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[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

CAUTION: This email originated from outside your organization. Exercise caution when
opening attachments or clicking links, especially from unknown senders.

Dear City Clerk Yee,

Please find attached my written comments regarding tonight's City Council's Public
Hearing Agenda Item #4-A:  A continued public hearing to consider introduction and
first reading of Zoning Code Amendment No. 22-01 (ZCA-22-01), an ordinance
adding the Monterey Park Municipal Code, Chapter 21.19, entitled “Inclusionary
Housing” to implement the Monterey Park Housing Element.

Thank you for your help and please confirm receipt of this email.

Sincerely, 

Linda 

mailto:ltang33@gmail.com
mailto:MPClerk@MontereyPark.ca.gov
mailto:josanchez@MontereyPark.ca.gov
mailto:twong@MontereyPark.ca.gov
mailto:vngo@MontereyPark.ca.gov
mailto:yyiu@MontereyPark.ca.gov
mailto:hlo@MontereyPark.ca.gov
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June 6, 2023 
 
 
 
Mayor Jose Sanchez and City Council Members 
City of Monterey Park 
320 W. Newmark Avenue 
Monterey Park, CA 91754 
 
RE: Comments on Monterey Park’s Proposed Inclusionary Housing Ordinance   
 
Dear Mayor Sanchez and City Council Members, 
 
Thank you for allowing the community an opportunity to provide comments on this item. 
I am writing in strong support for the development and implementation of an inclusionary 
housing ordinance in the City of Monterey Park; however, as it is currently being presented, I 
have several concerns.  As the City moves forward in creating an inclusionary housing 
ordinance, the City should ensure that it creates a strong inclusionary housing ordinance that 
will be effective in facilitating the construction of affordable housing for lower income 
households. The City Council should consider the following recommendations: 
 


1. Remove the moderate- and low-income affordability level requirement. Instead, 
create an inclusionary housing ordinance that will require at least 10% of new rental 
units to be affordable to very low-income households. For rental projects, the current 
draft ordinance proposes a set-aside for 9% low-income and 6% moderate-income.1 Our 
City’s current unmet housing needs fall in the lower income categories. For inclusionary 
to be effective, we need to create deeper affordability that at least targets very low-
income households. Setting the affordability level at moderate-income would be 
comparable to market-rate unit rents.  


 
2. Reject phased implementation of the inclusionary housing ordinance. Once it is 


approved by the City Council, the ordinance should immediately be in effect.  
 


3. Require that the rental units are deed-restricted to remain affordable in perpetuity 
versus the proposed 55 years. 


 
4. In addition to creating an Affordable Housing Trust Fund, the City should also create 


an Affordable Housing Land Trust and donate city-owned land to the trust for the 
development of housing that will be affordable to lower income households.  


 


 
1 A continued public hearing to consider introduction and first reading of Zoning Code Amendment No. 22-01 (ZCA-22-01), an 
ordinance adding the Monterey Park Municipal Code, Chapter 21.19, entitled “Inclusionary Housing” to implement the 
Monterey Park Housing Element, Monterey Park City Council Agenda, p. 3, June 7, 2023.  
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5. Ensure that the setting of in-lieu fees will be effective in producing new affordable 
units. While in-lieu fees do not guarantee a potential site is readily available for the 
construction of affordable units, it is important that in-lieu fees are not set so low that a 
developer finds that it’s cheaper and in their best interest to pay the in-lieu fees rather 
than constructing the unit. If this is the case, the inclusionary housing ordinance would 
be ineffective in generating enough funds to produce new affordable units.  


 
The Need For Inclusionary to Target Very Low- and Extremely Low-Income Households 
 
Currently, the City does not have any effective programs or policies that would facilitate and 
encourage the development of homes affordable to lower income working families.  With the 
implementation of an inclusionary housing ordinance, the City will have an effective tool in 
helping address the unmet housing needs for lower income households. In addition, the 
ordinance will help the City meet it’s steep 2021-2029 Regional Housing Needs Assessment 
(RHNA) allocation. Of the total RHNA allocation of 5,257 units, 653 units are extremely low-
income, 671 units are very low-income and 822 units are low-income.  Given the City’s high 
2021-2029 RHNA for lower income units and the city’s persistent failure to produce any 
significant amount of lower income units through the last Housing Element planning period, 
the City’s inclusionary zoning ordinance should contain provisions for setting aside a 
minimum of 10% of units for very low-income households. 
 
As discussed in the City’s adopted 2021-2029 Housing Element, the following highlights the dire 
need for affordable housing in the City: 
 


− 75% of the City’s renters are lower income households.2 


− 91% of extremely low-income large family renters overpay for housing.3  


− 75% of the City’s renter households experience overcrowding. “The rate of 
overcrowding for very low-income households is generally nearly three times greater 
than households over 95 percent of the area median income.”4   


− 21% of the City’s population are seniors and the City has the “highest percentage of 
seniors compared to Southwest San Gabriel Valley and the Los Angeles County 
average.”5 Approximately 68% seniors are lower income.6 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 
2 City of Monterey Park Housing Element, p. 2-11, March 2023. 
3 City of Monterey Park Housing Element, p. 2-32, March 2023. 
4 City of Monterey Park Housing Element, p. 2-27, March 2023. 
5 City of Monterey Park Housing Element, p. 2-14, March 2023. 
6 City of Monterey Park Housing Element, p. 2-15, March 2023. 
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The need to increase the quality of affordable rental homes remains a high priority in the City. 
According to the California Department of Housing and Community Development, households 
that earn less than $95,300 fall under the lower income categories.7  For the City, the average 
median income is $61,8198, which falls between the very low- and low-income categories. It’s 
actually closer to the very low-income category. For these very low- and low-income 
households, it also “equates to approximately $1,700 a month for rent or mortgage payment 
for a $300,000 home. According to SCAG, over half of the rental community in Monterey Park 
spend more than 30 percent of their gross monthly income on housing and 51 percent of the 
owner community spend more than 30 percent of their monthly income on mortgage costs.”9 
This translates to half of our City’s renters are overpaying for housing.  
 
It is evident that the majority of our residents are lower income households. To address the 
unmet housing needs of lower income households, the proposed inclusionary housing 
ordinance for our city should not target moderate-income households but instead focus on 
low-, very low- and extremely low-income households. For Los Angeles County, the fair 
market rent (FMR) for a 2-bedroom is $2,044 a month.10  As indicated in the table above, a FMR 
2-bedroom is simply out-of-reach for extremely low- and very low-income households. The 
hourly wage needed to afford a FMR 2-bedroom is $39.31 an hour or the annual income 
needed is $81,760 per year.11  For moderate- and even low-income households, it is clear that 
these households will be able to afford a FMR 2-bedroom. Therefore, it’s important to note that 
if we set-aside inclusionary units, especially for moderate-income households, the 
inclusionary rents will be set at or very close to market rents. Setting aside inclusionary units 
for moderate-income households will not help address the City’s affordability crisis for lower 
income households.  The construction of moderate-income units will also not help count 
towards our lower income RHNA goals.  
 


 
7 State Income Limits for 2022. California Department of Housing and Community Development, p. 8, May 13, 2022. 
8 City of Monterey Park Housing Element, p. 2-31, March 2023. 
9 City of Monterey Park Housing Element, p. 2-31, March 2023. 
10 2022 Out of Reach The High Cost of Housing, National Low Income Housing Coalition, p. 50, 2022.  
11 2022 Out of Reach The High Cost of Housing, National Low Income Housing Coalition, p. 50, 2022. 
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Thank you for considering these recommendations for further revisions and clarifications to the 
draft inclusionary housing ordinance.  I look forward to continuing this discussion in creating 
and implementing a successful inclusionary housing ordinance that will help increase affordable 
housing units for lower income households in the City. Please feel free to contact me if you 
have any questions. 


 
Sincerely, 
 


Linda Tang 


 
Linda Tang 
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August 16, 2023 
 
 
 
Mayor Jose Sanchez and City Council Members 
City of Monterey Park 
320 W. Newmark Avenue 
Monterey Park, CA 91754 
 
RE: Comments on Monterey Park’s Proposed Inclusionary Housing Ordinance   
 
Dear Mayor Sanchez and City Council Members, 
 
Thank you for allowing the community an opportunity to provide comments on this item. 
I am writing in strong support for the development of an inclusionary housing ordinance in the 
City of Monterey Park. As the City moves forward with implementation, I am urging the city to 
not forget the intent and priority of creating an inclusionary housing ordinance (IHO)- to build 
homes affordable to lower income household because this is the City’s GREATEST unmet 
housing need.  
 
During the 2013-2021, there was an appalling ZERO lower income units that were built in the 
city. With this in mind, the IHO should NOT include a provision which exempts any eligible 
project that provides a comparable community benefit. While examples of “comparable 
community benefits” were outlined in the staff report, the provision to implement it is too 
vague. There are too many unanswered questions that need to be further discussed and 
addressed. The staff report suggests periodic review of the IHO occur between 3 to 5 years. 
What if the city has a new council majority that does not support the IHO and utilizes their 
discretion to exempt proposed developments to skirt the IHO by allowing a simple “comparable 
community benefit”? For example, the staff report outlines the following “comparable 
community benefits”: 
 


1. Infrastructure improvements (e.g. traffic lights, street paving, sidewalks, bike lanes, 
walking paths) 


a. Question: how many traffic lights, how large of a street paving, how many 
sidewalks, how many bike lanes or how many walking paths etc. would be 
deemed appropriate for an exemption? 
 


2. Park/public facility improvements 
a. Questions: What specific type of improvements would be appropriate for an 


exemption? Does replacing one swing or picnic table or one door at a public 
facility warrant an exemption? 
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3. Public art 


a. Questions: What specific type of public art? Does a statue of a cherry blossom 
tree or a mural of our Going Green logo etc. warrant an exemption? 
 


4. Dedication of land for public use 
a. Questions: How big of should this land/parcel be? Is it readily available for 


development?  
 


5.  Programs for the community 
a. Questions: What type of programs for the community and who will it target? Will 


a Halloween art program for youths etc. warrant an exemption? 
 
My questions above may sound a bit ridiculous and farfetched but I was trying to make a point 
that because the exemption is discretionary and at the will of the city, anything can happen 
since there is a severe lack of specifics and details. The provision is set up to be flexible for the 
city to choose which proposed development should help address our city’s housing crisis. 
Unfortunately, this would be a loophole that would allow the city and developers to skirt 
building affordable units for lower income households.  
 
As stated in the staff report, “the proposed ordinance supports the City’s goal of expanding 
housing opportunities for all. Adoption of the IHO will meet Program 15 of the Monterey Park 
Housing Element which states that the City Council will consider an inclusionary housing 
ordinance. Additionally, the IHO will encourage the production of affordable housing units in 
new housing developments.” Let’s ensure that these goals are still a priority in the City by NOT 
including a provision which exempts any eligible project that provides a comparable community 
benefit.  
 
At the last city council meeting, I provided written comments and some of my 
recommendations in the letter still apply to today’s agenda item. I have attached it for your 
reference. 
 
Sincerely, 
 


Linda Tang 


 
Linda Tang 
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June 6, 2023 
 
 
 
Mayor Jose Sanchez and City Council Members 
City of Monterey Park 
320 W. Newmark Avenue 
Monterey Park, CA 91754 
 
RE: Comments on Monterey Park’s Proposed Inclusionary Housing Ordinance   
 
Dear Mayor Sanchez and City Council Members, 
 
Thank you for allowing the community an opportunity to provide comments on this item. 
I am writing in strong support for the development and implementation of an inclusionary 
housing ordinance in the City of Monterey Park; however, as it is currently being presented, I 
have several concerns.  As the City moves forward in creating an inclusionary housing 
ordinance, the City should ensure that it creates a strong inclusionary housing ordinance that 
will be effective in facilitating the construction of affordable housing for lower income 
households. The City Council should consider the following recommendations: 
 

1. Remove the moderate- and low-income affordability level requirement. Instead, 
create an inclusionary housing ordinance that will require at least 10% of new rental 
units to be affordable to very low-income households. For rental projects, the current 
draft ordinance proposes a set-aside for 9% low-income and 6% moderate-income.1 Our 
City’s current unmet housing needs fall in the lower income categories. For inclusionary 
to be effective, we need to create deeper affordability that at least targets very low-
income households. Setting the affordability level at moderate-income would be 
comparable to market-rate unit rents.  

 
2. Reject phased implementation of the inclusionary housing ordinance. Once it is 

approved by the City Council, the ordinance should immediately be in effect.  
 

3. Require that the rental units are deed-restricted to remain affordable in perpetuity 
versus the proposed 55 years. 

 
4. In addition to creating an Affordable Housing Trust Fund, the City should also create 

an Affordable Housing Land Trust and donate city-owned land to the trust for the 
development of housing that will be affordable to lower income households.  

 

 
1 A continued public hearing to consider introduction and first reading of Zoning Code Amendment No. 22-01 (ZCA-22-01), an 
ordinance adding the Monterey Park Municipal Code, Chapter 21.19, entitled “Inclusionary Housing” to implement the 
Monterey Park Housing Element, Monterey Park City Council Agenda, p. 3, June 7, 2023.  
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5. Ensure that the setting of in-lieu fees will be effective in producing new affordable 
units. While in-lieu fees do not guarantee a potential site is readily available for the 
construction of affordable units, it is important that in-lieu fees are not set so low that a 
developer finds that it’s cheaper and in their best interest to pay the in-lieu fees rather 
than constructing the unit. If this is the case, the inclusionary housing ordinance would 
be ineffective in generating enough funds to produce new affordable units.  

 
The Need For Inclusionary to Target Very Low- and Extremely Low-Income Households 
 
Currently, the City does not have any effective programs or policies that would facilitate and 
encourage the development of homes affordable to lower income working families.  With the 
implementation of an inclusionary housing ordinance, the City will have an effective tool in 
helping address the unmet housing needs for lower income households. In addition, the 
ordinance will help the City meet it’s steep 2021-2029 Regional Housing Needs Assessment 
(RHNA) allocation. Of the total RHNA allocation of 5,257 units, 653 units are extremely low-
income, 671 units are very low-income and 822 units are low-income.  Given the City’s high 
2021-2029 RHNA for lower income units and the city’s persistent failure to produce any 
significant amount of lower income units through the last Housing Element planning period, 
the City’s inclusionary zoning ordinance should contain provisions for setting aside a 
minimum of 10% of units for very low-income households. 
 
As discussed in the City’s adopted 2021-2029 Housing Element, the following highlights the dire 
need for affordable housing in the City: 
 

− 75% of the City’s renters are lower income households.2 

− 91% of extremely low-income large family renters overpay for housing.3  

− 75% of the City’s renter households experience overcrowding. “The rate of 
overcrowding for very low-income households is generally nearly three times greater 
than households over 95 percent of the area median income.”4   

− 21% of the City’s population are seniors and the City has the “highest percentage of 
seniors compared to Southwest San Gabriel Valley and the Los Angeles County 
average.”5 Approximately 68% seniors are lower income.6 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
2 City of Monterey Park Housing Element, p. 2-11, March 2023. 
3 City of Monterey Park Housing Element, p. 2-32, March 2023. 
4 City of Monterey Park Housing Element, p. 2-27, March 2023. 
5 City of Monterey Park Housing Element, p. 2-14, March 2023. 
6 City of Monterey Park Housing Element, p. 2-15, March 2023. 
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The need to increase the quality of affordable rental homes remains a high priority in the City. 
According to the California Department of Housing and Community Development, households 
that earn less than $95,300 fall under the lower income categories.7  For the City, the average 
median income is $61,8198, which falls between the very low- and low-income categories. It’s 
actually closer to the very low-income category. For these very low- and low-income 
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ordinance for our city should not target moderate-income households but instead focus on 
low-, very low- and extremely low-income households. For Los Angeles County, the fair 
market rent (FMR) for a 2-bedroom is $2,044 a month.10  As indicated in the table above, a FMR 
2-bedroom is simply out-of-reach for extremely low- and very low-income households. The 
hourly wage needed to afford a FMR 2-bedroom is $39.31 an hour or the annual income 
needed is $81,760 per year.11  For moderate- and even low-income households, it is clear that 
these households will be able to afford a FMR 2-bedroom. Therefore, it’s important to note that 
if we set-aside inclusionary units, especially for moderate-income households, the 
inclusionary rents will be set at or very close to market rents. Setting aside inclusionary units 
for moderate-income households will not help address the City’s affordability crisis for lower 
income households.  The construction of moderate-income units will also not help count 
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7 State Income Limits for 2022. California Department of Housing and Community Development, p. 8, May 13, 2022. 
8 City of Monterey Park Housing Element, p. 2-31, March 2023. 
9 City of Monterey Park Housing Element, p. 2-31, March 2023. 
10 2022 Out of Reach The High Cost of Housing, National Low Income Housing Coalition, p. 50, 2022.  
11 2022 Out of Reach The High Cost of Housing, National Low Income Housing Coalition, p. 50, 2022. 
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Thank you for considering these recommendations for further revisions and clarifications to the 
draft inclusionary housing ordinance.  I look forward to continuing this discussion in creating 
and implementing a successful inclusionary housing ordinance that will help increase affordable 
housing units for lower income households in the City. Please feel free to contact me if you 
have any questions. 

 
Sincerely, 
 

Linda Tang 

 
Linda Tang 
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August 16, 2023 
 
 
 
Mayor Jose Sanchez and City Council Members 
City of Monterey Park 
320 W. Newmark Avenue 
Monterey Park, CA 91754 
 
RE: Comments on Monterey Park’s Proposed Inclusionary Housing Ordinance   
 
Dear Mayor Sanchez and City Council Members, 
 
Thank you for allowing the community an opportunity to provide comments on this item. 
I am writing in strong support for the development of an inclusionary housing ordinance in the 
City of Monterey Park. As the City moves forward with implementation, I am urging the city to 
not forget the intent and priority of creating an inclusionary housing ordinance (IHO)- to build 
homes affordable to lower income household because this is the City’s GREATEST unmet 
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During the 2013-2021, there was an appalling ZERO lower income units that were built in the 
city. With this in mind, the IHO should NOT include a provision which exempts any eligible 
project that provides a comparable community benefit. While examples of “comparable 
community benefits” were outlined in the staff report, the provision to implement it is too 
vague. There are too many unanswered questions that need to be further discussed and 
addressed. The staff report suggests periodic review of the IHO occur between 3 to 5 years. 
What if the city has a new council majority that does not support the IHO and utilizes their 
discretion to exempt proposed developments to skirt the IHO by allowing a simple “comparable 
community benefit”? For example, the staff report outlines the following “comparable 
community benefits”: 
 

1. Infrastructure improvements (e.g. traffic lights, street paving, sidewalks, bike lanes, 
walking paths) 

a. Question: how many traffic lights, how large of a street paving, how many 
sidewalks, how many bike lanes or how many walking paths etc. would be 
deemed appropriate for an exemption? 
 

2. Park/public facility improvements 
a. Questions: What specific type of improvements would be appropriate for an 

exemption? Does replacing one swing or picnic table or one door at a public 
facility warrant an exemption? 
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3. Public art 

a. Questions: What specific type of public art? Does a statue of a cherry blossom 
tree or a mural of our Going Green logo etc. warrant an exemption? 
 

4. Dedication of land for public use 
a. Questions: How big of should this land/parcel be? Is it readily available for 

development?  
 

5.  Programs for the community 
a. Questions: What type of programs for the community and who will it target? Will 

a Halloween art program for youths etc. warrant an exemption? 
 
My questions above may sound a bit ridiculous and farfetched but I was trying to make a point 
that because the exemption is discretionary and at the will of the city, anything can happen 
since there is a severe lack of specifics and details. The provision is set up to be flexible for the 
city to choose which proposed development should help address our city’s housing crisis. 
Unfortunately, this would be a loophole that would allow the city and developers to skirt 
building affordable units for lower income households.  
 
As stated in the staff report, “the proposed ordinance supports the City’s goal of expanding 
housing opportunities for all. Adoption of the IHO will meet Program 15 of the Monterey Park 
Housing Element which states that the City Council will consider an inclusionary housing 
ordinance. Additionally, the IHO will encourage the production of affordable housing units in 
new housing developments.” Let’s ensure that these goals are still a priority in the City by NOT 
including a provision which exempts any eligible project that provides a comparable community 
benefit.  
 
At the last city council meeting, I provided written comments and some of my 
recommendations in the letter still apply to today’s agenda item. I have attached it for your 
reference. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

Linda Tang 

 
Linda Tang 
 
 
 
 
 


