Single Family

built on or before » Condos

February 1, 1995 * Any home built after
(includes duplexes, February 1, 1995
triplexes, and (including multi- family)

fourplexes)
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65% of CPI = $32

F. RENT STABILIZATION

In Favor Oiiosed Undecided

CPI = $50

5% = $113

7% = $159

10% = $226

No Pass Through

Taxes

Fees (e.g. rent registration fee)

Capital Improvements

Utilities

No Adjustment Banking

Bank 1 year increase

Bank 3 years of increases

*Assumﬁtions: Ave Rent = $2,265 | 20-Year Ave CPI = 2.2% ii
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