To: Planning Commissioners

From: Dana Dillworth

Re: Zoning Text Amendment RZ-5-18
April 11, 2019

I once took pride in being a Brisbane resident because we were special. We cared about the environment, our
community. We were better-than... and it showed it in our laws. We were generous.

One thing we require in our General Plan is 20% low-income units of developments greater than 10 units, not
15% mostly middle income units as proposed in this regulation. You need to concurrently change the general
plan to adopt a lower regulation to be consistent.

In reality, this new zoning only offers 5% low income communities an opportunity to live here. That is not the
balance we voted for, that is not how to have a balanced, inclusive, livable town.

What is missing here is the fact that when we developed our General plan, we utilized an open
space/recreation acreage % per resident requirement that exceed national averages. This proposed
regulation over-rides our community-approved General Plan by setting lower standards. This recreation
standard and our Open Space Element should be noted in 17.29.020 L “Development Standard. “

There is a problem of language throughout this law that overlaps the Brisbane Housing Authority, with the
Council, with the Planning Commission, with the City Attorney, and with the City Manager or assignees by
using the term “City.” This is not acceptable.

There should be one legislative unit responsible for this component of low-income housing, not various
corporations or multiple landowners or city officials with various accounting and reporting methods. It should
be an open and public process. We have a housing authority where the details of availability and waiting lists
MUST BE maintained (not “if’s” as in 17.29.050 (c) 3 and 17.31.080 (c)3.)

It only makes sense to go the extra mile to require more low-income housing and produce the required
feasibility study to show we will meet the need through higher standards.

This ordinance is sloppy and fraught with potential misunderstandings when City employees can make design
decisions through “incentives” (currently the authority of the planning commission) and redefine a “unit”
under 17.31.030 D. The definition of a unit without square footage and height limits is an.incomplete zoning
planning act.

I don’t think it is in the public’s interest to include the language of the incentives of producing lower quality,
less open space, less parking, all at the discretion of a city employee while simultaneously not including the
extra units in the definition of the project. This is all information that will either never be disclosed to the
public or disclosed after the fact. This is not right. We have the right to a fair, open process.

Since by law, every unit is allowed an ADU, how does this zoning change interact with the ADU’s
requirements? There is no mention of requiring any public notices or right to repeal changes to the neighbors
or interested parties. This cannot be a lawful ordinance.

Sincerely,
Dana Dillworth
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TO: City Council Members

FROM: Mayor Filseth, Council Member DuBois

SUBJECT: Colleagues Memo Regarding the Santa Clara County Cities
Association's Position on Housing in Relation to State
Legislative Initiatives

Goals

The State Legislature is currently considering multiple bills which seek to spur housing
production; some elements of which override local zoning control and Comprehensive
Plans and impose standardized statewide templates.

The Cities’ Association of Santa Clara County, of which Palo Alto is a member, has
released a consensus Position Paper on housing initiatives. Council should authorize
Staff to communicate a position on the Cities’ Association consensus in relation to State
initiatives.

Background and Discussion

The Cities’ Association of Santa Clara County, of which Palo Alto is a member, has
released a formal Position Paper on these bills, which outlines Association support for
many but not all proposed legislative policies. The Association adopted the Position
Paper on a unanimous 13-0 vote.

Since some of these bills may have large impacts on Palo Alto’s future evolution, and its
residents” ability to define that evolution, it makes sense that Palo Alto should provide
input. The current timeframe represents Palo Alto’s main opportunity to provide that
input, including on State Senate Bill SB50 (Wiener), which is scheduled to be heard by
the Senate Governance Committee on April 24 (comments due April 17).

Recommendation

Staff should agendize a timely Council discussion on the Cities’ Association position and
its relation to state initiatives.

We recommend the City consider the following:

e Support the Cities’ Association Position Paper
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e Support legislation consistent with the Position Paper

» Oppose legislation not consistent with the Position Paper, until amended to be
consistent

Resource Impact

As a legislative advocacy position, the recommended action is not expected to have a
significant impact on resources. Staff will communicate the City’s action as appropriate
to state legislative representatives and other agencies. In the longer term, the state

legislative actions under consideration could have a significant but indeterminate impact
on City resources.

Attachments:

e Attachment A: CASCC Housing Paper Final approved 14march 2019 FINAL

April 15, 2019 Page 2 of 2
(1D # 10266)



CITIES ASSOCIATION
OF SANTA CLARA COUNTY

Cities Association of Santa Clara County: Position Paper on Housing

The Cities Association of Santa Clara County (CASCC) is an association of the fifteen
cities of the county that works collectively to discuss and find solutions on issues at a
regional level.

CASCC recognizes the need for increased housing opportunities, especially for people
earning below the area median income. We fully endorse local and regional efforts to
encourage the production of more housing, preserve and increase subsidized below
market rate housing at moderate- and below-income levels, and provide benefits to
minimize the impact for current residents in rapidly changing neighborhoods.

The CASA Compact is a high-level document with only limited detail. Small and medium
sized cities were not well represented in it’s creation yet represent 66% of the Bay Area
population. CASCC wants to ensure that their member cities’ voices are heard as the
details of legislation are being crafted. CASCC further encourages MTC, ABAG and the
State Legislature collaborate with all cities on the ideas contained within the CASA
Compact so that we can collectively formulate workable solutions to address the Bay
Area’s housing needs. It is the consensus of the CASCC that:

We support legislation that will provide voters statewide with the opportunity to apply
a 55 percent threshold for revenue generating ballot measures for investments in
affordable housing and housing production.

We support legislation that will return e-commerce/internet sales tax revenue to the
point of sale — not the point of distribution as currently mandated — to provide cities
that have a significant residential base with a commensurate fiscal stimulus for new
housing.

We support Governor Newsom’s investments proposed in the state budget that will
benefit California cities including a substantial increase in state funding for affordable
and workforce housing and to address the growing homelessness crisis in our state.

We support incentives for the production of new accessory dwelling units to streamline
the entitlement of those ADU’s.

We support removing barriers to planning complete communities, ensuring that
adequate resources are available for new schools and parks to serve our growing
population.
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We support additional transportation investments to expand the Bay Area transit
network that provide connections from job centers to existing housing as well as
planned future housing.

We support establishing tenant protections as cities deem appropriate for their
residents.

We support maintaining local control of the entitlement process. We urge the State to
recognize that cities control entitlements, while developers build. Cities should
therefore primarily be measured by entitlements when calculating RHNA attainment,
and not penalized when funding is inadequate to build affordable housing.

We support ABAG, an elected body, to serve as the governance structure that
administer new affordable housing funds and monitor housing production rather than
establishing yet another agency to take on that role.

We oppose a one-size-fits-all approach to housing densities and land-use decision-
making.

We oppose any diversion of existing revenue sources from cities.

Cities in Santa Clara County are actively addressing the housing shortage.

e All 15 cities have State-approved plans for new housing growth.

e Permits for 30,000 new residential homes have been approved since 2015
which represents over 50% of the state’s housing goal for Santa Clara County
of 58,836 new homes by 2023.

s Over 6,000 new residential units were approved in Santa Clara County in
2018.

¢ Santa Clara County voters increased local taxes to support $950 million in
affordable housing funds. As of 2018, $234 million has been invested for
1,437 new multi-family units and 484 rehabilitated units.

e The Cities Association of Santa Clara County is leading the effort to form a
2023-2031 RHNA Sub-Region within the County.

About us: The Cities Association of Santa Clara County is an association of the fifteen cities
of the county and the elected representatives of more than 1.9 million Bay-Area residents.
Since 1990, the city representatives have been gathering to discuss and find consensus and
solutions for regional issues. The cities of our association are diverse and include cities of a
few thousand people and a city of a million people.
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