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Legislative Policy Committee 
Pasadena City Council 
 
The West Pasadena Residents’ Association strongly opposes Senate Bill 9 (Atkins et. al.) as an excessive, misguided and 
fatally flawed attempt to pre-empt local land use control, with the outcome of promoting market rate housing at the 
expense of homeowners, renters, neighborhoods and the critical goal of producing very low and low income housing.  
 
SB 9 is deceptively misrepresented as a “duplex” bill, but in fact between lot splits, duplexing on the split lots, and 
allowing “granny flats,” as many as eight units — four full homes and four accessory units – could be built on one former 
lot.  
 
While promoted as housing relief, in fact neighborhoods of all income levels are threatened with excessive development 
and in many cases, gentrification as well. Street parking, fire safety and our beautiful trees would also be at risk. Fanciful 
justifications based on transit and car sharing will not make up for the loss of vehicle use that so many working people 
and families depend upon. 
 
WPRA urges the City of Pasadena to oppose this attempt to promote unacceptable and destructive concepts. WPRA 
understands and supports the critical need for additional affordable housing in California, but not through mass 
bulldozing of neighborhoods. There are better solutions than statewide, cookie-cutter giveaways to developers. 
 
Thank you for considering our point of view.   
 
Respectfully, 
 
Dan Beal 
President, West Pasadena Residents’ Association 
For the Board of Directors 
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LINDA VISTA-ANNANDALE ASSOCIATION 

 

City of Pasadena, Legislative Policy Committee 

c/o public comment – vflores@cityofpasadena.net. 

 

Re:  Special Meeting 2/23/2021; Agenda Item 1.; Review of 2020-2021 State Legislative 

Housing Bills 

 

Chair Madison and Committee Members, 

 

The Board of the Linda Vista-Annandale Association (LVAA) writes to you with a sense 

of urgency.  It is time to “get real” about the future of single-family neighborhoods in 

California in light of the California Legislature’s latest “housing” proposals.   

 

The effort to end single-family zoning in California and deliver single-family 

neighborhoods to speculative developers is back again this legislative session in slightly 

different form, but not any different in substance.  These proposals are based on the 

questionable theory of “trickle down” market rate housing, that is, the idea that allowing 

the transformation of single-family lots into multi-unit dense market rate housing sites 

somehow will expand the supply of affordable housing.  As observed before, luxury 

multi-unit housing developments on formally single-family lots has nothing to do with 

producing affordable housing. 

 

And, as often noted, Pasadena’s city-wide unique, architecturally distinctive, and 

irreplaceable single-family neighborhoods distinguish Pasadena from most other cities.  

As noted at Monday’s Council meeting, a large amount of Pasadena’s land area 

consists of beautiful, unique, and distinctive single-family neighborhoods.  Note:  listed 

historic resources may escape one of the current proposals, but eligible historic 

resources are ignored.  Pasadena’s neighborhoods are full of eligible historic resources 

that will have no protection. 

The worst of these new proposals is SB 9, authored by Atkins and Wiener.  SB 9 is 

NOT a benign “Duplex” bill as deceptively advertised.  SB 9 replaces single-family 

homes on one parcel with up to 6-units by right, with no local discretionary review, 

including one by right subdivision, and, also, allows 8-units on the formally single-family 

site with some local review and control. These up to 6-unit projects could be built by 

right without yards or garages, and just 4-foot setbacks. 

With credit to Livable California, here is how SB 9 would work to end single-family 

zoning in California: 

mailto:vflores@cityofpasadena.net
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“1. SB 9 would add both Govt Code section 65852.21 (allowing 2 units on a single 

parcel in a single-family residential zone [the so-called “duplex” provision, but in 

reality, “two residential units” provision]) and Govt Code 66411.7 (the lot-split 

provision).  

a.)  The two residential units on one parcel provision authorizes two residential units on 
a single lot in a single-family residential zone. 

b.)  The lot-split provision authorizes a single lot to be split into two lots of equal size. 

c.)  An application to do either or both of these is processed ministerially, by right. 

d.)  There is no requirement for affordable housing and no CEQA review. 

2. Under existing law, there is also a right to one Accessory Dwelling Unit and 
one Junior Accessory Dwelling Unit per parcel (Govt Code 65852.2). 

a.)  An Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) can be attached, or detached from an existing 
home, or a conversion of an existing space such as a garage. A local agency is 
prohibited from establishing a maximum size of an ADU of less than 850 square feet, or 
1,000 square feet if the ADU contains more than one bedroom. When ADUs are created 
through the conversion of a garage, carport or covered parking structure, replacement 
off-street parking spaces cannot be required by the local agency (Gov. Code 65852.2, 
subd. (a)(1)(D)(xi)). 

b.)  A Junior Accessory Dwelling Unit (JADU) is allowed to be created within the walls of 
a proposed or existing single-family residence or garage and shall contain no more than 
500 square feet. 

c.)  A local agency can limit the places within its jurisdiction where ADUs can be 
located, only based on the adequacy of water and sewer service, and the impacts on 
traffic flow and public safety, if the agency chooses to pass an ordinance. 

. . . . 

e.) There is no requirement that an ADU or a JADU be limited to any category of 
affordable housing. 

. . . . . . . 

3. Under SB 9, there are three scenarios that illustrate how many units could be 
built on one existing lot (parcel): 

a.) Scenario One:  The “two residential units” provision of SB 9 (sometimes mistakenly 
called the “duplex” provision, but not limited to “duplexes”) is invoked but not the lot-split 
provision: The single lot can now have two free-standing houses, two townhouses, or a 
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duplex. There is no requirement as to whether the two residential units would be a 
“duplex,” or attached to each other, or free-standing. In addition, an ADU and a JADU 
are allowed as of right on the parcel. Total of 4 units: “Two residential units” plus an 
ADU and a JADU on the single lot. 

b.) Scenario Two:  The lot-split provision of SB 9 is invoked, but not the “two residential 
units” provision allowed on each of the two new lots. One lot becomes two lots. Each lot 
can have one free-standing house or townhouse, PLUS an ADU and a JADU.  Total of 
6 units: “Two residential units” plus two ADUs and two JADUs, on a single lot 
that has been halved into two lots.  

c.) Scenario Three:  Both the lot-split provision and the “two residential units” provision 
are invoked. One lot becomes two lots. Each lot can have two free-standing houses or 
townhouses, PLUS each lot is entitled to an ADU and a JADU. Total of 8 units: Four 
“residential units,” plus two ADUs and two JADUs, on a single lot that has been 
halved into two lots.”  (Note:  local agency discretionary approval to go up to 8 
units would be required under certain circumstances.) 

Please take note again:  SB 9 creates by right luxury, market rate housing up to six 
units on currently single-family lots and will be a boon to speculative developers.  In 
addition to dense multi-units replacing single-family homes, lots will be effectively paved 
over, and most trees cut down.  Once one or two lots “falls” on a block, that will be the 
end of that single-family neighborhood.  PASADENA MUST STRONGLY ADVOCATE 
FOR THE SURVIVAL OF OUR SINGLE-FAMILY NEIGHBORHOODS, AND, AND 
ASSERTIVELY OPPOSE SB 9.   

SB 9 exempts listed historic resources such as a Landmark District or an individual 
property, but not eligible ones.  And imagine this sort of development immediately 
adjacent to a single listed, Landmark home.  Further, while ADUs are limited somewhat 
in our Hillside areas based on public safety, the balance of SB 9 including the by right 
subdivision provision would apply apparently to Hillside parcels.  There are also certain 
other limitations in SB 9 such as exempting certain high Fire danger areas, but most are 
considered minimal by commentators. 

Further, it should be noted that Pasadena highly values its older neighborhoods with 
properties owned by hard-working middle- or lower -income families who will see their 
older, highly regarded neighborhoods potentially decimated and replaced with “luxury” 
highly priced dense housing.  This potential and expected result will be especially hard 
on communities of color. 

What is the first step?  This Committee should lead in developing a strategy to 
enable Pasadena to join with groups and other cities throughout California 
opposed to SB 9.  This is exactly what Neighborhood Associations throughout 
California are doing now.  Letters of opposition are needed now for submission to 
the Legislature website portal. Why now?  Various Bills including SB 9 are in 
Committee in the Legislature now and are more easily defeated or changed. 



Page 4 of 4 
 

The next worse of these new Bills is SB 10, authored by Wiener.  With credit again to 
Livable California, here is a summary of SB 10: 

“SB 10 does two things: It lets a simple majority on a city council to overturn voter-
approved ballot initiatives that protect open space and land, and that protect 
neighborhoods, on such issues as height limits. SB 10 also allows cities to approve 10-
unit market-rate apartments almost anywhere, regardless of local zoning. 

The concept of unaffordable market-rate 10-unit apartments allowed almost everywhere 
was also the core goal of Scott Wiener’s infamous SB 50, killed in January of 2020 by 
legislators. 

Under SB 10, the 10-unit market rate buildings could be approved by any of the 400-
plus city councils in California, on ANY land deemed “urban infill,” “transit rich,” or “jobs 
rich.” 

In defining the squishy term “urban infill,” city councils can deem land “underutilized” 
and thus “urban infill.” State employees would define which communities are “transit 
rich,” or “jobs rich” — a term even more squishy than “urban infill.”  . . . . SB 10 would 
allow 10-unit market-rate apartment buildings on most blocks, in most communities.” 

While Pasadena residents might trust our current City Council to skip SB 10 when 
neighborhoods would be impacted, there can be no assurances on just what a future 
Council will do with respect to single-family neighborhoods, particularly with respect to 
development sites adjacent to single-family neighborhoods.  This Committee also 
should lead in developing a strategy to oppose SB 10. 

 

Thank you for considering our views and suggestions regarding both proposed Bills, but 
particularly SB 9.  LVAA urges Pasadena to aggressively oppose SB 9 now. 

Sincerely, 

Linda Vista-Annandale Association 

/s/ Nina Chomsky 

By:  Nina Chomsky, President 

 S U B S C R I B E  F O R  U P D A T E S  

   

https://www.livablecalifornia.org/subscribe/



