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CITY OF MILLBRAE
621 Magnolia Avenue
Millbrae, CA 94030

CITY COUNCIL
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SUBJECT: Affirm Citywide position opposing

Senate Bill 50 (SB 50, Wiener)
ATTACHMENTS:

1. SB 50 Opposition Letter dated May 9, 2019,
signed by Mayor and Vice Mayor

Report No. (^ ^ 2 ^>
For Agenda of: May 14, 2019
Department: City Manager's Office
Originator: Brad Misne^-, Community
Development Director/
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ITEM TYPE: CONSENT PUBLIC HEARING EXISTING BUSINESS _ NEW BUSINESS_X_
RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends that the City Council by motion adopt the attached letter as the City's official position
opposing SB 50.

BACKGROUND:

Senate Bill 50 (SB 50, Wiener) is an ill-advised attempt to force high density housing without local
control and due process for community input and public hearings. The bill as proposed has many fatal
flaws that will result in significant unintended negative consequences on the Millbrae community and
many others that are transit oriented. Cities from San Francisco to Los Angeles have formally opposed
SB 50 due to its elimination of local land use authority and local control over the proper guidance and
local decision making related to each cities built environment.
In summary, SB 50 will mandate administrative approvals for high density multi-unit housing projects
within Vz or !4 mile of some bus stops and commuter rail stations such as BART and Caltrain. These
approvals will be dictated by the State of California disregarding the public process, local zoning and
negative impacts on the community. Interestingly, SB 50 is an attempt at a housing production bill but
exempts such counties as Marin.

The City ofMillbrae recognizes the current housing crises in the Bay Area and actively supports the
development of housing. As the largest inter-modal center west of the Mississippi, Millbrae understands
that a healthy, diverse, and economically dynamic region depends on our collective ability to address
both our housing and transportation challenges. While the City appreciates the legislature's focus on
housing issues, we also believe that it is critically important any development at a transit center enhance
all aspects of transit services and commuter access to transit. Land uses and public acquisition of land to
adequately serve these critical transit stations would be severely compromised by the mandated zoning
requirements of SB 50.
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The vast differences among many jurisdictions in a state as large as California require recognition of
local topographical constraints, characteristics in geographic features, and the delicate balance of local
economies and history. The basic premise of SB 50 wrongly assumes state intervention is required
because a limited number of local communities are not addressing critical housing needs. This broadbmsh/one-size-fits-all approach to SB 50, ignores jurisdictional data proving housing at all levels of
income, undermines local control, due process, and eliminates the ability to fiind required infrastructure,
schools, and public safety. SB 50 is not the answer.
ANALYSIS:
For reasons explained above and the following, the City ofMillbrae, like San Francisco and many other
cities in San Mateo County, should join efforts with other municipalities and oppose SB 50:
SB 50 is not data driven and fails to recognize the progress in housing development in each
particular community. The premise of SB 50 is based on statewide data asserting an absence of
housing, without regard for the actual housing construction in a particular community. For example,
the City ofMillbrae recently approved more than 844 new housing units, of which 167 or 20% are
below market-rate, in smart Transit- Oriented Developments (TODs). This far exceeds our Regional
Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) of 663 units through 2023, and we are not done building
housing. In fact, Millbrae's Station Area Specific Plan has cleared the way for 1,200 more housing
units. This_is_a 25% increase over the current housins stock that currently exists in the CitVr similar

to if San Francisco were to add approximatelv_9_7.QQQ units.

SB 50 fails to recognize the unique characteristics of communities. SB 50 would have
unintended and detrimental consequences in our community, as it would allow uncontrolled, poorly
planned development on properties that would deter transit ridership at the current station and
eliminate the possibility of adequate parking, circulation, and access to the fature High Speed Rail
station. Land uses and public acquisition of land to adequately serve these critical transit stations
would be severely compromised and artificially inflated due to the mandated zoning requirements
of SB 50. This lesislation would allow development without regard to the impacts on parkins, traffic,

and access to public transugrtation.

SB 50 is an anti-transit bill that would deter the expansion of public transportation in
communities currently not served by transit within a 1/2 or 1/4 mile of a major transit stop.
Communities that are not currently served by transit would oppose future expansion of needed
public transportation if they were to become subject to SB 50 as a result of a new major transit stop
in their community. This will greatly contribute to increased congestion and an expanded carbon
footprint.
SB 50 fails to recognize the fiscal impacts on local municipalities, as it does not allow for
adequate funding to serve the needs of the new residential population. SB 50 erodes the ability
of local municipalities to adequately fund required public safety (police and fire), school facilities,
water and sewer infrastmcture, roads, parks and open space. This would negatively impact the
health, safety, general welfare, and quality of life for all Californians.
SB 50 prevents cities from setting reasonable parking requirements. While Millbrae
encourages public transit ridership and active transportation usage, the elimination of all parking
requirements near transit centers is impractical. It is unrealistic to believe that most, let alone all,
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new residents will not own cars. Lack of on- site parking will result in more congestion in residential
neighborhoods. We believe this provision should be removed from SB 50.
SB 50 penalizes communities in counties with a population over 600,000 and fails to
recognize the jobs/housing balance in each community. Millbrae supplies significantly more
housing than jobs (ratio of 11 residents to 1 local job), forcing its residents on long commutes. SB
50 fails to recognize the jobs/housing balance dilemma and lacks the promotion of smart growth
that incentivizes job creation near housing in commimities like Millbrae.
SB 50 primarily benefits developers, and could actually increase the cost of housing for lower
and middle income residents. Under SB 50, developers would lack incentives to negotiate in
good faith with local communities through the entitlement process, not providing community
benefits or paying their fair share of infrastructure and public safety costs created by new housing.
The result will be poorly planned, low quality housing with land values artificially increasing due
to speculation ofupzoned properties by wealthy developers. Low quality, high priced housing and
diminished quality of life are the exact opposite of the intention of SB 50.
SB 50 places an undue burden on communities that are building their fair share of housing
and meeting RHNA goals. Rather than providing funding for additional housing development
and infrastmcture, SB 50 is a penalizing approach that will have detrimental consequences, as
noted in this letter and in letters from many other cities. Further effort is needed for the State to
collaboratively partner with local jurisdictions, rather than enacting broad mandates that will not
work and degrade the quality of life and access to housing. At the very least, we believe SB 50
musibe amended to exempt cities that are meeting, or surpassins housins production tarsets.

As the governmental bodies created by the state to regulate land use at the community level, it is
imperative that local cities and counties, retain local control over land use so the final steps in our City's
General Plan update, will provide a balance between additional housing, and the ability to raise revenue
from new developments paying their fair share of impacts on infrastmcture and services. New population
growth brings increased demands for infrastmcture and city services. SB 50 limits a local government's
ability to properly charge new development for its fair share of the impacts created on public safety (police
and fire), schools, roads and circulation, water, sewer, parks and recreation and environmental impacts.
FISCAL IMPACT:
None

for

this

action.

COUNCIL ACTION:
Adopt the attached letter as the City's official position opposing SB 50.
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City ofMUlbrae
621 Magnolia Avenue, Millbrae, CA 94030

WAYNEJ.LEE
Mayor
REUBEND.HOLOBER
Vice Mayor

May 9, 2019
Senator Scott Wiener

California State Capitol
State Capitol, Room 51 00
Sacramento, CA 95814
senator.vviener^senate.ca.ftoy

RE: City of Millbrae Opposition to SB 50
Dear Senator Wiener:

The City of Mi librae recognizes the current housing crisis in the Bay Area and actively supports the
development of housing. As the largest intermodal center west of the Mississippi, we understand that a healthy,
diverse, and economically dynamic region depends on our collective ability to address both our housing and
transportation challenges. But, the broad, one-size-fits-all approach to SB 50 that undermines local control and
due process, disregards thoughtful, community-driven planning, and erodes the ability to fund required
infrastructure, schools and public safety, is not the answer. Additional analysis and rethinkins of SB 50 is
required, and we request the bill be rescinded until adequate input and giiidance is soiight from local
municipalities and school districts across the State. We oppose SB 50 for the following reasons:

SB 50 is not data driven and fails to recognize the progress in housing development in each particular
community. The premise of SB 50 is based on statewide data asserting an absence of housing, without regard

for the actual housing construction in a particular community. For example, the City of Millbrae recently
approved more than 844 new housing units, of which 167 or 20% are below market-rate, in smart TransitOriented Developments (TODs). This far exceeds our Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) of 663
units through 2023, and we are not done building housing. In fact, Millbrae's Station Area Specific Plan has
cleared the way for 1,200 more housing units. This is a 25% increase over the current hotising stock that
currently exists in the City. similar to if San Francisco were to add approximately 97,000 imits.
SB 50 fails to recognize the unique characteristics of communities. SB 50 would have unintended and
detrimental consequences in our community, as it would allow uncontrolled, poorly planned development on
properties that would deter transit ridership at the current station and eliminate the possibility of adequate
parking, circulation, and access to the future High Speed Rail station. Land uses and public acquisition of land
to adequately serve these critical transit stations would be severely compromised and artificially inflated due
to the mandated zoning requirements of SB 50. This legislation woiild allow development withoiit regard to
the_imsacts_on parkins, traffic, and access to public transportation.

SB 50 is an anti-transit bill that would deter the expansion of public transportation in communities
currently not served by transit within a Vi or % mile of a major transit stop. Communities that are not
currently served by transit would oppose future expansion of needed public transportation if they were to
become subject to SB 50 as a result of a new major transit stop in their community. This will greatly contribute
to increased congestion and an expanded carbon footprint.
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SB 50 fails to recognize the fiscal impacts on local municipalities, as it does not allow for adequate
funding to serve the needs of the new residential population. SB 50 erodes the ability of local municipalities
to adequately fund required public safety (police and fire), school facilities, water and sewer infrastructure,
roads, parks and open space. This would negatively impact the health, safety, general welfare, and quality of
life for all Califomians.

SB 50 prevents cities from setting reasonable parking requirements. While Millbrae encourages public
transit ridership and active transportation usage, the elimination of all parking requirements near transit centers
is impractical. It is unrealistic to believe that most, let alone all, new residents will not own cars. Lack ofonsite parking will result in more congestion in residential neighborhoods. We believe this provision should be
removed from SB 50.

SB 50 penalizes communities in counties with a population over 600,000 and fails to recognize the
jobs/housing balance in each community. Millbrae supplies significantly more housing than jobs (ratio of
11 residents to 1 local job), forcing its residents on long commutes. SB 50 fails to recognize the jobs/housing
balance dilemma and lacks the promotion of smart growth that incentivizes job creation near housing in
communities like Millbrae.

SB 50 primarily benefits developers, and could actually increase the cost of housing for lower and middle
income residents. Under SB 50, developers would lack incentives to negotiate in good faith with local
communities through the entitlement process, not providing community benefits or paying their fair share of
infrastructure and public safety costs created by new housing. The result will be poorly planned, low quality
housing with land values artificially increasing due to speculation of upzoned properties by wealthy
developers. Low quality, high priced housing and diminished quality of life are the exact opposite of the
intention of SB 50.

SB 50 places an undue burden on communities that are building their fair share of housing and meeting
RHNA goals. Rather than providing funding for additional housing development and infrastmcture, SB 50 is
a penalizing approach that will have detrimental consequences, as noted in this letter and in letters from many
other cities. Further effort is needed for the State to collaboratively partner with local jurisdictions, rather than
enacting broad mandates that will not work and degrade the quality of life and access to housing. At the very
least, we believe SB 50 must be amended to exempt cities that are meeting or stirpassing housing production
tarsets.

We are open to further discussions with you and your staff to improve upon SB 50 and other legislation to
achieve production of housing, increase affordability, and improve the overall quality of life for residents of
California.

Respectfully,

^ /,•'

Wayne J. Lee
Mayor

Reuben D. Holober

Vice Mayor

