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April 22, 2019 

Senator Scott Wiener 
California State Capitol 
State Capitol, Room 5100 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
senator.wiener@senate.ca.gov 

RE: Impacts of SB 50 on the City of San Carlos 
Delivered Via Post and Electronic Mail 

Dear Senator Wiener: 

This letter is being sent to you with the approval of the City Council. While we fully 
recognize the need and actively support the development of housing, we believe SB 50 as 
written will have dire consequences on some communities, including San Carlos. Ensuring 
that you have all of the facts about how this bill will impact our community and how you can 
modify the bill to have less of a negative impact on cities like ours is the purpose of this 
letter.  

The City of San Carlos is a 5.5 square mile city comprised of 30,000 residents that has 
been working steadfastly to meet the housing needs of the community. In the current 
Housing Element Cycle, the City was allocated 596 units as part of the Regional Housing 
Needs Allocation (“RHNA”) process to be completed by the end of 2023. To date, the City 
has: 

• Approved 61% of this requirement;

• Is processing additional projects that will likely receive approval, which will result in
84% compliance of this requirement; and

• Is on target to wholly meet the total number of units allocated by the State by the
end of the Cycle.

While the overall RHNA requirement will almost certainly be met, the City recognizes the 
difficulty of providing units allocated for lower incomes. The City is not a developer and 
does not have the capacity to build the units required under RHNA; however, it has the 
ability to zone land and provide incentives to catalyze the construction of those units. Our 
City has adequately zoned land for such opportunities and has undertaken several 
strategies to increase the number of below market rate (“BMR”) units, these include: 

• Established the availability of flexible development standards through Planned
Development rezoning for affordable housing projects;
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• Required parking reductions specific to affordable housing developments near 
transit; 
 

• Conducted City-led public education and advocacy campaigns to increase 
community understanding of affordable housing as a need and general concept; 
 

• Established an Inclusionary Zoning Ordinance mandating a 15% minimum BMR unit 
provision in market-rate multifamily developments; 
 

• Relaxed Accessory Dwelling Unit standards to incentivize their production; 
 

• Established a Commercial Linkage Fee to collect funds restricted to use by 
affordable housing projects; and 
 

• Entered into active partnerships with affordable housing developers to increase the 
number of BMR units in the city. For example: 
 

o The City is currently processing a project that will be supported by $5-$7 
million dollars of City funding for the redevelopment of a site in downtown 
San Carlos that will produce 24 units of 100% affordable studios for 
extremely low- to very-low income households. 
 

o The City is entering into a partnership to assemble land to contribute, along 
with several millions of affordable housing trust funds, to develop a 30-unit 
100% affordable housing project aiming to provide larger, family units. 

 
In sum, our small city of 30,000 residents has worked unwaveringly to stimulate the 
development of housing at all income levels.  
 
Suggestions for SB 50 
 
SB 50 does not take into account the positive strides that the City of San Carlos has made 
over the years. Our City has made transit-oriented development a priority and has zoned 
sufficient land walkable to our major transportation nodes to ensure that our community 
housing needs are being met over our planning periods. Your proposed bill stands to upend 
the planning process and remove input from our community members. It is imperative that 
the voices of our residents be held tantamount to those of large urban centers that support 
your bill. This issue should not be addressed a one-size-fits-all solution. Please consider 
the following as you make amendments to your bill: 
 
• Although SB 50 requires new development to conform to local BMR ordinances, developers 

are not interested in developing affordable housing. While cities can take the initiative to get 
workforce housing built, hundreds of smaller cities do not have the expertise or resources to 
do it. Those that do need more housing dollars and grants to be dedicated by the state for 
the construction of BMR housing. Can SB 50 include stronger language requiring a higher 
percentage minimum for BMR housing and identify funding to support its construction? 
 

• The bill would create a distraction from the City’s current efforts to produce affordable 
housing through partnerships with non-profit developers and through its inclusionary zoning 
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ordinance. SB 50 could change community opinion and turn supporters into adversaries 
effectively stunting the efforts of projects outside the SB 50 zones.  

 
• The SB 50 proposal for housing being within a certain distance of our transit hub will have a 

detrimental impact on our well established single-family neighborhoods. Can an amendment 
be made to only include multi-family and mixed-use zones? 
 

• Can an amendment be made to allow for height transitions between single-family homes 
and higher density housing? 

 
• The provision of three incentives and concessions provides too great an opportunity for 

developers to deviate from a city’s urban design best practices. The only burden of proof for 
a concession is for the builder to demonstrate a cost hardship. Many developers will use the 
least expensive and lowest quality materials. Once the building is sold the community has to 
bear the brunt of shoddy design. Can the number of concessions/incentives be reduced or 
removed or a higher burden be placed on the builder to push them to design attractive and 
high quality buildings? 

 
Thank you for seriously considering the suggested changes to this bill. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Jeff Maltbie 
City Manager 
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Draft Housing Legislation – Local Jurisdiction Responses 

(as of May 8, 2019) 

 

San Mateo – Letter of Opposition to SB50 dated April 17, 2019 

• One-size-fits-all approach disregards local conditions and usurps local land use decision making 

• SB50 is not driven by local data.  Doesn’t account for the amount of housing actually 

constructed (and on the horizon) in individual jurisdictions. 

• San Mateo has long been a leader in TOD. 

• No consideration for local physical constraints (ex. topography, water, open space designations) 

• Upzoning land around transit will increase land costs without necessarily increasing housing 

production due to the effects of speculation 

• Disregards the additional fiscal impact on cities – infrastructure and additional public services 

• Doesn’t recognize San Mateo’s existing notable efforts to prioritize affordable housing 

production 

• California already has a legally mandated process for every city to establish its housing policy 

and community vision – the General Plan – which allows extensive community input in how the 

goals are achieved locally. 

• Individual communities need to be engaged in planning at the local level.   

 

San Carlos – Letter citing impacts of SB50 to the City dated April 22, 2019 

• City has worked to diligently to address housing needs, and is on target to reach the total 

number of units identified by the RHNA by the end of the cycle 

• City has implemented many strategies to facilitate/incentivize BMRs: flexible development 

strategies; parking reductions; public education campaigns; 15% inclusionary zoning reqs.; 

reduced ADU standards; commercial linkage fee; active partnerships with affordable housing 

developers. 

• Bill would upend existing planning processes by removing input from community members 

• Suggested consideration of the following as amendments are discussed: 

o Include a higher BMR% requirement, and identify state funding sources to support 

o State mandates such as this undermine current efforts to garner neighborhood support 

for additional affordable housing projects outside of the SB50 area by negatively 

impacting community opinion, turning supporters into adversaries 

o Long-established single family neighborhoods will be detrimentally impacted.  Suggest 

limiting to multi-family and mixed use zones. 

o Bill should provide for height transitions between single family homes and high density 

housing. 
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o Required number of incentives and concessions undermines community desires for

urban design best practices.  Either reduce the number of incentives or otherwise

rework to ensure quality design is not sacrificed.

San Bruno – Statement of Concern about SB50 dated April 24, 2019 

• SB50 disrespects local values and penalizes communities that have adopted thoughtful

approaches to increasing housing supply.  City already has a Transit Corridor Plan, developed

with in a meaningful, collaborative local process, to allow for dense housing development near

transit stations. SB50 disrespects the local standards adopted through a lengthy community

engagement process.

o Recommend modifying legislation to exempt localities that adopt Transit Corridor Plans,

which increase height and density near transit centers, from any additional statewide

requirements.

• SB50 strips local control with respect to parking.  The solution to increasing transit usage and

reducing vehicle ownership does not begin by preventing cities from setting reasonable parking

standards for today’s reality in their existing neighborhoods.

• SB50 erodes the ability of local governments to obtain design changes and community benefits

to mitigate negative impacts.  Developers already receive incentives/concessions under State

Density Bonus Law.  Additional waivers will erode the ability of cities to obtain quality design

and other community benefits that mitigate a project’s impacts on the neighborhood.

Hillsborough – Letter on CASA Compact dated April 1, 2019 

• Cites Hillborough’s notable accomplishments: issued permits for ~90% of RHNA allocation for

current cycle; hosted community meetings to educate about HIP shared housing, ADUs and

other housing programs; relaxed ADU standards and prohibited use as short-term rentals;

• Based on these successful efforts, additional legislation (which would remove local

control/community based solutions) is not needed for goals to be achieved

• San Mateo County as a whole has made substantial strides to narrow the jobs/housing

imbalance

• Concerns with CASA:

o Usurps local zoning standards

o No San Mateo County involvement on Compact committees

o Emphasis on sticks rather than carrots

o Reliance on new taxes

o Potential inequities in property tax allocations

o Generic approach jeopardizes the individuality and diversity of California cities
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