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June 2, 2026 
 
From: Jeanne Schuman 
PO Box 708 
Berkeley, CA 94701 
 
To:  Planning Commission and the City of Berkeley, Planning Department 
 

Re:  Opposi�on to current San Pablo Corridor plan 
 
Planning Commissioners and the City of Berkeley, Planning Commission,  

As a long�me District 1 resident who would like to see Berkeley actually improve affordable housing, I am opposed to 
the current proposal to upzone San Pablo Avenue to 7 stories as outlined in the proposal in your agenda package for the 
following reasons: 

Berkeley is becoming less and less inclusive.  By allowing market rate housing to be built to the developer’s sweet spot 
of 7 stories as claimed by the city, it prevents inclusionary housing and results in less or even no affordable housing 
being built.  Building heights should limit developers to build to a maximum of 7 or 8 stories and with a maximum of 75 
feet, on the San Pablo corridor.  This and the current state laws would force them to use the state density bonus to build 
to their sweet spot. I agree with the statement that non inclusive housing is segregated housing 

The proposal lacks sufficient parking requirements for businesses or actual protec�on for small businesses and lacks 
specific details on what City sponsored assistance should be included. First floors must include commercial, community 
oriented, public spaces or you will create another wasteland such as the downtown area.    

More and more data is coming out to show that the YIMBY agenda and city housing direc�on has it wrong in their stats 
that falsely promise more affordable housing if market rate housing is built. 

YMIBYs tout Aus�n as an example city of rents going down by building market rate housing.  It’s a false comparison to 
Berkeley.  The reason is that, unlike Berkeley, Aus�n has the open space to build.  Berkeley is only 10.5 square miles of 
land; Aus�n is 319 square miles of land.  Both have approximately the same number of enrolled students at their 
universi�es. However, the density of Berkeley is 12,813 per square miles. The density of Aus�n is 3,025.    

Emeryville, another city touted as the most Yimby city because of the high number of rental developments, now has the 
highest rents in the East Bay per Zumper.com 

At the last planning commission mee�ng, one of your commissioners pointed out what I believe to be a number of 
incorrect data points about building in Berkeley.  Apparently, the correct number of how long the permit process takes 
in Berkeley is an average of 15 months, not 3 years and rents are not significantly coming down, if at all.  Addi�onally, it 
appears that the completed & approved building permits that count towards recent Berkeley’s RHNA requirement is 
over half completed in just a couple years.  That doesn’t even take into considera�on the large number of permits that 
for whatever reason are not going forward.  Developers have no incen�ve to build if housing prices do not rise.  It is 
foolish to believe that the financial market is the only bar to building affordable housing.  

 I believe that the current San Pablo corridor plan is poorly writen and I ask that you reject it. 

 

Jeanne Schuman 

.   
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To: Berkeley Planning Commission, Mayor Ishii and the City Council 
From: Toni Mester D2 
June 2, 2026 
 
The Up-Zoning Threat to Affordable Housing in Berkeley 
 
 In the discussion of zoning changes to three corridors and San Pablo 
Avenue, officials and the community have failed to adequately consider how 
upzoning will undermine the city’s efforts to encourage development of affordable 
housing. 
 According to the last housing element update, Berkeley is far below our 
RHNA goals in providing low income housing. Many  have been created in density 
bonus projects, while others comprise 100% affordable projects such as The 
Maudelle Shirek apartments (2001 Ashby) and The Grinnell (2527 San Pablo 
Avenue ). 
 The need for affordable units is demonstrated by the huge applica�on rate 
whenever a lotery for a new project opens. 2001Ashby got over 9,000 
applica�ons, and no doubt the BUSD workforce housing project at 1717 San Pablo 
Avenue, now accep�ng applica�ons, will be flooded with submissions. 
 The current height standards  that have produced these apartments are 
mostly 3 and 4 stories, incen�vizing the use of the density bonus to achieve an 
op�mum height of 6 or 7 stories, which is the limit of wood frame construc�on 
over a concrete podium. A taller building requires more expensive materials and 
components. 
 In prac�ce, most developers use the density bonus to sa�sfy the state 
required BMRs and “fee out” (pay the affordable housing mi�ga�on fee) on the 
difference between those and the city’s 20% inclusionary mandate. 
 Allowing a base project of 5-7 stories encourages developers to build 100% 
market rate projects and pay the mi�ga�on fee on the en�rety to the housing 
trust fund to subsidize affordable projects elsewhere. 
 This op�on is problema�c for social, ethical, and legal reasons, including 
viola�on of the state mandate to affirma�vely further fair housing  or to achieve 
equity among neighborhoods with a heavy handed up-zoning of all of San Pablo 
Avenue. 
 A higher base also welcomes projects of excessive mass and height (via the 
density bonus and AB 1287) that can overwhelm fragile business districts, 
transporta�on infrastructure, and ability of first responders to ensure health and 
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https://berkeleyca.gov/construction-development/land-use-development/general-plan-and-area-plans/housing-element-update
https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/Berkeley_2023-2031%20Housing%20Element_02-17-2023v2_0.pdf
https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/Berkeley_2023-2031%20Housing%20Element_02-17-2023v2_0.pdf
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202320240AB1287


safety of residents. These allowances are the result of poli�cal pressure from 
developers to provide maximum flexibility and deregula�on to overcome 
nega�ve, transient market condi�ons, which is a poor subs�tute for long-term 
planning. 
 Up-zoning increases capacity but also raises the price of land, which puts 
non-profit affordable housing developers at a disadvantage in compe�ng for 
available parcels. 
 Affordable housing developers have been further hurt by the removal of 
rent control exemp�ons in Measure BB (2024) that could cost affordable housing 
projects in excess of $100K a year  
 
A Compromise Solu�on  
 
 The City can use the ready-made standards of the State’s new TOD (transit 
oriented development) law SB79, which requires affordable units with increased 
heights. Although these allowances are available to developers in limited areas, 
there is no prohibi�on against a city adop�ng them elsewhere.  Since these 
standards have been reviewed and passed by the legislature, they should  meet 
approval in a state mandated review. 
 In addi�on, the Council should put a revision of the Rent Stabiliza�on 
Ordinance on the ballot to re-instate the registra�on exemp�on for non-profit 
developers and expand exemp�ons to all owner occupied duplex parcels to 
encourage home divisions and other new units that might not meet the Measure 
Q exemp�ons, which have successfully incen�vized the building of hundreds of 
new ADUs. 
 A new study has found that ADUs are not only expanding housing 
opportuni�es but are also surprisingly affordable. 
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https://www.berkeleyside.org/2025/12/19/berkeley-affordable-housing-measure-bb-registration-fees
https://abag.ca.gov/our-work/housing/regional-housing-technical-assistance/senate-bill-79-2025
https://www.bayareaeconomy.org/files/pdf/ADU%20Equity%20Report_BAC_Feb2026.pdf
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