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LACC - Legisla tive  Subcom m ittee  
 

Subm ission  to  Council for conside ra tion  on  June  22, 2021 
 
 

Sum m ary of Proposed  Positions: 
 
Bill Vice  Mayor’s 

Position  
Councilm em ber 
Weinberg’s Position  
 

SB 9 (Lot sp lits) 
 
(Council’s curren t position  is  to  
oppose  unless am ended.) 

Oppose  
 
(At the  June  8, 
2021 m ee ting, 
the  Council voted  
3-2 aga inst 
opposing SB 9.) 

The  Council should  
withdraw its  le tte r of 
opposing SB 9 unless 
am ended. 
 
Based  on  the  Council 
decision  on  June  8, 2021 
not to  oppose  SB 9 
outrigh t, a  proposed  
le tte r of support is  a lso 
include d  for the  
Council’s conside ra tion  
 

SB 16 (Disclosure  of police  records) Oppose  Support 
 

AB 989 (Housing Adm in . Review 
Bd.) 

Oppose  Rem ain  Neutra l (send  
no le tte r) 
 

AB 1401 (Parking) Oppose  Support 
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SB 9: 
 

Sum m ary from  the  League  of Wom en  Voters (not endorsed  by the  Vice  Mayor): 
 
“The  Plann ing and  Zon ing Law provides for the  crea tion  of accessory dwe lling 
un its by loca l ord inance , or, if a  loca l agency has not adopted  an  ord inance , 
by m in iste ria l approval, in  accordance  with  specified  standards and  
conditions.  Th is b ill, am ong o the r th ings, would  requ ire  a  proposed  housing 
deve lopm ent conta in ing no m ore  than  2 residen tia l un its with in  a  single -
fam ily residen tia l zone  to  be  conside red  m in iste ria lly, without d iscre tionary 
review or hearing, if the  proposed  housing deve lopm en t m ee ts ce rta in  
requ irem en ts, including, but not lim ited  to , that the  proposed  housing 
deve lopm ent wou ld  not requ ire  dem olition  or a lte ra tion  of housing that is  
subject to  a  recorded  covenan t, o rd inance , or law that restricts ren ts to  leve ls 
a ffordable  to  persons and  fam ilies of m oderate , low, or ve ry low incom e , tha t 
the  proposed  housing deve lopm en t does not a llow for the  dem olition  of 
m ore  than  25% of the  existing exterior structu ra l walls, except as provided , 
and  that the  deve lopm en t is  not loca ted  with in  a  h istoric d istrict, is  not 
included on  the  Sta te  Historic Resources Inventory, or is  not with in  a  site  that 
is  lega lly designated  or listed  as a  city or coun ty landm ark or h istoric 
property or d istrict.” 

 
Sum m ary Provided  by the  Vice  Mayor: 

 
– Allows “by right” lo t sp lits  in  a ll single-fam ily zones and  the  construction  of 2 
un its on  each  sp lit, thus a  by right construction  of up  to  4 un its on  any 
curren t single-fam ily lo t in  Los Altos (the re  is a  m in im um  lot size  in  the  b ill 
bu t it  appears there  a re  no  such  sm all lots in  Los Altos). Lot sp lit m ust be  
approxim ate ly equal, o r no  m ore  than  60/40. 
– There  is an  option  to  bu ild  a  single  hom e  with  ADU and/or JDU on e ither or 
both  sp lits , depending on  how the  deve lopm en t proceeds (thus a  m axim um  
of 6 un its on  the  form erly single -fam ily lot).  
– Requ ire s m in iste ria l approval of the  deve lopm ent. For exam ple , in  Los Altos 
that m eans sta ff approval in stead  of Design  Review Com m ission  process for 
2 stories. 
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– City m ay apply objective  deve lopm ent standards un le ss they preclude  the  
deve lopm ent. The  deve lopm ent standards m ust a llow each  un it to  be  at least 
800 square  fee t. 
– Requ ired  side  and  rear se tbacks cannot be  grea te r than  4 fee t. However, if 
a  structure  is rep laced  on  the  sam e  footprin t and  the  existing structu re  has 
sm alle r se tbacks, those  se tbacks apply.   
– Exem pted  from  the  b ill a re  parce ls where  existing deve lopm ent has been  
ren ted  for the  past th ree  years and/or is  unde r ren t contro l for m oderate  or 
be low incom e  leve ls. This, and  a  few othe r exceptions, wou ld  have  ra re  
applica tion  in  Los Altos. 
– Can  requ ire  1 on-site  parking space  per un it un le ss with in  ½ m ile  walking 
d istance  of a  “m ajor transit stop” or “h igh-quality transit corridor,” in  wh ich  
case  the  city cannot im pose  any on-site  parking requ irem en t. 
– Until January 1, 2027, the  city m ay im pose  an  “owner occupancy 
requ irem en t” if the  applicant in tends to  occupy one  of the  housing un its as 
the ir principa l re sidence  for a  m in im um  of one  year from  the  da te  of the  
approval of the  u rban  lo t sp lit. The  b ill does not specify how a  city would  
e stab lish  such  “in ten t.” 

 
 An ticipa ted  Im pact on  Los Altos: 
 

Unknown.  Los Altos’ ne ighborhoods have  large , single  fam ily lo ts wh ich  
cou ld  be  subdivided  unde r the  proposed  law and have  up  to fou r re sidentia l 
un its where  on ly one  previously existed , with  the  potentia l for additiona l 
ADU/JADU un its in  som e  circum stances.  The  decision  to  subdivide  is up  to  
the  individua l property owner; it is  unknown whether or how m any lo ts in  
Los Altos will be  subdivided  pe r SB 9.  Th is wou ld  increase  Los Altos’ 
inventory of housing units.  It will a lso  increase  density. 

 
 Council’s previous position:  Oppose  un le ss am ended 
 

Cal Citie s’ position :  Oppose  
 
Citie s Association  of San ta  Clara  County:  Oppose  
 
League  of Wom en  Voters’ position:  Support 
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SB 16: 
 

Sum m ary from  the  League  of Wom en Vote rs (not endorsed  by the  Vice  
Mayor): 

 
 

“Would  m ake  every incident involving force  tha t is  unreasonab le  or 
excessive , and  any susta ined  find ing tha t an  office r fa iled  to  in te rvene  
aga inst anothe r office r using unreasonable  or excessive  force , subject 
to  d isclosure .  The  b ill would  require  records re la ting to  susta ine d  
find ings of un lawful a rrests and  unlawful sea rches to  be  subject to  
d isclosure .  The  b ill would  a lso re quire  the  d isclosure  of records 
re la ting to  an  incide nt in  which  a  susta ined  find ing was m ade  by any 
law enforcem ent agency or oversight agency tha t a  peace  office r or 
custodia l office r enga ged  in  conduct involving pre jud ice  or 
d iscrim ina tion  on  the  basis of specified  protected  classes.  The  b ill 
would  m ake  the  lim ita tions on  de lay of d isclosure  inapplicable  until 
January 1, 2023, for the  described  records re la ting to  incide nts tha t 
occurred  be fore  January 1, 2022.” 
 
NOTE:  This b ill p roposes tha t “[a ]n  inciden t involving a  com pla in t tha t 
a lleges unreasonable  or excessive  force” would  be  d isclosed .  
(Em phasis added .) 

 
 Sum m ary provide d  by the  Vice  Mayor: 
 

Two of the  prim ary changes in  the  curren t law. 
1. Estab lishes new re ten tion  pe riods for in form ation  regard ing ce rta in  
com pla in ts to  be  not le ss than  5 yea rs for com pla in ts not susta ined  
and  not le ss than  15 yea rs for com pla in ts tha t a re  susta ined . 
2. Revises one  and  adds one  ca tegory of com pla in ts tha t m ust be  
d isclosed . Specifica lly “…the  following peace  office r or custodia l office r 
pe rsonne l records and  records m ain ta ined  by a  sta te  or loca l agency 
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sha ll not be  confidentia l and  sha ll be  m ade  ava ilab le  for pub lic 
inspection  pursuan t to  the  Ca liforn ia  Public Records Act.” 
(b)(1)(A) A record  re la ting to  the  report, inve stiga tion , or find ings of any 
of the  fo llowing: 
(i) [no change] An incident involving the  d ischarge  of a  firea rm  a t a  
pe rson  by a  peace  office r or custodia l office r. 
(ii) [no change] An incident involving the  use  of force  aga inst a  pe rson  
by a  peace  office r or custodia l office r tha t re su lted  in  dea th  or in  grea t 
bodily in jury. 
(iii) [revised] An inciden t involving a  com pla in t tha t a lleges 
unreasonab le  or e xcessive  force . 
(iv) [new] A susta ine d  find ing tha t an  office r fa ile d  to  in te rve ne  aga inst 
anothe r office r using force  tha t is  clea rly unreasonable  or excessive . 
 

 Anticipa ted  Im pact on  Los Altos: 
 

Probably little  to  none .  Los Altos has ve ry few a llega tions of police  
im proprie ty.  

 
 Council’s previous position :  None  
 

Ca l Citie s’ position :  Oppose  
 
League  of Wom en Vote rs’ position :  Support  
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AB 989: 
 

Sum m ary from  the  League  of Wom en Vote rs (not endorsed  by the  Vice  
Mayor): 

 
“The  Housing Accoun tability Act prohib its  a  loca l agency from  
disapproving, or cond ition ing approva l in  a  m anner tha t renders 
in feasib le , specified  housing deve lopm ent projects, includ ing projects 
for ve ry low, low-, or m odera te -incom e households and  projects for 
em ergency she lte rs tha t com ply with  app licable , ob jective  genera l 
p lan , zoning, and  subdivision  standards and  crite ria  in  e ffect a t the  
tim e  the  applica tion  for the  pro ject is  dee m ed com ple te , un less  the  
loca l agency m akes specified  writte n  find ings based  on  a  
preponderance  of the  evidence  in  the  record .  This b ill wou ld  estab lish  
a  Housing Accountab ility Com m ittee , and  would  prescribe  its  
m em bersh ip .” 

 
 Sum m ary provide  by the  Vice  Mayor: 
 

Excerp t from  Legisla tive  Counse l’s Digest, followe d by se lect p rovisions 
about the  com position  of the  proposed  com m ittee . 
 
Legisla tive  Counse l’s Digest 
AB 989, a s am ended, Gabrie l. Housing Accountability Act: appea ls: 
Housing Accoun tability Com m ittee . 
 
…. 
This b ill wou ld  estab lish  a  Housing Accountability Com m ittee , and  
would  prescribe  its  m em bersh ip . The  b ill would  au thorize  an  applicant 
who proposes a  housing deve lopm e nt pro ject pursuant to  the  Housing 
Accountability Act, a s described  above , to  a ppea l a  loca l agency’s 
decision  on  the  proje ct applica tion  to  the  com m itte e . The  b ill would  
prescribe  the  qua lifica tions of proposed  housing deve lopm ents  tha t 
would  be  e ligib le  for appea ls and  tim e lines  with in  which  applicants, 
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the  com m ittee , and  loca l agencies would  be  required  to  act. The  b ill 
would  require , am ong othe r th ings, the  loca l agency to  transm it a  copy 
of its  decision  and  reasoning to  com m ittee . 
 
This b ill wou ld  require  the  com m ittee  to  vaca te  a  loca l decision  if it 
finds tha t the  loca l agency d isapprove d  the  housing deve lopm en t or 
conditione d  the  approva l of the  housing deve lopm e nt in  viola tion  of 
the  Housing Accounta bility Act. The  b ill wou ld  require  the  com m ittee  
to  orde r the  loca l agency to  issue  any nece ssa ry approva l for the  
deve lopm ent and , if applicable , to  m odify or rem ove  any  cond itions or 
requirem en ts tha t vio la te  the  act. 
 
This b ill wou ld  require  a  loca l agency to  ca rry out a  com m ittee  order 
with in  30 days of e n try, and  if the  loca l agency fa ils  to  do so, the  b ill 
would  au thorize  an  a pplicant to  enforce  the  com m ittee  orders in  
court. The  b ill would  en title  the  applicant to  a ttorne y’s fees and  costs, 
and  would  additiona lly au thorize  the  court to  im pose  specified  fines 
on  the   loca l agency. The  b ill would  au thorize  the  departm e nt to  
charge  applicants a  fee  for an  appea l, a s specified , and  if the  
com m ittee  orders approva l of the  propose d  deve lopm en t or m odifie s 
or rem oves any conditions or requirem e nts  im posed  upon the  
applicant, the  b ill wou ld  require  a  loca l agency to  re im burse  the  
applicant for the  fee . By increasing the  dutie s of loca l officia ls, th is b ill 
would  im pose  a  sta te -m anda ted  loca l program . 
 
…..” 
 
 

[End Legisla tive  Counse l’s Digest] 
 
The  8-m em ber com m ittee  would  include  the  head  of HCD and the  
Governor’s Office  of Planning and  Research  (or the ir designees) a s ex 
officio  m em bers. The  othe r six would  be  appoin ted  by the  Governor 
with  the  advice  and  consent of the  Se na te : 
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“(A) Notwithstanding Section  1099, two m e m bers sha ll be  a  m em ber of 
a  city council or board  of supervisors. One  m em ber sha ll represent a  
sm all ju risd iction  and  one  m em ber sha ll represent a  la rge  jurisd iction . 
(B) Two m em bers shall have  extensive  e xpe rience  in  the  deve lopm ent 
of a ffordable  housing.  
(C) Two m em bers sha ll be  ne ithe r a  m em ber of a  city council or county 
board  of supervisors nor have  extensive  e xperience  in  the  
deve lopm ent of a ffordable  housing. 
(3) The  appoin ted  m e m bers sha ll se rve  for te rm s of two years each , a t 
the  p leasure  of the  Governor.  
(4) The  d irector of the  departm ent sha ll designa te  the  cha irpe rson .” 

 
 Anticipa ted  Im pact on  Los Altos: 
 

Unknown.  Depends en tire ly on  when and  how proposed  
deve lopm ents a re  de nied . 

 
 Council’s previous position :  None  
 

Ca l Citie s’ position :  Oppose  
 
Am erican  Planning Associa tion :  Neutra l (APA Calif. Chapte r le tte r of 
neutra lity is  include d  with  th is report. 
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AB 1401: 
 

Sum m ary from  the  League  of Wom en Vote rs (not endorsed  by the  Vice  
Mayor): 

“Would  prohib it a  loca l governm ent from  im posing a  m inim um  
autom obile  pa rking requirem e nt, or enforcing a  m inim um  autom obile  
pa rking requirem ent, on  residen tia l, com m ercia l, or othe r 
deve lopm ent if the  deve lopm e nt is  loca ted  on  a  pa rce l tha t is  with in  
one-ha lf m ile  wa lking d istance  of public transit, a s de fined .  The  b ill 
would  not preclude  a  loca l governm en t from  im posing requirem ents 
when a  project p rovides pa rking volunta rily to  requ ire  spaces for ca r 
sha re  vehicles.  The  b ill would  prohib it these  provisions from  reducing, 
e lim ina ting, or precluding the  enforcem en t of any requ irem ent 
im posed  on  a  new m ultifam ily or nonresidentia l deve lopm ent to  
provide  e lectric vehicle  pa rking spaces or pa rking spaces tha t a re  
accessib le  to  pe rsons with  d isab ilitie s, a s specified .” 

 
 Sum m ary provide d  by the  Vice  Mayor 
 

Very sim ple  and  stra ightforward . The  city could  not im pose  any 
m inim um  parking requirem ent on  reside ntia l, com m ercia l, or othe r 
deve lopm ent if the  pa rce l is  with in  one-ha lf m ile  wa lking d istance  of 
public transit, except for e lectric vehicles and  d isab le d  pa rking. Key 
provisions quoted: 
“SECTION 1. 
 Section  65863.3 is  added  to  the  Governm e nt Code , to  read: 
65863.3. 
(a ) A loca l governm ent sha ll no t im pose  a  m inim um  au tom obile  
pa rking requirem ent, or enforce  a  m inim um  autom obile  pa rking 
requirem en t, on  residentia l, com m ercia l, or othe r deve lopm ent if the  
pa rce l is  loca ted  with in  one-ha lf m ile  wa lking d istance  of pub lic transit. 
(b ) When a  project p rovides pa rking volunta rily, noth ing in  th is section  
sha ll p reclude  a  loca l governm ent from  im posing requ irem ents on  
tha t volunta ry pa rking to  require  spaces for ca r share  vehicles. 
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(c) Subdivision  (a ) sha ll no t reduce , e lim ina te , or preclude  the  
enforcem ent of any requirem e nt im posed  on  a  new m ultifam ily 
residentia l or nonresidentia l deve lopm en t to  provide  e lectric vehicle  
pa rking spaces or pa rking spaces tha t a re  accessib le  to  pe rsons with  
d isab ilitie s tha t would  have  othe rwise  app lied  to  the  deve lopm e nt if 
th is section  d id  not a pply.” 
 

 Anticipa ted  Im pact on  Los Altos: 
 

In  the  opin ion  of the  Vice  Mayor:  Uncerta in . If “public transit” is  
in te rpre ted  to  include  a ll bus routes, then  it would  app ly to  prope rtie s 
with in  ½-m ile  of route s a long El Cam ino, San  Antonio, and  El Monte , 
and  pe rhaps othe rs.   
 
In  the  opin ion  of Mr. Weinberg:  Los Altos is  not close  enough to  a  
qua lified  transit cen te r for any of its’ lots to  be  a ffected  by the  curren t 
ve rsion  of th is b ill. 

 
 Council’s previous position :  None  
 

Ca l Citie s’ position :  Oppose  
League  of Wom en Vote rs’ position :  Support 
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SB 9 – Council’s curren t position
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SB 9 – Withdrawal of opposition  unless am e nded; 
Subm itted  for Conside ra tion  by the  Council by Mr. Weinberg 

 
[Assem bly Com m ittee s, a s a ssigned] 
 
RE: SB 9 (Atkins) Increased  Density in  Single -Fam ily Zones 
Notice  of Withdrawal of Opposition  Un less Am ende d 
 
Dear Assem blym em ber ______________: 
 
The  City of Los Altos is  p leased  to  withdraw its  position  of oppose  unless am ended 
to  SB 9.  As curren tly am ended, SB 9 would  pe rm it the  owner of a  pa rce l zoned  for 
a  single  fam ily reside nce  to  subd ivide  the  lot and  build  no m ore  than  two units on  
each  of the  subd ivide d  pa rce ls (a  duplex on  each  pa rce l).  While  the  legisla ture  has 
not incorpora ted  every am endm en t we  proposed  in  our May 13, 2021 le tte r, Los 
Altos ne ithe r opposes nor supports SB 9 as curren tly am ended. 
 
In  sum m ary, the  City of Los Altos is  now ne utra l on  SB 9 as am ended.  If you  have  
questions, or wish  to  d iscuss our position , p lease  do not hesita te  to  contact m e  a t 
n fligor@losa ltosca .gov. 
 
Since re ly, 
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SB 9 – Support; Subm itte d  for Conside ra tion  by the  Council by Mr. Weinberg 

 
[Assem bly Com m ittee s, a s a ssigned] 
 
RE: SB 9 (Atkins) Increased  Density in  Single -Fam ily Zones 
Notice  of Support 
 
Dear Assem blym em ber ______________: 
 
The  City of Los Altos write s to  express our support of SB 9, which  would  ease  som e 
of the  ba rrie rs to  build ing sm alle r hom es by stream lin ing approva l of single  fam ily 
lot sp lits  a s we ll a s a llowing two units on  these  newly crea ted  lo ts.  This is  a  change  
from  our form er position  (oppose  unless am e nded).  SB 9 prom otes sm all-sca le  
ne ighborhood deve lopm ent by a llowing up  to  four units  of housing on  lots zone d  
as single -fam ily.  
 
This b ill bu ilds upon recent changes to  accessory dwelling unit (ADU) law, which  
a llow three  units  on  a  single -fam ily pa rce l.  At the  re quest of the  property owner, 
the  loca l ju risd iction  m ust a llow a ll lots of a t least 2,400 square  fee t to  be  sp lit in to  
two approxim ate ly e qua l lots by m in iste ria l action ; the re  cou ld  be  a  40% /  60% split 
bu t ne ithe r lot could  be  sm alle r than  1,200 square  fee t. 
 
Ca liforn ia ’s housing crisis  is  fue led  by restrictive  zoning, a s over 70% of our sta te  is  
zoned  as single -fam ily residentia l.  We  curren tly have  a  sta tewide  housing shortage  
of approxim ate ly 3.5 m illion  hom es.  Hom eownersh ip  in  Ca liforn ia  is  a t its  lowest 
ra te  since  World  War II.  More  and  m ore  often , hom e buying is  be com ing a  privilege  
only ava ilab le  to  the  wea lth iest.  In  m ost m a jor Ca liforn ia  citie s , fewer than  42 
pe rcent of households ea rn  enough to  purchase  even  the  typ ica l en try-leve l hom e.  
As a  resu lt, m any ren te rs will have  little  to  no option  to  e n te r the  housing m arke t 
and  begin  to  bu ild  e quity.  In  add ition , th is problem  has a  d isproportiona te  im pact 
on  Black and  La tinx households. 
 
The  type  of “m issing m iddle” housing, or m edium  de nsity housing, tha t th is b ill is  
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trying to  incen t is  appropria te  for ren te rs or first-tim e  hom ebuye rs.  The  new 
housing m ust com ply with  loca l ob jective  design  standards, un le ss the  standards 
would  physica lly preclude  e ithe r of the  two units from  be ing a t le ast 800 square  
fee t in  a rea , so it should  fit in to  existing ne ighborhoods.  In  addition , the re  a re  
sign ificant ren te r protections aga inst d isp la cem ent and  short-te rm  ren ta ls a re  
prohib ited  in  these  new deve lopm ents. 
 
Los Altos is  a  fu lly deve loped  com m unity, and  we  a re  fortuna te  to  have  
ne ighborhoods of single -fam ily reside nces with  la rge  lots.  Our com m unity wants to  
do its  pa rt to  ease  the  housing crisis .  If passed , SB 9 would  give  our residen ts m ore  
opportun itie s to  be  pa rt of the  solu tion . 
 
For these  reasons, Los Altos strongly supports SB 9 as an  im portan t step  toward  
addressing the  “m issing-m idd le” prob lem  and  am eliora ting Ca liforn ia ’s housing 
crisis .  If you  have  questions, or wish  to  d iscuss our position , p le ase  do not hesita te  
to  contact m e  a t n fligor@losa ltosca .gov. 
 
Since re ly, 
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SB 16 – Oppose ; propose d  by the  Vice  Mayor 
 
[Assem bly Com m ittee s, a s a ssigned] 
 
SB 16 (Skinner) Peace  Office rs. Re lease  of Records 
Notice  of Opposition  (As Am ended May 20, 2021) 
 
Dear Assem blym em ber ____________:  
 
The  City of Los Altos respectfu lly opposes SB 16. While  the  overly punitive  
im position  of fines and  othe r m one ta ry dam ages have  been  rem oved from  the  
origina l b ill, the  m easure  rem ains excessive  in  the  types of pe rsonne l records it 
m akes subject to  d isclosures. 
 
We support m a in ta in ing the  confiden tia lity of pe rsonne l m a tte rs and  protecting 
public sa fe ty pe rsonne l d iscip line  records from  public d isclosure , a s appropria te . 
 
As am ended, SB 16 would  unjustifiab ly expand SB 1421 by provid ing for the  
d isclosure  of police  pe rsonne l records for every incide nt a lleging use  of force , 
regard less of whe ther the  office r was exone ra ted  or if a  com pla in t was not 
susta ined . This provis ion  is  ne ithe r practica l from  an  adm inistra tive  standpoin t nor 
he lpfu l toward  to  objective  of foste ring trust be tween law enforcem ent and  the  
com m unitie s the y se rve . The  re lease  of office r records for every single  incident 
involving any use  of force , or an  a llega tion  of unreasonable  or e xcessive  force  – 
especia lly those  in  wh ich  the  office r is  en tire ly with in  departm en ta l policy – will 
genera te  the  m isperception  tha t the re  was “som eth ing wrong” with  the  office r’s 
conduct. 
 
Our com m unitie s can  benefit from  continued  d ia logue  a round law enforcem ent 
review and  d iscip line . Unfortuna te ly, th is m easure  is  not lim ited  in  how it would  
open  police  office r pe rsonne l records to  the  public. This po licy im ba lance  tha t 
prioritizes public d isclosure  of records over an  office r’s privacy, regard less of 
whe ther they were  proven  to  have  exhib ite d  proper conduct, is  d isconcerting. 
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For these  reasons, the  City of Los Altos opposes SB 16. 
 
If you  have  questions, or wish  to  d iscuss our position , p lease  do not hesita te  to  
contact m e  a t n fligor@losa ltosca .gov. 
 
Since re ly, 
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SB 16 – Support; p ropose d  by Mr. Weinberg 
 
[Assem bly Com m ittee s, a s a ssigned] 
 
SB 16 (Skinner) Peace  Office rs. Re lease  of Records 
Notice  of Support (As Am ende d May 20, 2021) 
 
Dear Assem blym em ber ____________: 
 
The  City of Los Altos proudly write s to  express its  support of SB 16, which  expands 
on  SB 1421 to  facilita te  d isclosure  of records re la ting to  use  of force , wrongful 
a rrests and  sea rches, sexua l a ssault, and  d ishonesty. 
 
SB 16 requires d isclosure  of records re la ted  to  incidents involving susta ined  
pre judice  or d iscrim ina tion  based  on  seven teen  specified  protected  classes, 
the reby e xpand ing transparency while  pre se rving investiga tory and  sa fe ty in te rests 
of law enforcem ent.  The  b ill requires com pla in ts to  be  re ta ined  indefin ite ly and  
ensures tha t records a re  subject to  re lease  even  if a  peace  office r re signs prior to  
com ple tion  of an  inve stiga tion .  Furthe rm ore , the  b ill requires h iring agencies to  
review any file s of m isconduct prior to  h iring a  peace  office r.  Fina lly, it im poses 
fines if tim e ly d isclosure  is  not forthcom ing. 
 
Dem ocra tic governm ent depends on  the  in form ed and  active  pa rticipa tion  of its  
citizens and  requ ires tha t governm e nt protect the  citize n 's  righ t to  know by m aking 
public records accessib le .  Citize ns have  the  righ t to  be  inform ed, to  be  hea rd , and  
to  be  involved  not on ly in , bu t beyond e lections.  The  ab ility to  m onitor and  act on  
inform ation  re la ted  to  police  m isconduct a lso enables us to  be  inform ed 
participants in  the  de ve lopm e nt of policies and  procedures to  address and  prevent 
abuses. 
 
Los Altos is  p roud  of the  se rvice  our police  departm ent provides to  the  com m unity.  
Our peace  office rs tru ly a re  public se rvants and  a re  a  vita l to  the  success of our 
agency’s m ission .  Our police  a re  e ffective  only to  the  exten t re sidents trust the ir 
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p rofessiona lism .  SB 16 seeks to  increase  transparency which  can  only increase  tha t 
leve l of trust. 
 
If you  have  questions, or wish  to  d iscuss our position , p lease  do not hesita te  to  
contact m e  a t n fligor@losa ltosca .gov. 
 
Since re ly, 
  



DISCUSSION ITEM 
   Agenda Item # 15    

 

21 
 

AB 989 – Support; p roposed  by the  Vice  Mayor 
 
[Sena te  Com m ittees, a s a ssigned] 
 
RE: Assem bly Bill 989 (Grayson) Appea ls. Housing Accountability Com m ittee . 
Notice  of Opposition  (As Am ended May 3, 2021) 
 
Dear Sena tor ____________: 
 
The  City of Los Altos joins the  League  of Ca liforn ia  Citie s in  strongly opposing AB 
989 (Gabrie l), which  would  crea te  a  new sta te  appea ls com m ittee  with in  the  
Ca liforn ia  Departm en t of Housing and  Com m unity Deve lopm en t (HCD) com posed  
of e ight m em bers, a ll appoin ted  by the  Governor, with  a  pane l of five  m em bers 
hea ring each  appea l. 
 
Housing a ffordability is  a  critica l issue , and  we  a re  working to  expand the  
opportun itie s for housing projects consiste n t with  the  num erous Sta te  laws tha t 
govern  our Housing Elem ent and  re levant zoning standards. These  laws include  the  
Housing Accoun tability Act which  a llows a  city – subject to  proper notice , public 
hea rings, and  strict tim e  lim its – to  im pose  conditions to  m itiga te  the  environm e nta l 
im pact of the  project under CEQA and to  re quire  com pliance  with  “objective  
quantifiab le , written  deve lopm ent standards, conditions and  policies.” AB 989 
a llows a  m ajority of the  pane l to  overturn  e ithe r or both  of these  actions if a  
deve loper a rgues the y viola te  the  HAA. 
 
The  HAA furthe r a llows a  city – aga in  with  proper notice , pub lic hea rings, and  strict 
tim e  lim its – to  deny a  project because  it would  have  a  specific, adverse  im pact 
upon the  public hea lth  or sa fe ty. AB 989 aga in  a llows m ajority of the  pane l to  
substitu te  the ir judgm ent abou t the  pub lic hea lth  or sa fe ty of a  com m unity and  
overturn  the  de nia l fo llowing procedures tha t a re  not subject to  public review and  
com m ent. 
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Adding a  hea ring by the  Executive  Branch  of Sta te  Governm e nt will no t ge t housing 
built fa ste r. Ra the r, it will slow deve lopm en t, increase  conflict, and  add  tim e  to  the  
process. For these  reason , the  City of Los Altos OPPOSES AB 989. 
 
If you  have  questions, or wish  to  d iscuss our position , p lease  do not hesita te  to  
contact m e  a t n fligor@losa ltosca .gov. 
 
Since re ly, 
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AB 1401 – Support; p roposed  by Mr. Weinberg 
 
[Sena te  Com m ittees, a s a ssigned] 
 
RE: AB 1401 (Friedm an) Residen tia l and  Com m ercia l Deve lopm en t. Pa rking 
Requirem e nts.  
Notice  of Support if Am e nded  (As Am ended April 19, 2021) 
 
Dear Sena tor ____________: 
 
The  City of Los Altos write s to  express its  support for AB 1401.  AB 1401, a s 
am ended on  April 6, would  prohib it a  loca l governm ent from  im posing or e nforcing 
m inim um  au tom obile  pa rking requirem ents for both  reside ntia l and  com m ercia l 
deve lopm ents, if such  deve lopm ents a re  loca ted  with in  a  ½ m ile  of qua lifie d  public 
transit. 
 
Los Altos supports the  goa ls of th is b ill and  othe r e fforts tha t encourage  deve loping 
wa lkable  com m unitie s, enhance  h igh-qua lity transit op tions tha t se rve  the  needs of 
re sidents, and  reduce  re liance  on  priva te  au tom obiles th roughout citie s and  
counties sta tewide .  With  these  goa ls in  m ind , Los Altos is  a lso supportive  of 
encouraging housing, pa rticu la rly a ffordable  housing, and  p lanning for the  needs of 
a ll com m unity m em bers tha t m ay or m ay not re ly on  a  ca r.  As the  sta te  continues 
to  focus on  gree nhouse  gas reduction  goa ls, reductions in  ve hicle  m iles trave led  
and  a  sh ift to  fu lly e le ctric vehicles, au tom obiles, whe ther gas or e lectric, will still be  
a  pa rt of our transporta tion  ne twork.  Planning to  ensure  access to  robust transit, 
EV infrastructure , support for o the r m odes of transporta tion  and  options for som e  
leve l of pa rking, depe nding on  the  deve lopm ent and  com m unity, a re  a ll im portan t 
a spects tha t m ust be  kept in  m ind . 
 
As is  p rovide d  for in  Ca liforn ia ’s density bonus law, a  loca l ju risd iction  can  in itia te  
and  fund  a  pa rking study to  de te rm ine  if haza rds or othe r loca l conditions cou ld  
cause  dem and tha t ind ica tes m ore  pa rking is  required  than  wha t a  deve lopm e nt is  
actua lly proposing.  This language  was specifica lly agreed  to  in  p rior changes to  the  
density bonus sta tu te  and  we  be lieve  it would  be  an  im portan t concept to  
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incorpora te  in to AB 1401 so jurisd ictions would  have  the  opportunity to  ta ilor 
pa rking reductions to  loca l context if necessa ry.  With  th is am endm ent, the  City of 
Los Altos would  proudly support AB 1401. 
 
If you  have  questions, or wish  to  d iscuss our position , p lease  do not hesita te  to  
contact m e  a t n fligor@losa ltosca .gov. 
 
Since re ly,  
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AB 1401 – Oppose ; proposed  by the  Vice  Mayor 
 
[Sena te  Com m ittees, a s a ssigned] 
 
RE: AB 1401 (Friedm an) Residentia l and  Com m ercia l Deve lopm e nt. 
Pa rking Requirem ents. 
Notice  of Opposition  (As Am ended April 19, 2021) 
 
Dear Sena tor ____________: 
 
The  City of Los Altos respectfu lly opposes AB 1401 (Friedm an), which  wou ld  prohib it 
a  loca l governm ent from  im posing a  m inim um  autom obile  pa rking requirem en t, or 
enforcing a  m inim um  autom obile  pa rking requirem e nt, on  residentia l, com m ercia l, 
or othe r deve lopm en t if the  deve lopm en t is  loca ted  on  a  pa rce l with in  one -ha lf m ile  
wa lking d istance  of public transit. 
 
AB 1401 wou ld  essen tia lly a llow deve lopers to  d icta te  pa rking requirem en ts in  la rge  
a reas of our city because  the  de fin ition  of public transit includes en tire  bus 
corridors, not just h igh  frequency bus stops or m a jor transit stops. Restricting 
pa rking requirem ents  with in  one  ha lf- m ile  wa lking d istance  of a  h igh-qua lity transit 
corridor does not gua rantee  tha t ind ividua ls living, working, or shopp ing on  those  
pa rce ls will have  access to  public transit since  proxim ity to  a  corridor does not 
equa te  to  a  convenie nt bus stop . 
 
Furthe r, AB 1401 wou ld  give  both  deve lope rs and  transit agencies the  power to  
de te rm ine  pa rking requirem en ts. Transit agencies would  be  ab le  to  dram atica lly 
a lte r loca l pa rking standards by sh ifting tra nsit rou tes and  ad justing se rvice  
in te rva ls, with  no guarantee  tha t such  se rvice  would  eve n  be  in  p lace  a t the  tim e  a  
given  project is  com ple ted  or the rea fte r. 
 
AB 1401 could  nega tive ly im pact the  applica tion  of the  Sta te ’s De nsity Bonus Law by 
provid ing deve lopers pa rking concessions without a lso requ iring deve lopers to  
include  a ffordable  housing un its in  the  project. The  purpose  of the  Density Bonus 
Law is to  provide  concessions and  wa ivers to  deve lopers in  exchange  for a ffordable  
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housing units. Such  a  reduction  in  our ab ility to  com pe l the  inclusion  of a ffordable  
housing is  contra ry to  the  in te rests of Ca liforn ia  to  increase  the  a va ilab ility of such  
housing. 
 
We recognize  tha t am endm en ts have  a llowed for im position  of som e  requirem e nts 
regard ing e lectric veh icles. However, a s am ended, and  while  we ll in tended , AB 1401 
prevents loca l ju risd ictions from  estab lish ing appropria te  pa rking requirem en ts 
based  on  com m unity needs. A one -size  fits  a ll approach  to  an  issue  tha t is  p roject 
and  loca tion  specific just does not work. For these  reasons, we  ask for your NO vote  
on  AB 1401 on  the  Assem bly Floor. 
 
If you  have  questions, or wish  to  d iscuss our position , p lease  do not hesita te  to  
contact m e  a t n fligor@losa ltosca .gov. 
 
Since re ly, 


