
 
 

Planning Commission 
REGULAR MEETING AGENDA 
Tuesday, June 23, 2026 | 7:00 PM 

   City Hall Council Chamber – 70 N. First Street 

   

 

CALL TO ORDER / ROLL CALL 

This Planning Commission meeting will be conducted in person and virtually via video 
teleconferencing (Zoom) in compliance with the provisions of the Brown Act. A quorum of the 
Planning Commission will be in attendance at the city of Campbell City Hall. Members of the 
public may attend this meeting in person at Campbell City Hall or virtually via Zoom at 
https://campbellca.gov/PCSignup. The meeting will also be live streamed on Channel 26, the 
City's website, and on YouTube at https://www.youtube.com/@CityofCampbell. 

Written correspondence will be accepted via email at planning@campbellca.gov until 12:00 PM 
on the day of the meeting, and thereafter may be delivered in-person at the public hearing. 
Written correspondence will be posted to the City’s website and distributed to the Planning 
Commission. If you choose to email your comments, please indicate in the subject line “FOR 
PUBLIC COMMENT” and indicate the item number. 
 
Members of the public may be allotted up to two (2) minutes to comment on any public hearing 
or study session item. Applicants/Appellants and their representatives may be allotted up to a 
total of five (5) minutes for opening statements and up to a total of three (3) minutes maximum 
for closing statements. Items requested/recommended for continuance are subject to Planning 
Commission’s consent at the meeting. 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

1. Approval of Minutes of May 26, 2026 (Roll Call Vote) 

Recommended Action: That the Planning Commission approve the regular meeting 
minutes of May 26, 2026. 

COMMUNICATIONS 

AGENDA MODIFICATIONS OR POSTPONEMENTS 

ORAL COMMUNICATIONS 

This portion of the meeting is reserved for individuals wishing to address the Planning 
Commission on matters of community concern that are not listed on the agenda. In the interest 
of time, the Chair may limit speakers to five minutes. Please be aware that State law prohibits 
the Commission from acting on non-agendized items, however, the Chair may refer matters to 
staff for follow-up. 

https://campbellca.gov/PCSignup
https://www.youtube.com/@CityofCampbell
mailto:planning@campbellca.gov?subject=FOR%20PUBLIC%20COMMENT%20ITEM%20NO.%20
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PUBLIC HEARING 

2. 1500 E Hamilton Avenue – Minor Housing Development Project Permit and Vesting 
Tentative Subdivision Map (Resolution/Roll Call Vote) 

Public Hearing to consider the application of James Sullivan on behalf of Ross Green 
Valley II to allow demolition of an existing office building and construction of a housing 
development project consisting of 74 townhome-style condominium units arranged 
across 12 townhouse rows, with associated site and landscaping improvements, on 
property located at 1500 E Hamilton Avenue. The applications under consideration 
include a Minor Housing Development Project Permit with the use of State Density 
Bonus Law (DBL) waivers from applicable development standards of the Zoning Code 
and Multi-Family Development and Design Standards (MFDDS), and a concession from 
the frontage utility undergrounding requirements; and a Vesting Tentative Map to allow 
the creation of 13 lots and 74 residential condominiums, together with related public 
and private easements, submitted pursuant to a Housing Crisis Act (HCA) preliminary 
application filed in compliance with Government Code Section 65941.1. File No.: PLN-
2025-55. Staff recommends that this item be deemed categorically exempt from CEQA. 
Planning Commission action is final unless appealed in writing to the City Clerk within 10 
calendar days. Project Planner: Daniel Fama, Senior Planner. 
 
Recommended Action: Adopt a Resolution, approving a Minor Housing Development 
Project Permit and a Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map. 

STAFF AND COMMITTEE REPORTS  

3. Planning Commission Subcommittee Reports 

• Housing Permits Streamlining Ad Hoc Subcommittee – Commissioners Buchbinder 
and Kamkar 

This subcommittee will interview developers and other stakeholders to identify 
production, bottlenecks and propose policies. 

 

• Permitting Process for Streamlining to Benefit Economic Development Ad Hoc 
Subcommittee – Commissioners Zisser and Aquilina 

This Subcommittee is researching permit streamlining actions the City could enact to 
support economic and business development, focusing on Conditional Use Permits. 

 
4. Report of the Community Development Director – Rob Eastwood, Community 

Development Director 

The Community Development Director will provide a verbal update on matters of 
interest to the Planning Commission. 

ADJOURNMENT 

Adjourn to the Planning Commission meeting of July 14, 2026, at 7:00 PM, in the City Hall Council 
Chambers, 70 North First Street, Campbell, California and via telecommunication.  
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Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) 
In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, listening assistance devices are available 
for meetings held in the Council Chambers. If you require accommodation to participate in the 
meeting, please contact the City Clerk’s Office at ClerksOffice@campbellca.gov or 408-866-2117 
in advance of the meeting. 

 

mailto:ClerksOffice@campbellca.gov


 

 
   

PLANNING COMMISSION 
REGULAR MEETING MINUTES 

Tuesday, May 26, 2026 I 7:00pm 
City Hall Council Chamber  

 

 
CALL TO ORDER 
 
 
The Regular Planning Commission meeting of May 26, 2026, was called to order at 7:00 pm by Chair 
Fields, and the following proceedings were followed   
 

ROLL CALL 
 

  
   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Staff Present: 
Victoria Thompson, City Attorney’s Office 
Rob Eastwood, Director 
Daniel Fama, Senior Planner 

COMMUNICATIONS 

None. 

AGENDA MODIFICATIONS OR POSTPONEMENTS 

None.  

ORAL COMMUNICATIONS 

This portion of the meeting is reserved for individuals wishing to address the Planning 
Commission on matters of community concern that are not listed on the agenda. In the interest 
of time, the Chair may limit speakers to five minutes. Please be aware that State law prohibits the  

Planning Commissioners Present: 
Davis Fields, Chair  
Gary Aquilina, Vice Chair 
Matt Kamkar 
Adam Buchbinder 
Alan Zisser 
Phil Alne   
 

Planning Commissioners Absent: 
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Commission from acting on non-agendized items, however, the Chair may refer matters to staff 
for follow-up.  

Susan Landry provided comments related to perceived bias and potential conflict of interest of 
Planning Commissioners 

Aiden, a college student provided comments regarding studying transit oriented development in 
Campbell.  

APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

1. Approval of Minutes of May 12, 2026 (Roll Call Vote) 

Recommended Action: That the Planning Commission approve the regular meeting 
minutes of May 12, 2026. 

Motion: Upon motion by Commissioner Zisser, seconded by Commissioner Kamkar, 
the Planning Commission motioned to approve the regular meeting 
minutes of May 12, 2026, with corrections outlined, by the following roll 
call 

 
 AYES:   Zisser, Buchbinder, Fields, Kamkar, Aquilina  
 NOES:   None 
 ABSTAIN: Alne 
 ABSENT: None 

 

COMMUNICATIONS 

AGENDA MODIFICATIONS OR POSTPONEMENTS 

ORAL COMMUNICATIONS 

This portion of the meeting is reserved for individuals wishing to address the Planning Commission on matters of 
community concern that are not listed on the agenda. In the interest of time, the Chair may limit speakers to five 
minutes. Please be aware that State law prohibits the Commission from acting on non-agendized items, however, the 
Chair may refer matters to staff for follow-up. 

PUBLIC HEARING 

Disclosures: None  

2. 2027-2031 Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) (Resolution/Roll Call Vote) 

Public Hearing to consider the City of Campbell 2027-2031 Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) 
for citywide projects for consistency with the Campbell 2040 General Plan. File No.: PLN-
2026-59. Staff is recommending that the project be deemed exempt under CEQA. Project 
Planner: Daniel Fama, Senior Planner.  

Recommended Action: Adopt a Resolution, finding that the proposed Capital Improvement 
Plan (CIP) is consistent with the Campbell General Plan. 
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Senior Planner Daniel Fama  presented the Capital Improvement Plan, explaining that the 
city budgets long-term projects to a rolling five-year plan, and the planning commission 
must determine each year that the plan is consistent with the general plan.  

Planning Commissioners were reminded that the intent to review is to look at consistency, 
not the merits of individual projects, and city’s procedure is to identify new projects 
incorporated into the plan and determine their consistency with the general plan.  

Chair Fields opened hearing for Public Comment. 

Susan Landry spoke and provided feedback regarding preparation of a  Community Center 
Master Plan. 

Recreation and Community Services Director Bissel provided feedback regarding the cost 
and timing of a Community Center Master Plan.  Commissioners had questions and 
comments about various capital improvement projects that were responded to by Public 
Works Director Olay.  

Motion: Upon motion by Commissioner Aquilina, seconded by Commissioner 
Zisser, the Planning Commission motioned to approve the City of Campbell 
2027-2031 Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) is consistent with the Campbell 
2040 General Plan. by the following roll call: 

 
AYES:  Zisser, Buchbinder, Aquilina, Fields, Kamkar, Alne 
NOES: None 
ABSTAIN: None 
ABSENT: None 

 

NEW BUSINESS 

3. Overview of Park Impact Fees 

Staff presentation of the City’s park impact fee program. Staff Presenter: Natasha Bissell, 
Recreation and Community Services Director 
 
Recreation and Community Services Director provided information documenting how In-
lieu fees help improve parks, emphasizing that parks and recreational opportunities are 
essential public infrastructure, not optional amenities, and that growth must be paired with 
infrastructure that makes the city livable. The presentation highlighted  

• Higher density housing creates more reliance on public parks and recreational 
opportunities, as residents in apartments, condos, town homes, and mixed-use 
development have less private space and fewer recreational opportunities at home, 
making community gathering spaces and recreational infrastructure more 
important. 
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• Park impact fees are not punitive, but rather mitigation tools and a way to ensure 
that infrastructure keeps pace with growth, and are legally authorized mechanisms 
for cities to use, helping to offset the impacts of new development on park usage, 
infrastructure, and maintenance needs.  

 

• Removing Park impact fees would shift the burden of costs to residents, as 
developers would not be contributing to growth-related infrastructure, and existing 
residents would bear the costs, with future projects relying on general fund dollars 
for capital projects. 

 

• The parkland fees are used for capital improvements, rehabilitation projects, and 
community-wide assets, with examples including the Stojanovic family park, which 
was acquired and developed using the parkland fund 

 
 
Senior Civil Engineer Roger Storz stated that park fees don’t keep in line with the cost of 
land and explained the mechanism of how they are obtained.  
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Under public comment, Susan Landry spoke about challenges with joint use agreements 
with School Districts and private parks that are not accessible due to liability concerns from 
the developers and owners.  
 
Andrew Rosenberg, Pacific Development, provided feedback asking the city to look at 
recalibrating the park fees.  
 
Commissioners had various questions regarding opportunities for parkland and discussed 
other means of funding parks, such as parcel taxes.   
 
 
Chair briefly closed Public Hearing for a brief recess.  
Chair opened public hearing  
 

4. East Campbell Avenue Plan Line Project 

Staff presentation on the draft East Campbell Avenue Plan Line Project. Staff Presenter: 
Roger Storz, Senior Civil Engineer  
 
The city is planning to improve the East Campbell Avenue corridor, which has 
underdeveloped properties and limited right-of-way, to balance pedestrians, bicyclists, 
parking, and vehicle lanes. 
 
The project aims to update the existing master plan from 2007, incorporating bicycle 
facilities and improving the walking experience, with three alternatives considered and a 
preferred alternative that includes continuous bike lanes and maintains existing left turn 
pockets. 
 
The project has three segments, with segment one proposing class 2 bike lanes, and 
segment three proposing buffered bike lanes, to improve bicycle infrastructure. 
 
The proposed plan includes continuous bike lanes and moderate impacts to parking and 
development frontages along the corridor, with next steps including presentation to the 
bicycle and pedestrian committee in June and council approval on August 3rd. 
 
There is a possibility of implementing physical barriers, such as flexible delineators, for part 
of the corridor, particularly in areas with buffered bike lanes, to improve safety for 
bicyclists. 
 
The plan has been coordinated with the city's multimodal plan to ensure consistency, and 
it is expected to inform a broader citywide document. 
 
Under public comment, Property owner Bruce Bowen has expressed concerns about the 
removal of parking spaces in front of his shopping center, the Lloyd Center, to make room 
for a bike lane, and an alternate design has been evaluated. 
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Susan Landry asked if the bus stop would be moved and was informed that the bus stop 
would not be moved.  
Commissioners had various questions regarding the proposed designs under the project 
and its relationship to future development that will occur on East Campbell.   

STAFF AND COMMITTEE REPORTS  

5. Planning Commissioner / Subcommittee Reports 

Housing Permits Streamlining Ad Hoc Subcommittee – Commissioners Buchbinder and 
Kamkar 

• This subcommittee will interview developers and other stakeholders to 
identify production, bottlenecks and propose policies 
 
The Subcommittee members reported that they spoke to more developers 
andlisted of sources to who was spoken to.  

 
Susan Landry spoke concerning public perception and perceived bias and recommended 
the subcommittee evaluate applicant incomplete letters as part of their investigation 

 

Permitting Process for Streamlining to Benefit Economic Development Ad Hoc 
Subcommittee – Commissioners Zisser and Aquilina 

• This Subcommittee is researching permit streamlining actions the City 
could enact to support economic and business development, focusing on 
Conditional Use Permits  

 
Commissioner Aquilina and Commissioner Zisser reported that they spoke to 

brokers and  will return at a future date with further updates.  
 
 

6. Report of the Community Development Director 

 

Director Eastwood provided the following updates:  

• City‘sStarter Home ordinance  will go back to council.  

• Department will be interviewing candidates for Planner positions.  

• Provided an update on the selection of a Planning Commissioner to fill the vacant seat  

ADJOURNMENT 

Adjourn to the Planning Commission meeting of June 23, 2026, at 7:00 PM, in the City Hall Council 
Chambers, 70 North First Street, Campbell, California and via telecommunication. Please note that 
the regularly scheduled June 9, 2026, Planning Commission meeting has been canceled. 
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Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) 
In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, listening assistance devices are available 
for meetings held in the Council Chambers. If you require accommodation to participate in the 
meeting, please contact the City Clerk’s Office at ClerksOffice@campbellca.gov or 408-866-2117 in 
advance of the meeting. 

 
 
PREPARED BY: _______________________________ 
  Ken Ramirez, Administrative Analyst 
 
 
APPROVED:  ______________________________  
                           Davis Fields, Chair 

 
 
ATTEST:  ________________________________ 

      Rob Eastwood, Secretary  
 

mailto:ClerksOffice@campbellca.gov


ITEM NO. 2 

 

 

 

CITY OF CAMPBELL ∙ PLANNING COMMISSION 

Staff Report ∙ June 23, 2026 

 

PLN-2025-55 

 

Sullivan, J. 

Public Hearing to consider the application of James Sullivan on behalf of 

Ross Green Valley II to allow demolition of an existing office building and 

construction of a housing development project consisting of 74 townhome-

style condominium units arranged across 12 townhouse rows, with associated 

site and landscaping improvements, on property located at 1500 Hamilton 

Avenue. The applications under consideration include a Minor Housing 

Development Project Permit with the use of State Density Bonus Law (DBL) 

waivers from applicable development standards of the Zoning Code and 

Multi-Family Development and Design Standards (MFDDS), and a 

concession from the frontage utility undergrounding requirements; and a 

Vesting Tentative Map to allow the creation of 13 lots and 74 residential 

condominiums, together with related public and private easements, submitted 

pursuant to a Housing Crisis Act (HCA) preliminary application filed in 

compliance with Government Code Section 65941.1. File No.: PLN-2025-55.  

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

That the Planning Commission take the following action: 

1.  Adopt a Resolution, approving a Minor Housing Development Project Permit and Tentative 

Vesting Subdivision Map to allow the construction of a 74-unit housing development project. 

ENVIRONMENTAL (CEQA) DETERMINATION  

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission find that this project is Categorically Exempt under 

Section 15332, Class 32, of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), pertaining to infill 

development. This category applies to projects characterized as infill development within urbanized 

areas that are consistent with the applicable general plan designation and zoning regulations, occur on 

sites less than five acres in size, are surrounded by urban uses, and would not result in significant 

effects related to traffic, noise, air quality, or water quality. 

 

PROJECT DATA 

Zoning Designation:  Medium-High Density Mixed Use (MHD-MU) 

General Plan Designation: Medium-High Density Mixed Use (26-33) 

Form-Based Zone: T4N.L-O (T4 Neighborhood.Large – Open Subzone) 

Gross Lot Area: 2.81 acres 

Net Lot Area: 2.75 acres 

Proposed Density: 26.3 units/gr. acre   

Floor Area Ratio (FAR): 1.07 

Building Lot Coverage: 45%   

Parking: 163 stalls (2.20 stalls/unit) 
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Building 

Type 

Height  # Buildings Units/ 

Building 

Total 

Units 

GFA (per 

Building) 

GFA 

(Total) 

5-Plex 3 stories, 

39-ft 

4 5 20 11,655 SF 46,620 SF 

6-Plex 3 stories, 

39-ft 

3 6 18 13,666 SF 40,998 SF 

7-Plex 3 stories, 

39-ft 

3 7 21 16,278 SF 48,834 SF 

7-Plex - 

ALT 

3 stories, 

39-ft 

1 7 7 16,285 SF 16,285 SF 

8-Plex 3 stories, 

39-ft 

1 8 8 18,213 SF 18,213 SF 

TOTAL  12 
 

74 
 

170,950 SF 

 

DISCUSSION  

Project Site: The project site is an approximately 2.8-acre parcel currently developed with a two-story 

office building constructed in 1977, when the property was under the jurisdiction of Santa Clara 

County, prior to its annexation into the City of Campbell in 1982. The site is located at the southwest 

corner of Hamilton and Leigh Avenues. Surrounding uses include single-family residences to the west 

and south, the First Congregational Church of San Jose across Leigh Avenue to the east, and the City 

of San José boundary to the north (with townhomes across Hamilton Avenue in the San Jose). The 

property is designated Medium-High Density Mixed Use (26-33 units/acre) by the General Plan and is 

correspondingly zoned MHD-MU. The site is also identified as T4N.L-O (T4 Neighborhood Large – 

Open Subzone) on the Form-Based Zoning Map. In addition, the site is identified as a housing 

opportunity site in the City’s Housing Element. 

 

 

 

Hamilton Avenue 

Le
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h
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n

u
e
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Proposed Project: The proposed project is an application for a Minor Housing Development Project 

Permit with use of Density Bonus Law (DBL) waivers to allow demolition of the existing office 

building and construction of a housing development project consisting of 74 townhome-style 

condominium units arranged across 12 townhouse rows, with associated site and landscaping 

improvements. The project also includes a Tentative Vesting Subdivision Map to allow the creation of 

13 lots, 74 residential condominium units, and related public and private easements (reference 

Attachment B – Project Plans). 

 

Site Layout 

The proposed townhome buildings are arranged in a series of parallel rows organized around a network 

of private drive aisles providing internal circulation and vehicle access. Primary site access is provided 

from both Hamilton and Leigh Avenues, with the internal drive aisles designed to accommodate 

emergency and refuse vehicle access. 

The townhouse buildings are generally oriented toward the public streets and internal pedestrian 

walkways, with individual units accessed from either the street frontage or common walkways between 

buildings. Each unit includes an attached two-car garage accessed directly from the internal private 

drive aisles. Building groupings range from five to eight units and are distributed throughout the site 

to create a consistent residential pattern and provide separation between building rows. 

Landscaped setbacks are provided along the project perimeter and throughout the site, including 

pedestrian paseos and common open space areas between buildings. Street trees and perimeter 

landscaping are incorporated along Hamilton and Leigh Avenues to enhance the streetscape and 

provide a transition to adjacent residential development. 

 

 



Staff Report – Planning Commission Meeting of June 23, 2026                Page 4 of 9 
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Building Design 

The proposed townhome buildings feature a contemporary residential design characterized by varied 

rooflines, projecting bays, recessed balconies, and articulated façades that create visual interest and 

reduce the perceived massing of the three-story structures. The architecture incorporates a combination 

of stucco, board-and-batten siding, fiber cement lap siding, and stone veneer accents to provide texture 

and material contrast. Large windows, covered entries, and metal balcony railings further contribute to 

the residential character of the development. 

The project utilizes several coordinated architectural expressions and color palettes distributed 

throughout the site. Exterior colors consist primarily of neutral and earth-tone hues, including shades 

of white, gray, blue, and taupe, complemented by darker accent colors and stone veneer detailing. 

Although individual building elevations vary, the overall design maintains a cohesive architectural 

character across the development. The resulting building forms are well-articulated and provide a 

contemporary residential appearance that is compatible with the surrounding neighborhood context. 

  
  

  

SCOPE OF REVIEW  

The Planning Commission has authority to review and approve the application under CMC Chapter 

21.07 (Housing Development Regulations), which provides for three types of Housing Development 

Project Permits: Administrative, Minor, and Major. A Minor Housing Development Project Permit is 

required for projects with five or more units unless the project is subject to the MFDDS large site 

standards. Large sites include parcels of at least five acres, through lots of at least three acres, or sites 

with frontage along or perpendicular to an existing thoroughfare of at least 700 feet. Although the 

project site has extensive frontage along Hamilton and Leigh Avenues, it does not meet the latter 

threshold. Therefore, the application is a Minor Housing Development Project Permit within the 

Planning Commission’s approval authority. However, the Commission’s review is limited by State 

law, including the Housing Accountability Act and related housing laws, which generally restrict the 

City’s ability to deny or reduce the density of a qualifying housing development project. 
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◼ Density Bonus Law (DBL): California’s Density Bonus Law promotes and facilitates the creation 

of below-market-rate (BMR) units in new housing developments by offering several inducements. 

These include the actual density "bonus," allowing an increase to the base density based on the 

percentage and affordability level of the BMR units; a maximum parking ratio that limits the 

number of parking spaces the City may require; "concessions" or "incentives" that modify 

development standards or regulatory requirements to achieve identifiable and actual cost 

reductions; and "waivers" that eliminate or reduce development standards that would physically 

preclude construction of the project. Under State law, BMR units required by a city’s inclusionary 

housing ordinance also count toward qualifying a project as a Density Bonus project. Because the 

City requires projects with 10 or more units to provide at least 15% of those units as BMR units, 

nearly every project of that size automatically qualifies as a Density Bonus project, or can do so by 

adjusting the affordability level of the inclusionary units. 

 

For this project, the City’s 15-percent inclusionary housing requirement results in 11 required 

below-market-rate (BMR) units. The inclusionary requirement would otherwise require five Low-

Income units and six Moderate-Income units. However, to qualify under State Density Bonus Law, 

the applicant has elected to designate two of the Moderate-Income units as Low-Income units. As 

detailed in the Affordable Housing Plan included as Exhibit B to the Draft Resolution (Attachment 

A), the project will therefore provide seven Low-Income units and four Moderate-Income units. 

 

Furthermore, Bankers Hill 150 v. City of San Diego (2022) substantially limits a city’s ability to 

deny requested waivers under the Density Bonus Law. The court held that a city "may not apply 

any development standard that would physically preclude construction of that project as designed, 

even if the building includes ‘amenities’ beyond the bare minimum of building components." 

Accordingly, unless a requested waiver would result in a specific, adverse impact on public health 

or safety, damage a historic resource, or conflict with state or federal law, the City is legally 

required to grant the waivers. Design preferences, aesthetic concerns, or neighborhood 

compatibility considerations do not provide a valid basis for denial. As identified in the applicant’s 

Housing Incentive Request (reference Attachment C), the project includes waivers from various 

development standards that would physically preclude construction of the project as designed, 

consistent with the Bankers Hill decision.  

 

The project also includes a concession request from the City’s frontage utility undergrounding 

requirement, which would otherwise require the undergrounding of overhead utility lines and 

removal of utility poles along the project frontage. The requested concession would reduce project 

costs by relieving the applicant of this requirement and is consistent with Schreiber v. City of Los 

Angeles (2021), which confirmed that Density Bonus Law concessions and incentives are presumed 

to result in cost reductions unless the City makes one of the findings for denial authorized by State 

law. 

 

◼ Housing Accountability Act (HAA): The Housing Accountability Act limits the City’s ability to 

"deny, reduce the density for, or render infeasible" a housing project unless: (1) the proposal is 

found to violate an objective general plan or zoning standard (other than those waived or reduced 

through use of the Density Bonus Law), or (2) the project would result in a specific, adverse impact 

on public health or safety. While the decision-making body may apply conditions or modifications 

to further applicable goals, policies, or strategies, any such changes must be based on objective 

standards and may not make the project infeasible or reduce the number of units. For example, the 

decision-making body may not deny or condition a project based on subjective factors such as 

specific architectural style, unless an adopted objective design standard specifically governs those 

features and the applicant has not requested a waiver of that standard. 
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◼ Housing Crisis Act (HCA): Originally adopted as Senate Bill (SB) 330 in 2019 and later amended 

by SB 8 in 2021, the Housing Crisis Act establishes several provisions intended to accelerate 

housing production and provide certainty in local review. One key provision is the vesting 

preliminary application process, which, in coordination with the Permit Streamlining Act, allows 

an applicant to submit preliminary plans that “lock in” applicable zoning standards, General Plan 

policies, building and fire codes, and certain fees in effect at the time of submittal. A preliminary 

application for this project was received on December 9, 2024. Although the preliminary 

application had no practical effect on applicable development standards because there have been 

no substantive changes since it was filed that would materially affect the project, it did affect 

applicable fees. Specifically, because the preliminary application predated the City Council’s April 

15, 2025 adoption of the FY 2026 Master Fee Schedule, which for the first time provided for 

automatic annual CPI adjustments to certain fees, the project is subject to the fees in effect in fiscal 

year 2025, without the subsequent inflationary adjustment. 

 

ANALYSIS 

Findings for Approval: To grant a land use approval, the decision-making body must affirmatively 

establish that the project meets codified findings for approval. Findings establish the evidentiary basis 

for the City's decision to grant or deny a land use approval and to impose conditions of approval as 

necessary to establish the findings. The applicable findings depend upon the type of land use permit 

under review. This application requires establishment of two sets of findings, including: 

• Housing Development Project Permit (related to the proposed housing structures) 

• Subdivision Map (related to the creation of new parcels and condominiums) 

The following analysis identifies each of the applicable findings in italics and how the proposed project 

satisfies them. 

Housing Development Project Permit (CMC Sec. 21.07.070.A): These findings pertain to the 

architectural design and placement of the proposed residential structures, as well as the overall site 

layout of the project, as prescribed by the Multi-Family Development and Design Standards (MFDDS). 

As required by State law, staff review of projects under the MFDDS is strictly limited to consistency 

with objective standards (from the MFDDS, Zoning Code, and General Plan) and adequacy of project 

materials per the application checklist.  

A. The project, as conditioned, complies with all objective standards;  

 

Yes. Other than the deviations included as part of the applicant's Density Bonus Housing 

Incentive Request, the project is compliant with all applicable objective standards of the 

General Plan, Zoning Code, and MFDDS. 

B. The project, as conditioned, is consistent with all applicable General Plan goals, policies, 

and actions;  

 

Yes. The General Plan land use designation for the project site is Medium-High Density Mixed 

Use (26-33). The proposed project achieves a residential density of 26.3 units per acre, which 

falls within the allowable range and is consistent with the intended development intensity. The 

General Plan further indicates that this designation is intended for apartment buildings, 

condominiums, and comparable residential forms. The introduction of townhomes at the 

proposed density, therefore, is consistent with this land use designation. 

https://www.campbellca.gov/Archive.aspx?ADID=2960
https://www.campbellca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/20230/Housing-Development-Projects
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Lastly, the proposed project may also be found consistent with the following General Plan 

policies and actions: 

Policy LU-2.1:  Promote high quality, creative design and site planning that is compatible with 

surrounding development, public spaces, and natural resources. 

Action LU-1.g:  Through the development review and permit process, ensure that residential 

developments fall within the minimum and maximum density range stipulated on the 

Land Use Map.   

Policy H-1.1:  Inclusionary Housing: Ensure that new residential development in Campbell integrates 

units affordable to very low-, low-, and moderate-income households, or contributes 

funds to support the development of affordable housing. 

C. In the event of a conflict between General Plan and Zoning Standards, the standards 

contained in the General Plan were applied; 

 

Not Applicable. There is no conflict between the General Plan and the Zoning standards. 

D. The project will not result in a specific adverse impact to public health and safety that cannot 

be mitigated without rendering the project infeasible;  

 

Yes. The project will not result in a specific adverse impact to public health and safety that 

cannot be mitigated without rendering the project infeasible. As noted in the CEQA 

determination, the project qualifies for a Class 32 (Infill Development) Categorical Exemption, 

which presumes the absence of significant environmental effects, including those related to 

traffic, noise, air quality, and water quality. The project has been reviewed by all applicable 

City departments and agencies, and no health or safety impacts have been identified. Any minor 

construction-related effects can be mitigated through standard conditions of approval. 

Subdivision Findings (Govt. Code § 66410 et seq.): These findings are required by the Subdivision 

Map Act and must be established to allow approval of the Tentative Vesting Map, which would create 

74 residential condominiums as well as 13 "common" lots that would be managed by a homeowners 

association (HOA). 

A. That the proposed map is consistent with applicable general and specific plans; 

 

Yes, as discussed in Housing Development Project Permit 'B,' above. 

B. That the design or improvement of the proposed subdivision is consistent with applicable 

general and specific plans; 

Yes. The General Plan does not establish specific subdivision improvement requirements for 

the project site, and the City has no adopted specific plan applicable to the property. However, 

the project has been conditioned to provide standard public improvements along the Hamilton 

and Leigh Avenue frontages, including new sidewalks and driveways, ADA curb ramp 

improvements, reconstruction of damaged curb and gutter, street lighting, street trees, park strip 

landscaping, stormwater treatment facilities, and traffic striping and signage. In addition, 

required improvements also include the restriping of southbound Leigh Avenue between 

Hamilton Avenue and Picadilly Place to convert the existing outside travel lane into a dedicated 

bicycle lane with associated pavement markings and signage. Therefore, the design and 

improvement of the proposed subdivision is consistent with the applicable General Plan, and 

there is no applicable specific plan. 
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C. That the site is physically suitable for the type of development; 

Yes. The project site is relatively flat, requiring minimal grading to accommodate the proposed 

subdivision and can be adequately served by all required utilities necessary for residential use. 

D. That the site is physically suitable for the proposed density of development; 

Yes. The project site can physically accommodate the proposed development, in that new 

residences would include adequate living area and access to open space. 

E. That the design of the subdivision or the proposed improvements are not likely to cause 

substantial environmental damage or substantially and avoidably injure fish or wildlife or their 

habitat; 

Yes. The site has no value as habitat for endangered, rare, or threatened species (i.e., wetland), 

the project will not result in any significant effects related to traffic, noise, or air/water quality, 

as conditioned. 

F. The design of the subdivision or the type of improvements will not cause serious public health 

problems; and 

Yes. The proposed subdivision will not result in any public health impacts in that the residential 

use would not result in the release of any hazardous substances, emissions, or waste.  

G. The design of the subdivision or the type of improvements will not conflict with easements, 

acquired by the public at large, for access through or use of property within the proposed 

subdivision or that alternative easements for access will be provided, and that these will be 

substantially equivalent to ones previously acquired by the public. 

Yes. The Tentative Vesting Subdivision Map provides for necessary public and private 

easements required to service the subdivision. 

Site and Architectural Review Committee: The Site and Architectural Review Committee (SARC) does 

not have purview over applications for housing development permit application since the City’s review 

is limited to objective criteria.  

Public Comment: Staff communicated with several nearby residents when the project was previously 

under review approximately one year ago. However, no correspondence has been received in response 

to the Planning Commission public notice for this hearing. 

  

Attachments: 

A. Draft Resolution  

B. Project Plans 

C. Density Bonus Waiver Requests 
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RESOLUTION NO. 2026-xx 
 

BEING A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE 
CITY OF CAMPBELL APPROVING A MINOR HOUSING 
DEVELOPMENT PROJECT PERMIT, INCLUDING THE USE OF 
STATE DENSITY BONUS LAW (DBL) WAIVERS FROM APPLICABLE 
DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS OF THE ZONING CODE AND MULTI-
FAMILY DEVELOPMENT AND DESIGN STANDARDS (MFDDS), AND 
A CONCESSION FROM THE FRONTAGE UTILITY 
UNDERGROUNDING REQUIREMENTS, TO ALLOW THE 
DEMOLITION OF AN EXISTING OFFICE BUILDING AND THE 
CONSTRUCTION OF A HOUSING DEVELOPMENT PROJECT 
CONSISTING OF 74 TOWNHOME-STYLE CONDOMINIUM UNITS 
ARRANGED ACROSS 12 TOWNHOUSE ROWS, WITH ASSOCIATED 
SITE AND LANDSCAPING IMPROVEMENTS; AND A VESTING 
TENTATIVE MAP TO ALLOW THE CREATION OF 13 LOTS AND 74 
RESIDENTIAL CONDOMINIUMS, TOGETHER WITH RELATED 
PUBLIC AND PRIVATE EASEMENTS, ON PROPERTY LOCATED AT 
1500 E HAMILTON AVENUE. FILE NO.: PLN-2025-55 
 

After notification and public hearing, as specified by law and after presentation by the 
Community Development Director, proponents and opponents, the hearing was closed. 
 
After due consideration of all evidence presented, the Planning Commission did find as 
follows with respect to file number PLN-2025-55: 
 
1.  The Proposed Project is an application for a Minor Housing Development Project 

Permit, including the use of State Density Bonus Law (DBL) waivers from applicable 
development standards of the Zoning Code and Multi-Family Development and 
Design Standards (MFDDS), and a concession from the frontage utility 
undergrounding requirements, to allow the demolition of an existing office building and 
the construction of a housing development project consisting of 74 townhome-style 
condominium units arranged across 12 townhouse rows, with associated site and 
landscaping improvements; and a Vesting Tentative Map to allow the creation of 13 
lots and 74 residential condominiums, together with related public and private 
easements. 

2.  The Project Site is a 2.81 gross acre parcel located at the southwest corner of 
Hamilton and Leigh Avenues, which is developed with a 2-story office building. 

3.  The Project Site is designated Medium-High Density Mixed Use (26-33 units/acre) on 
the City of Campbell General Plan Land Use Map.  

4.  The Project Site is designated Medium-High Density Mixed Use (MHD-MU) on the 
City of Campbell Zoning Map.  

5.  The Project Site is designated T4N.L-O (T4 Neighborhood Large – Open Subzone) 
on the City of Campbell Form-Based Zone Map. 
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6.  The Proposed Project would achieve a density of 26.3 units/gr. acre (74 units ÷ 2.81 
gross acres), consistent with Table LU-I (General Plan Designations and 
Implementing Zoning Districts) of the City’s General Plan specifying a density range 
of 26-33 units per acre for this property.  

7.  The Proposed Project was submitted pursuant to a Housing Crisis Act ("SB-330") 
preliminary application (PLN-2024-184) filed in compliance with Government Code § 
65941.1 on December 9, 2024. 

8.  Pursuant to Campbell Municipal Code Chapter 21.24, the project is subject to a 15-
percent inclusionary housing requirement, resulting in 11 affordable units. Of these 11 
units, the City’s inclusionary housing requirement would require six Moderate-Income 
units and five Low-Income units. However, to qualify for the State Density Bonus Law, 
which requires at least 10 percent of the base units to be affordable to Low-Income 
households under Government Code section 65915(b)(1)(A), the applicant has 
elected to increase the Low-Income component to seven units. Accordingly, the 
project will provide seven Low-Income units and four Moderate-Income units. 

9.  Pursuant to Campbell Municipal Code Chapter 21.20, Density Bonuses and Other 
Housing Incentives, and California Government Code sections 65915 through 65918, 
the proposed project is eligible for unlimited waivers or reductions of development 
standards, one concession or incentive, and a 20-percent density bonus. The 
requested waivers are identified in the Housing Incentive Request. The applicant has 
also requested a concession from the City’s frontage undergrounding requirement in 
CMC section 21.18.140. 

10.  The City's review of the requested Density Bonus waivers and concession was 
conducted consistent with Bankers Hill 150 v. City of San Diego (2022), which 
established that the City "may not apply any development standard that would 
physically preclude construction of that project as designed, even if the building 
includes 'amenities' beyond the bare minimum of building components," when an 
applicant has requested a waiver(s) and/or concession(s), as well as with Schreiber 
v. City of Los Angeles (2021), which restricts the City's ability to require information to 
substantiate the basis for a requested waiver(s) or concession(s). 

11.  The Proposed Project, by creation of two or more housing units, constitutes a 
"Housing Development Project" under the Housing Accountability Act (HAA) 
(Government Code Section 65589.5). The City is, therefore, limited in its capability to 
"deny, reduce the density for, or render infeasible" the proposed project unless: 1) the 
proposal is found to be in violation of an applicable objective general plan, zoning, and 
subdivision standard, in effect at the time the project was deemed complete; or 2) the 
project will result in a specific adverse impact to public health and safety for which 
there is no feasible method to mitigate or avoid, unless the project is disapproved or 
approved upon the condition the project be developed at a lower density. 

12.  To deny a concession or incentive, the decision-making body must find one or more 
of the following conditions to exist: 1) The concession does not result in identifiable 
and actual cost reductions (see related discussion on “Schreiber v. City of Los 
Angeles”); 2) The concession would have a specific, adverse impact (as defined) upon 



Planning Commission Resolution No. 2026-xx         Page 3 of 5 
PLN-2025-55 – Minor HDP and Vesting T-Map 
1500 E Hamilton Avenue  

public health and safety or the physical environment or on real property listed in the 
California Register of Historical Resources, and there is no feasible method to mitigate 
or avoid the impact; and/or 3) The concession would be contrary to state or federal 
law. 

13.  The Proposed Project is consistent with the no net loss and protected-unit 
replacement requirements of the Housing Crisis Act under Government Code Section 
66300(d) as there are no residential units currently onsite. 

14.  The Proposed Project complies with the objective zoning and design review standards 
of the Campbell Municipal Code (CMC) and Multi-Family Development and Design 
Standards (MFDDS), accounting for incentives or concessions, waivers or reductions 
of development standards, as provided by State Density Bonus Law. 

15.  The Proposed Project is exempt from analysis under the City’s amended Vehicle Miles 
Traveled Policy, which exempts housing projects that are consistent with the General 
Plan.  

16.  The Proposed Project, as conditioned, would be consistent with the following General 
Plan policies and Actions: 

Policy LU-2.4 Require new development and renovation that is located within or 
immediately adjacent to existing residential neighborhoods to be 
compatible and well-integrated with the existing residential neighborhoods. 

Policy LU-2.5 Promote new development and additions that are designed to maintain and 
support the existing character and development pattern of the surrounding 
neighborhood, especially in historic neighborhoods and neighborhoods 
with consistent design characteristics.   

Policy H-1.1  Inclusionary Housing: Ensure that new residential development in 
Campbell integrates units affordable to very low-, low-, and moderate-
income households, or contributes funds to support the development of 
affordable housing. 

Action LU-1.g Through the development review and permit process, ensure that 
residential developments fall within the minimum and maximum density 
range stipulated on the Land Use Map.   

Action LU-2.a Through the development review and permit process, screen development 
proposals for land use compatibility, including conformance with existing 
development or neighborhoods.   

17.  Pursuant to CMC Sec. 21.07.100, the decision-making body may impose conditions, 
as it deems reasonable and necessary under the circumstances, to carry out the intent 
of Chapter 21.07 (Housing Development Regulations) and the Campbell General 
Plan.  

18.  As a condition of approval, the applicant shall record Covenants, Codes, and 
Restrictions (CC&Rs) for the Proposed Project, forming a Homeowner's Association 
(HOA) and formalizing the operational responsibilities of the HOA. 
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19.  No substantial evidence has been presented which shows that the Proposed Project, 
as currently presented and subject to the required conditions of approval, will have a 
significant adverse impact on the environment.  

20.  There is a reasonable relationship and a rough proportionality between the Conditions 
of Approval and the impacts of the Proposed Project. 

21.  There is a reasonable relationship between the use of the fees imposed upon the 
Proposed Project and the type of development project. 

Based upon the foregoing findings of fact and in consideration of the entire administrative 
record, the Planning Commission further finds and concludes that: 

Housing Development Permit (CMC Sec. 21.07.070.A): 

1.  The project, as conditioned, complies with all objective standards;  

2.  The project, as conditioned, is consistent with all applicable General Plan goals, 
policies, and actions;  

3.  In the event of a conflict between General Plan and Zoning Standards, the standards 
contained in the General Plan were applied; 

4.  The project will not result in a specific adverse impact to public health and safety that 
cannot be mitigated without rendering the project infeasible;  

Tentative Subdivision Map Findings (Govt. Code § 66410 et seq.): 
 
5.  That the proposed map is consistent with applicable general and specific plans; 

6.  That the design or improvement of the proposed subdivision is consistent with 
applicable general and specific plans; 

7.  That the site is physically suitable for the type of development; 

8.  That the site is physically suitable for the proposed density of development; 

9.  That the design of the subdivision or the proposed improvements are not likely to 
cause substantial environmental damage or substantially and avoidably injure fish or 
wildlife or their habitat; 

10.  The design of the subdivision or the type of improvements will not cause serious public 
health problems;  

11.  The design of the subdivision or the type of improvements will not conflict with 
easements, acquired by the public at large, for access through or use of property 
within the proposed subdivision or that alternative easements for access will be 
provided, and that these will be substantially equivalent to ones previously acquired 
by the public; 
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Environmental Findings (CMC Sec. 21.38.050):  
 

12. The Proposed Project is Exempt under Section 15332 (In-Fill Development Projects) 
of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  
 

13.  There are no unusual circumstances that would prevent the Proposed Project from 
qualifying as Exempt per Section 15300.2 of the CEQA Guidelines. 

THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Planning Commission approves a Minor 
Housing Development Project Permit, including the use of State Density Bonus Law (DBL) 
waivers from applicable development standards of the Zoning Code and Multi-Family 
Development and Design Standards (MFDDS), and a concession from the frontage utility 
undergrounding requirements, to allow the demolition of an existing office building and the 
construction of a housing development project consisting of 74 townhome-style 
condominium units arranged across 12 townhouse rows, with associated site and 
landscaping improvements; and a Vesting Tentative Map to allow the creation of 13 lots 
and 74 residential condominiums, together with related public and private easements, on 
property located at 1500 E Hamilton Avenue, subject to the attached recommended 
Conditions of Approval (attached Exhibit A) 
 
PASSED AND ADOPTED this 23rd day of June, 2026 by the following roll call vote: 
 
AYES: Commissioners:  
NOES: Commissioners:  
ABSENT: Commissioners:  
ABSTAIN: Commissioners:  
 
 
    APPROVED: 
   Davis Fields, Chair 
 
 
 
 
ATTEST: 
                 Rob Eastwood, Secretary 



EXHIBIT A 
 

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL  
PLN-2025-55 

  
Where approval by the Director of Community Development, City Engineer, Public Works 
Director, City Attorney or Fire Department is required, that review shall be for compliance 
with all applicable conditions of approval, adopted policies and guidelines, ordinances, 
laws and regulations and accepted engineering practices for the item under review.  
Additionally, the applicant is hereby notified that he/she is required to comply with all 
applicable Codes or Ordinances of the City of Campbell and the State of California that 
pertain to this development and are not herein specified. 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 

Planning Division 
 
1. Approved Project: Approval is granted for a Minor Housing Development Project 

Permit, including the use of State Density Bonus Law (DBL) waivers from applicable 
development standards of the Zoning Code and Multi-Family Development and Design 
Standards (MFDDS), and a concession from the frontage utility undergrounding 
requirements, to allow the demolition of an existing office building and the construction 
of a housing development project consisting of 74 townhome-style condominium units 
arranged across 12 townhouse rows, with associated site and landscaping 
improvements; and a Vesting Tentative Map to allow the creation of 13 lots and 74 
residential condominiums, together with related public and private easements, on 
property located at 1500 E Hamilton Avenue. 

The Approved Project shall substantially conform to the Project Plans included as 
Attachment B to the June 23, 2026, Planning Commission Staff Report (“Approved 
Project Plans”), and the Affordable Housing Plan included as Exhibit B, except as 
modified by the Conditions of Approval contained herein. 
 

2. Permit Expiration: The Minor Housing Development Project Permit and Vesting 
Tentative Subdivision Map granted herein ("Approval") shall be valid for two (2) years 
from the effective date of the action approving the project, and shall expire on July 3, 
2028.  Within this two-year period, the Final Map shall be recorded with the Santa Clara 
County Clerk-Recorder. Failure to meet this deadline shall result in the Approval being 
rendered void. A request for an extension of the permit expiration date may be made 
in compliance with Campbell Municipal Code (CMC) Section 21.56.030.C (Extensions 
of time). Rights conferred by the Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map shall remain 
vested as provided under Government Code § 66498.1 et seq. 
 

3. Minor Revisions: Minor revisions to the Approved Project Plans, not otherwise subject 
to an Administrative Housing Development Project Permit pursuant to CMC Section 
21.07.040(a)(2), may be ministerially approved by the Community Development 
Director pursuant to CMC Section 21.56.060 (Amendments to an approved project).  
 

4. No Phasing: The Approval granted herein does not authorize development of the 
project in phases, as otherwise allowed pursuant to CMC Section 21.56.030.A.3 
(Phasing) upon approval of a final phasing plan. Accordingly, only one final map for the 
entirety of the approved subdivision may be recorded. 



Exhibit A – Conditions of Approval                      Page 2      
PLN-2025-55 – Minor HDP and Vesting T-Map 
1500 Hamilton Avenue  

5. Street Names: The final map shall identify the street name(s) authorized by the 
Community Development Director. 

6. Timing of Tree Removal: On-site tree(s) shall only be removed in conjunction with 
demolition of the existing on-site structures and upon issuance of a Demolition Permit. 
 

7. Affordable Housing Agreement: Prior to, or concurrently with, the recordation of the 
Final Map, the property owner shall execute and record a combined Inclusionary 
Housing and Density Bonus Affordable Housing Agreement (“Affordable Housing 
Agreement”) with the City in compliance with CMC Chapter 21.24 (Inclusionary 
Housing Ordinance), CMC Chapter 21.20 (Density Bonuses and Other Housing 
Incentives), and State Density Bonus Law. The Affordable Housing Agreement shall 
be in a form approved by the City Attorney and Community Development Director, shall 
be recorded with the Santa Clara County Clerk-Recorder, and shall establish the 
requirements applicable to the Approved Project’s below-market-rate (“BMR”) 
affordable units. The Affordable Housing Agreement shall, at a minimum, stipulate the 
following: 

a. Required Units: Require the provision and deed restriction of a total of eleven 
(11) for-sale BMR units, representing 15% of the total 74 units, rounded down, 
pursuant to CMC Section 21.24.040, consisting of seven (7) Low-Income units 
designated as Density Bonus/Inclusionary Housing Units and four (4) Moderate-
Income units designated as Inclusionary Units. The seven (7) Low-Income units 
constitute the Approved Project’s "Target Units" under State Density Bonus 
Law, satisfying the requirement to provide 10% of the Approved Project’s base 
units as affordable to lower income households pursuant to Government Code 
Section 65915(b)(1)(A). 

b. Location: Demonstrate that the location, unit type, unit plan, and income-level 
designation of each BMR unit is consistent with Exhibit B (Affordable Housing 
Plan), including the designation of each BMR unit as either Low-Income or 
Moderate-Income. 

c. Term and Agreement Type: Establish the applicable affordability term and 
form of resale restriction agreement for each category of BMR unit, as follows: 

i. Deed restrict the seven (7) Low-Income Density Bonus/Inclusionary Housing 
Units for a minimum of fifty-five (55) years from the date the affordable units 
are initially sold and require renewal at each change in title for a period of fifty-
five (55) years, in compliance with CMC Section 21.20.080.A and Government 
Code Section 65915(c)(2). These units shall be subject to an Equity Sharing 
Agreement, Covenant, and/or other similar document between the City and 
the purchaser of the BMR unit, to the satisfaction of the Community 
Development Director. 

ii. Deed restrict the four (4) Moderate-Income Inclusionary Units for a minimum 
of forty-five (45) years from the date the affordable units are initially sold and 
require renewal at each change in title for a period of forty-five (45) years, in 
compliance with CMC Section 21.24.060. These units shall be subject to a 
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Resale Restriction Agreement, Covenant, and/or other similar document 
between the City and the purchaser of the BMR unit, to the satisfaction of the 
Community Development Director. 

d. Construction Timing: Demonstrate compliance with all applicable construction 
timing and phasing requirements, including CMC Section 21.24.050 (Time 
performance). 

e. Annual certification: Require homeowner participation in the annual 
certification process administered by the City through its BMR Housing 
Administrator. 

f. Eligible households: Restrict the sale of BMR units to households meeting the 
designated income levels, as verified by the City’s BMR Housing Administrator. 

g. Buyer selection: Require selection of buyers from the City-maintained Eligible 
Households list, consistent with CMC Sections 21.24.040.F and 21.20.110. The 
BMR Housing Administrator, with approval from the City, shall finalize eligibility 
determinations and refer Eligible Households to the property owner to enter into 
a sales contract. 

h. Project amenities: Establish that the owners and occupants of the BMR units 
shall have the same access to project amenities, parking facilities, and 
recreational facilities as market-rate units, as applicable. 

i. Unit comparability: Establish that all BMR units, irrespective of income level, 
shall be comparable to the market-rate units in terms of appearance, materials, 
architectural features, lighting fixtures, type and number of appliances, 
landscaping areas, and finished quality. There shall not be significant 
identifiable differences between the BMR units and market-rate units that are 
visible from the exterior of the dwelling units. If air conditioning systems are 
provided for the market-rate units, all BMR units shall also be provided with air 
conditioning systems. 

j. Sales price methodology: Establish the methodology for determining initial 
and subsequent sales prices of the BMR units, consistent with the City’s 
"Methodology for Determining Maximum Affordable Homeownership Unit Sales 
Price," available online at: https://www.campbellca.gov/1079/Assembly-Bill-AB-
1483.  

k. Fees: Require the property owner, buyers, and program applicants to pay all 
applicable fees in accordance with the City’s BMR Housing Administrator Fee 
Schedule, available online at: https://www.campbellca.gov/1079/Assembly-Bill-
AB-1483.  

8. Property Maintenance: All exterior areas of the property, including paved and sidewalk 
areas, be kept free of graffiti, trash, and debris, in compliance with CMC Section 
21.16.110 (Site Maintenance).  

https://www.campbellca.gov/1079/Assembly-Bill-AB-1483
https://www.campbellca.gov/1079/Assembly-Bill-AB-1483
https://www.campbellca.gov/1079/Assembly-Bill-AB-1483
https://www.campbellca.gov/1079/Assembly-Bill-AB-1483
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9. Water Efficient Landscape Standards: This project is subject to the updated California 
Model Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance (MWELO). The building permit 
application for grading and on-site improvements shall demonstrate compliance with 
the applicable MWELO and landscaping requirements and shall include the following.  

a. A Landscape Documentation Package prepared by an authorized and licensed 
professional demonstrating compliance with the full MWELO requirements with 
the following required elements: 

1) Project Information per Section 492.3. 

2) Water Efficient Landscape Worksheet per Section 492.4 (Appendix B of 
the MWELO), include within the construction plans and as a separate 
PDF document. 

3) Landscape Design Plan per Section 492.6. 

4) Irrigation Design Plan per Section 492.7. 

5) Grading Design Plan per Section 492.8. 

b. Soil Management Report per Section 492.5 (unless significant mass grading is 
planned, in which case the report shall be submitted prior to permit final). 

c. Certificate of Completion (required prior to permit final). 

10. Landscape Maintenance: Once installed, all landscaping shall be maintained in 
compliance with Campbell Municipal Code Section 21.26.040 (Landscaping 
Maintenance Requirements) and Section 21.16.110.C.2 (Landscape Maintenance). 
Dead or unhealthy plants shall be replaced with healthy plants of the same or similar 
type. 

 
11. On-Site Lighting: Construction plans submitted for a building permit shall include 

lighting fixture specifications demonstrating compliance with MFDDS § 4.030.3 
(Required Lighting). 

 
12. Fences/Walls: All newly proposed fencing and/or walls shall comply with MFDDS § 

4.020 (Screening). 

13. Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions (CC&Rs): Prior to recordation of the final map, 
the property owner shall submit for review and approval by the City a copy of the draft 
CC&Rs which shall include the following provisions. The draft CC&Rs shall be 
accompanied with a response letter that indicates where in the CC&Rs each of the 
following provisions has been addressed. The property owner shall compensate the 
City for the full cost incurred by the City to review the draft CC&Rs.  

a. Formation of a Homeowner’s Association (HOA) to ensure the long-term 
maintenance of buildings and property. 

b. Continued architectural controls to ensure the architectural integrity of the 
project consistent with the Approved Project Plans.  

c. Definition of common areas to be maintained and provision of maintenance for 
these areas. 
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d. Provision which shall define the rights of use, allowable landscape or open 
space improvements.  

e. Provision of a funding mechanism to ensure maintenance and upkeep of 
common areas. 

f. Provision of liability insurance in an amount in keeping with accepted industry 
standards covering all common areas and all damage or injury caused by 
negligence of the HOA, its board or any of its agents, or the Owners, against 
any liability to the public or to any Owner incident to the use of or resulting from 
any accident or intentional or unintentional act of an Owner or third-party 
occurring in or about any common area. 

g. Provision that requires ongoing maintenance of the landscaped park strip and 
tree wells in the public right of way in compliance with Condition of Approval No. 
46 (Maintenance of Landscaping). 

h. Provision that all landscaping shall be maintained in compliance with Condition 
of Approval No. 10 (Landscape Maintenance). 

i. Provision that all exterior areas of the property shall be maintained in 
compliance with Condition of Approval No. 8 (Property Maintenance). 

j. Provision for regular monitoring and maintenance of the stormwater system, in 
accordance with the manufacturer’s recommendations, including any 
permeable pavement, in compliance with Condition of Approval No. 30 (Private 
Stormwater Treatment Facilities). 

k. Provision for regular monitoring and maintenance of the private sanitary system 
as documented by the design engineer. 

l. Provision to prohibit the use of parking spaces for storage purposes, including 
boats, trailers, and recreational vehicles. 

m. Provision to prohibit vehicle washing, and vehicle repair and maintenance 
activities in the project site, including, but not limited to garages and common 
parking areas. 

n. Provision to reference the project's affordability restrictions and the HOA as the 
successors in interest. 

14. Air Quality Report: As required by General Plan Action COS-10.b, prior to issuance of 
a building permit, the Applicant shall provide an air quality analysis to address 
BAAQMD and General Plan requirements, including an analysis and identification of: 

a. Air pollutant emissions associated with the project during construction, project 
operation, and cumulative conditions; 

b. Potential exposure of sensitive receptors to toxic air contaminants; 

c. Significant air quality impacts associated with the project for construction, 
project operation, and cumulative conditions; and 

d. Mitigation measures to reduce significant impacts to less than significant or the 
maximum extent feasible where impacts cannot be mitigated to less than 
significant. 
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If screening-level analysis indicates that applicable BAAQMD health risk thresholds 
may be exceeded, a project-specific Health Risk Assessment (HRA) shall be prepared. 
If the HRA demonstrates that such thresholds would be exceeded, the project shall be 
revised to incorporate design features, site planning measures, or operational controls 
sufficient to reduce emissions and health risks below applicable BAAQMD thresholds 
prior to issuance of a building permit. 

 
15. Acoustic Study: As required by the General Plan Noise Element and CMC Sec. 

21.16.070, prior to issuance of a building permit, the Applicant shall provide an 
acoustical study prepared by a qualified acoustical consultant demonstrating 
compliance with the City’s applicable residential noise standards, including the land 
use compatibility standards in General Plan Table N-1, the stationary noise source 
standards in General Plan Table N-2, and the interior residential noise standard of 45 
dBA Ldn. If the acoustical study identifies necessary mitigation measures to comply 
with the City’s noise standards, the construction plans submitted for a building permit 
shall be revised to incorporate the identified measures. 

Building Division 

16. Permit Required: A building permit application shall be required for the Approved 
Project. The building permit shall include Electrical/Plumbing/Mechanical fees when 
such work is part of the permit. 

17. Construction Hours (CMC Sec. 18.04.052): Construction activity shall be limited to the 
hours of 8:00 AM to 5:00 PM daily, Monday through Friday. Saturday hours of 
construction shall be 9:00 AM to 4:00 PM. There shall be no construction activity on 
Sundays or National Holidays. 

 
18. Construction Noise (CMC Sec. 18.04.052): No loud environmentally disruptive noise 

over fifty dBA, such as air compressors without mufflers, continuously running motors 
or generators, loud playing musical instruments or radios will be allowed during the 
authorized hours of construction, Monday through Saturday, where such noise may be 
a nuisance to adjacent residential neighbors. Such nuisances shall be discontinued. 

19. Property Maintenance: The property is to be maintained free of combustible trash, 
debris, and weeds until the time that actual construction commences. Any vacant 
existing structures shall be secured, by having windows boarded up and doors sealed 
shut, or be demolished or removed from the property (Section 11.201 and 11.414, 1985 
Ed. Uniform Fire Code). 

20. Construction Fencing: The property shall be properly enclosed with construction fencing 
to prevent unauthorized access to the site during construction. The construction site shall 
be secured to prevent vandalism and/or theft during hours when no work is being done. 

21. Construction Hours/Fines/Stop Work Notice(s): Failure to comply with permitted working 
hours that result in verified complaints may result in the issuance of a Stop Work Notice 
issued to the project with cessation of work for a minimum of seven (7) days from the 
date of issuance and an Administrative fine of up to $1,000.00 
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22. Conditions of Approval: The Conditions of Approval shall be stated in full on the building 
permit plan set submitted for the building permit. 
 

23. Timely Completion: Once under construction it shall be the obligation of the property 
owner and contractor to demonstrate continued progress on the project. In the event 
the building permit expires, the City may impose fines or exercise administrative 
remedies to compel timely completion of work in compliance with CMC Chapter 6.10 
(Nuisance Abatement and Administrative Penalties). 

 
24. Project Addressing: The developer shall submit an Addressing Request, with the 

required fee, to the City’s Building Division. The request shall include a spreadsheet 
indexing all dwelling units by location, unit number, floor, and size, accompanied by 
corresponding floor plans clearly identifying each unit. The addressing plan shall be 
reviewed and approved by the Building Official prior to acceptance of any building 
permit application. 

25. Construction Management Plan: As required by General Plan Action N-1.11, prior to 
issuance of a building permit the applicant shall submit a construction management 
plan that defines best management practices consistent with the conditions of approval 
provided herein to reduce construction noise, and shall include proposed truck routes 
for review and approval by the City Engineer. 

26. Cultural Resources: As required by General Plan Action COS-6.b, the following 
requirements shall apply in the event of an inadvertent discovery of cultural resources 
or human remains:  

a. If construction or grading activities result in the discovery of significant historic 
or prehistoric archaeological artifacts or unique paleontological resources, all 
work within 100 feet of the discovery shall cease, the Planning Division shall be 
notified, the resources shall be examined by a qualified archaeologist, 
paleontologist, or historian for appropriate protection and preservation 
measures; and work may only resume when appropriate protections are in place 
and have been approved by the Planning Division. 

b. If human remains are discovered during any ground disturbing activity, work 
shall stop until the Planning Division and the County Coroner have been 
contacted; if the human remains are determined to be of Native American origin, 
the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) and the most likely 
descendants have been consulted; and work may only resume when 
appropriate measures have been taken and approved by the Planning Division. 

LAND DEVELOPMENT ENGINEERING 

This application is subject to the new stormwater requirements detailed in the most recent 
Municipal Regional Permit (MRP 3.0). Specifically, the construction / reconstruction of any 
impervious improvements within the public right-of-way will now require the associated 
stormwater runoff to be treated. The construction, operation & maintenance of said treatment 
in the right-of-way will be the applicant's sole responsibility. The building permit and grading 
permit will not be issued until all Public Works Conditions of Approval have been satisfied. 

https://www.campbellca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/16595/Miscellaneous-Requests-Application-Guide
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27. Construction Drawings: The applicant shall submit the following permit applications 
prior to, or concurrent with the main Building permit application: 

a. Encroachment Permit for Street Improvement Plans: The frontage 
improvements for the project shall be shown on a separate street improvement 
plan as detailed here: https://www.campbellca.gov/187/Street-Improvements 

b. Building Permit for On-Site / Grading & Drainage Plans: The on-site grading, 
drainage, stormwater, landscaping, ADA and site improvements for the project 
shall be shown on a separate building permit plan as detailed here: 
https://www.campbellca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/16594 

c. Tract Map: The subdivision map documents required for this project shall be 
submitted for review by the City Surveyor as detailed here: 
https://www.campbellca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/1478 

28. Condominium Plan: Prior to building occupancy, the applicant shall submit a 
Condominium Plan and submit the map in a digital format acceptable to the City. 

29. Tract (Final) Map: Prior to issuance of any building permits for structures, the applicant 
shall submit a Tract Map for review, approval by the City Council, and recordation at 
the County. 

30. Private Stormwater Treatment Facilities: The project’s CC&Rs shall provide for the 
maintenance of the on-site stormwater treatment facilities. 
 

31. Right-of-Way for Public Street Purposes: Upon recordation of the Tract Map, the 
applicant shall fully complete the process to cause additional right-of-way to be granted 
in fee for public street purposes along the Hamilton Avenue frontage to accommodate 
the required Image Street improvements, and along Leigh Avenue to accommodate 
the standard residential separated sidewalk improvements. Please note that the 
portion of Hamilton and Leigh previously dedicated as easements shall be dedicated 
in Fee with the Tract Map. The applicant shall submit the necessary documents for 
approval by the City Engineer, process the submittal with City staff’s comments and 
fully complete the right-of-way process. The applicant shall cause all documents to be 
prepared by a registered civil engineer/land surveyor, as necessary, for the City’s 
review and recordation. 

 
32. Private Easements: Upon recordation of the Tract Map, the applicant shall cause 

private easements to be recorded for private utilities, private storm drains, reciprocal 
ingress and egress, emergency vehicles, etc. 
 

33. Monumentation for Tract Map: Prior to recordation of the Tract Map, the applicant shall 
provide a cash deposit for setting all monuments shown on the map. Monuments shall 
be set per section 20.76.010 of the Campbell Municipal Code including but not limited to 
setting permanent pipe monuments (three-fourths inch galvanized steel pipe two feet 
long approximately six inches below finished grade) at each boundary of all lot corners 
within a subdivision, along the exterior boundary lines at intervals of approximately five 
hundred feet and at all beginning of curves and ending of curves on property lines, and 
monument boxes at intersections of all street monument line tangents. 

https://www.campbellca.gov/187/Street-Improvements
https://www.campbellca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/16594
https://www.campbellca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/1478
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34. Park Impact Fee: A fee in-lieu of parkland dedication pursuant to Campbell Municipal 
Code (CMC) Chapter 20.24 (Park Impact Fees and Park Land Dedication Subdivisions) 
is required. The in-lieu fee shall be equal to the fee for 74 new dwelling units based on 
the Multi-family rate of $22,247 per unit - the fee in effect at the time the project filed its 
SB-330 pre-application. The fees shall be due prior to recordation of the Tract Map. 

35. Demolition: Prior to recordation of the Tract Map the applicant shall obtain a 
demolition permit and remove any nonconforming structures. 
 

36. Soils Report: Upon submittal of the Tract Map, applicant shall provide a soils report 
prepared by a registered geotechnical or civil engineer. 

37. Grading and Drainage Plan: Prior to recordation of the Tract Map, the applicant shall 
conduct hydrology studies based on a ten-year storm frequency, prepare an 
engineered grading and drainage plan, and pay fees required to obtain necessary 
grading permits. Prior to occupancy, the design engineer shall provide written 
certification that the development has been built per the engineered grading and 
drainage plans. 

In addition, a plan review letter will be required of the Geotechnical Engineer and 
Structural Engineer that they have reviewed the bio-treatment areas to ensure that 
the non-compacted biotreatment material will not create subsurface and/or surface 
failures due to adjacent structural and vehicle loads. 

38. State General Construction Activity Permit: Prior to issuance of any grading or 
building permits, the applicant shall comply with the State General Construction 
Activity Permit requirements including paying fees, filing a Notice of Intent and 
providing a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). The applicant shall 
provide the City with a copy of the filed Notice of Intent and SWPPP. 

39. Stormwater Pollution Prevention Measures: Prior to issuance of any grading or building 
permits, the applicant shall comply with the National Pollution Discharge Elimination 
System(NPDES) permit requirements, Santa Clara Valley Water District requirements, 
and the Campbell Municipal Code regarding stormwater pollution prevention. 
Specifically, the project must include source control, site design and treatment 
measures to achieve compliance with Provision C.3. of the NPDES Permit. Measures 
may include, but are not limited to, minimization of impervious surface area, vegetated 
swales, infiltration areas, and treatment devices. The primary objectives are to improve 
the quality and reduce the quantity of stormwater runoff to the bay. 

Prior to the issuance of any building permits: 

a. The applicant’s designer or engineer shall submit the required certification 
indicating that sizing, selection, and design of treatment BMP’s for the project 
site has been completed to meet the requirements of the City of Campbell’s 
NPDES permit. 

b. The applicant shall sign the “Covenants for the Operation and Maintenance of 
Stormwater Facilities” and submit a Stormwater Management Plan. 
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Prior to occupancy: 

a. A qualified BMP certifier is required to inspect the stormwater management 
facilities, submit a complete set of as-built drawings to Public Works 
Engineering, and certify on these drawings that: 

i. The stormwater management facilities were constructed in 
compliance with the approved plans. 

ii. The as-built drawings show all pertinent constructed dimensions, 
elevations, shapes, and materials. 

iii. All variations in construction from the approved design plan 
have been identified, including omissions to and additions from 
the approved plan. 

iv. Any changes are in conformance with local, state, or federal regulations. 

40. Maintenance of Stormwater Facilities: Owner(s), current and future, are required to 
maintain the landscaped bio-treatment areas in the public right of way. Execution of a 
Maintenance Agreement will be required prior to the Building Permit Final. 

41. Water Meter(s) and Sewer Cleanout(s): Existing and proposed water meter(s) and 
sewer cleanout(s) shall be relocated or installed on private property behind the public 
right-of-way line. 

42. Utility Coordination Plan: Prior to the issuance of building permits for the site, the 
applicant shall submit a utility coordination plan and schedule for approval by the City 
Engineer for installation and/or abandonment of all utilities. The plan shall clearly show 
the location and size of all existing utilities and the associated main lines; indicate which 
utilities and services are to remain; which utilities and services are to be abandoned, 
and where new utilities and services will be installed. Joint trenches for new utilities 
shall be used whenever possible. 

43. Pavement Restoration: The applicant shall restore the pavement in compliance with 
City standard requirements. In the event that the roadway has recently received a 
pavement treatment or reconstruction, the project will be subject to the City’s Street 
Cut Moratorium. The applicant will be required to perform enhanced pavement 
restoration consistent with the restoration requirements associated with the Street 
Cut Moratorium. The City’s Pavement Maintenance Program website 
(https://www.ci.campbell.ca.us/219) has detailed information on the streets currently 
under moratorium and the enhanced restoration requirements. 

44. Street Improvement Agreements / Plans / Encroachment Permit / Fees / Deposits: 
Prior to recordation of the Tract Map, the applicant shall execute a street improvement 
agreement, cause plans for public street improvements to be prepared by a registered 
civil engineer, pay various fees and deposits, post security and provide insurance 
necessary to obtain an encroachment permit for construction of the standard public 
street improvements, as required by the City Engineer. The plans shall include the 
following, unless otherwise approved by the City Engineer: 

https://www.ci.campbell.ca.us/219


Exhibit A – Conditions of Approval                      Page 11      
PLN-2025-55 – Minor HDP and Vesting T-Map 
1500 Hamilton Avenue  

a. Reference City of Campbell 2026 Standard Specifications and Details, available 
here: https://www.campbellca.gov/210/Specifications-Details 

b. Show location of all existing utilities within the new and existing public right of 
way. 

c. Relocation of all existing utilities including utility boxes, covers, poles, etc. 
outside of sidewalk area. No utility boxes, covers, etc. will be allowed in the 
sidewalk area. 

d. Construction of Type A ADA compliant curb ramp at the southwest corner of 
Hamilton Avenue and Leigh Avenue. 

e. Hamilton Avenue Frontage 

i. Construction of image street sidewalk and driveway improvements 
along the Hamilton Avenue frontage consistent with the adopted 
City Streetscape standards. 

ii. Reconstruction of any damaged curb and gutter. 

iii. Enhanced pavement restoration for any pavement cuts in the 
newly paved Hamilton Avenue. 

f. Leigh Avenue Frontage 

i. Construction of residential separated sidewalk and driveway 
improvements along the Leigh Avenue frontage. 

ii. Reconstruction of any damaged curb and gutter. 

iii. Restripe southbound Leigh Avenue between Hamilton Avenue and 
Picadilly Place to replace the existing No. 3 southbound through 
lane and Type VI pavement arrows with bike lane markings and 
bike lane signs per California MUTCD and City of Campbell striping 
details. 

iv. Relocation of existing utility pole in conflict with proposed driveway. 
Pole to be a minimum of five (5) feet from the driveway’s top of roll. 

g. Installation of stormwater treatment facilities needed to comply with MRP 3.0. 
The need for deepened curbs and pedestrian fencing will be evaluated at the 
street improvement plan stage. 

h. Installation of streetlights, conduits, conductors and related facilities in 
accordance with the City of Campbell’s Street Lighting Policies. Applicant to 
provide photometrics / streetlighting plan with first submittal of Street 
Improvement Plans per the following requirements: 

i. Replace two painted streetlight poles along the project frontage. 

i. Determine streetlight pole height based on radial clearance from 
existing high voltage overhead lines per state General Order 95. 

ii. Determine the line voltage and height of high voltage and submit. 
(Common radial clearance for maintenance is often 10 feet 
depending on the voltage.) 

https://www.campbellca.gov/210/Specifications-Details
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iii. For streetlights in proposed landscaping strip, provide PCC cap for 
streetlights extending to surround nearby streetlight pull boxes. 

iv. Provide lighting analysis of both street frontages (the intersection 
lighting is not in scope based on the submitted improvements): 

1) Hamilton: 1.2fc, 3:1 avg/min uniformity 

2) Leigh: 0.9fc, 4:1 avg/min uniformity 

3) Analysis may extend between streetlights and to the 
streetlights near neighboring property lines. 

v. Update streetlight design plans in accordance with the analysis. 

vi. Contact Public Works staff for detailed requirements in preparing 
photometric plans prior to first submittal. 

j. Installation of 24-inch box street trees in park strips – tree species to be 
determined by City Arborist during improvement plan review stage. 

k. Installation of drought tolerant landscaping in park strips. 

l. Installation of traffic control, stripes and signs. 

m. Construction of conforms to existing public and private improvements, as 
necessary. 

n. Submit final plans in a digital format acceptable to the City. 

45. Street Improvements Completed for Occupancy and Building Permit Final: Prior to 
allowing occupancy and/or final building permit signoff for any and/or all buildings, the 
applicant shall have the required street improvements and pavement restoration 
installed and accepted by the City, and the design engineer shall submit as-built 
drawings to the City. 

46. Maintenance of Landscaping: Owner(s), current and future, are required to maintain 
the landscaped park strip and tree wells in the public right of way. This includes, but is 
not limited to: trees, lawn, plantings, irrigation, etc. Trees shall not be pruned in a 
manner that would not allow the tree to grow to a mature height. 

47. Utility Encroachment Permit: Separate encroachment permits for the installation of 
utilities to serve the development will be required (including water, sewer, gas, electric, 
etc.). Applicant shall apply for and pay all necessary fees for utility permits for sanitary 
sewer, gas, water, electric and all other utility work. 

COUNTY FIRE DISTRICT 

48. Aerial access required: CFC Appendix D as amended by SCCFD. 

a. AMMR approved in lieu of conforming aerial access. Enhanced 13 system to be 
installed. Partial reductions to roof lines to allow for more ground ladder access. 

49. Ground ladder / Emergency rescue openings required: Ground-ladder rescue from 
second and third floor rooms shall be made possible for fire department operations 
(CFC Sec. 503 and 1031 NFPA 1932 Sec. 5.1.8 through 5.1.9.2). Shown on sheet L1.0. 
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50. Fire apparatus access roadway required: Installations shall conform to Fire Department 
Standard Details and Specifications sheet A-1. (CFC Sec. 503). 

51. Fire lanes: Fire apparatus access roads shall be designated and marked as a fire lane 
as set forth in Section 22500.1 of the California Vehicle Code 

52. Hydrants: New hydrants shown on sheet C-14 fulfill requirements and fire flow 
calculations are correct. Submit hydrant spotting plans to SCCFD in order to start new 
hydrant process with SJW. Hydrant spotting plans shall match location shown on sheet 
C14. Spotting plans shall include the floor area calculations for the largest structure, 
proposed construction type, and fire flow calculations as shown on sheet C6. 

b. Hydrant authorization for new hydrants shall be approved by San Jose Water 
and reviewed by SCCFD prior to combustible construction and building permit 
approval. 

c. Fire flow shall be met from new hydrants. 

53. FDC's to be provided. FDC’s shall be located within 100 feet of a fire hydrant. Revise 
FDC location or provide new fire hydrant. 

54. Construction Site Fire Safety: All construction sites must comply with applicable 
provisions of the CFC Chapter 33 and our Standard Detail and Specification S1-7. 
Provide appropriate notations on subsequent plan submittals, as appropriate to the 
project [CFC Ch. 33]. 

55. Address identification: New and existing buildings shall have approved address 
numbers, building numbers or approved building identification placed in a position that 
is plainly legible and visible from the street or road fronting the property. These 
numbers shall contrast with their background. Where required by the fire code official, 
address numbers shall be provided in additional approved locations to facilitate 
emergency response. Address numbers shall be Arabic numbers or alphabetical 
letters. Numbers shall be a minimum of 4 inches (101.6 mm) high with a minimum 
stroke width of 0.5 inch (12.7 mm). Where access is by means of a private road and 
the building cannot be viewed from the public way, a monument, pole or other sign or 
means shall be used to identify the structure. Address numbers shall be maintained. 
[CFC Sec. 505.1]. 

56. Water Supply Requirements: Potable water supplies shall be protected from 
contamination caused by fire protection water supplies. It is the responsibility of the 
applicant and any contractors and subcontractors to contact the water purveyor 
supplying the site of such project, and to comply with the requirements of that purveyor 
(2025 CFC Sec. 903.3.5 and Health and Safety Code 13114.7). 
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STATE DENSITY BONUS CONCESSION/WAIVERS


1500 Hamilton Avenue


Concession - Our concession sought is the elimination of under grounding the Over Head 
utility lines along Hamilton and Leigh Avenues.


Waivers:


1.  We are seeking a waiver to the City’s tree preservation requirements, thereby negating the 
need for an Alternative Site Configuration Exhibit.


2. We have provided a detail for transformer screening as required by MFDDS 4.050.3, but we 
are seeking a waiver to install such screening only where we have the space to do so.


3. We have modified the street side set back for bldgs. 4,6 and 8 to comply with the 10’ 
requirement.  We are seeking a waiver for building #10 to have a 9’ setback. (MFDDS 
3.060.5)


4. We are seeking a waiver relative to Adjacency Standards (MFDDS 3.10).  This requirement 
would limit the height of structures within 30’ of shared single family property boundary to 
2.5 stories and 25’.  We have a 10’ setback along our western property boundary and an 
11.8’ setback along our southern boundary.  Our total height height to our eave is 30’ (an 
increase of 20% of the standard required).


5. We seek a general waiver of Chapter 7 Architectural Standards to the extent necessary to 
accommodate the project as designed.


6. We seek a general waiver of the Chapter 5 Standards to the extent necessary to 
accommodate the project as designed. 



Improving Housing Production in 
Campbell 
A subcommittee report by Planning Commissioners Adam Buchbinder 
and Matt Kamkar 

Executive Summary 
Campbell is on track to underperform our current eight-year housing goal significantly, only 
meeting about a quarter of our target1. We are held back by budget and law. In our situation, the 
most effective ways to build more are: 
 

1.​Ministerially approve by-right housing. (“Express Lane”.) 
2.​Reduce Inclusionary Zoning percentages. 
3.​Streamline at lower densities than the state mandates. 
4.​Reduce or pause impact fees. 

 
Specifically, we are currently recommending the following policy changes: 

●​ Reduce IZ rate to 10%, only apply IZ to projects of twenty or more units. 
●​ Allow simultaneous demolition-and-construction permitting of SHRA projects in areas 

subject to SB 79 streamlining. 
●​ Exempt local density bonus units under 750sf from impact fees much as ADUs under 

750sf are exempt. 

Defining the Problem 
Campbell has a market rate housing shortage, and an affordable housing shortage. In line with 
our state obligations, Campbell’s Plan for Housing is an attempt to turn the tide, produce enough 
housing for our goals, and stop our slide into exclusionary unaffordability. We want to make 
Campbell a great place to live for even more new neighbors while avoiding state preemption 
and retaining local control. 
 
We’ve fallen short so far. We’ve relied on a small number of high-density sites. In the 2018 era 
of cheap capital and very low interest rates, this may have worked, but unfortunately the current 
economic situation–higher interest rates, an unpredictable stock market, foreign policy, AI 
transforming employment–means that these strategies are now killing projects. Local conditions 

1 City of Campbell (2026, March 3). 2025 General Plan and Housing Element Annual Progress Report 
(APR).  https://pub-campbell.escribemeetings.com/FileStream.ashx?DocumentId=876  

https://pub-campbell.escribemeetings.com/FileStream.ashx?DocumentId=876


such as the presence of a popular pickleball court at the former Fry’s site are hard to predict. 
We’ve put a lot of our eggs into a small number of baskets. 

A Note on The Broader Situation 
We provide subsidized housing assigned by lottery (commonly referred to, confusingly, as 
“affordable housing”) by obliging developers to essentially donate a portion of the units they 
build. We pay for city improvements, though to a lesser extent than some nearby cities do, by 
levying fees on new construction. Unfortunately, the city is fiscally constrained, which creates 
pressure to continue to tax new development. 
 
Additionally, Campbell is notably understaffed, so planner time is at a premium. The City Council 
allocates that time annually, so changes which would require significant code rewrites are 
infeasible in the near term. 

Summary 

Express Lane 
Recommendation: Pending more interviews. 

 
Many developments that come before the Planning Commission and City Council are not 
actually discretionary. Delaying, denying, or conditioning approval exposes the city to legal risk. 
This wastes everyone’s time and misleads and frustrates the public, who understandably 
wonder why they’re commenting on something their city government can’t address. 
 
Implementing a deterministic yes-or-no process will provide certainty, reduce risks, costs, and 
delays, and most crucially, would not involve the city losing any of its discretion. We’ve seen the 
benefits of this kind of process in Los Angeles and San Diego. 
 
In conversations with both market-rate and below market rate developers, they’ve consistently 
described such a policy as “amazing”, “very important”, and “transformative”. They expressed 
skepticism that the city could actually turn around permits within sixty days, but if we could, it 
would be tremendously impactful. 

Inclusionary Zoning 
Recommendation: Reduce IZ rate to 10%, only apply IZ to projects of twenty or more 
units. (Follow San Jose’s policy.) 

 
Inclusionary Zoning is a policy by which a proportion of a developer’s project must be rented or 
sold below market rate. The intent behind such policies was that development was so profitable 
that developers could easily absorb the cost. In practice, especially now, this is not the case, to 



the point where our requirements make projects entirely infeasible, leading to a net reduction in 
below-market homes as well. It was an understandable mistake, but we know more now, and 
we should respond appropriately. 
 
Additionally, most people don’t live in subsidized housing; they’re subject to the market cost of 
housing, and the best way to reduce that is by building a lot of it. 
 
Other local governments, from San Jose to Mill Valley to San Francisco and beyond, have come 
to the same conclusions, and have either abolished or significantly reduced their inclusionary 
zoning requirements. This recommendation is in line with the City of San Jose as of January 
2026. 
 
Market rate developers have described this as similarly transformative, saying that projects are 
currently on the cusp of infeasibility, and these policies are not having the desired effect of 
producing more subsidized homes. Below market-rate developers have had no objections, as 
they focus on entirely-below market rate projects. 

Lower Density Streamlining 
Recommendation: Allow simultaneous demolition-and-construction permitting of SHRA 
projects in areas subject to SB 79 streamlining. 

 
Previously, Campbell’s SB 1123 implementation, which allowed for concurrent demolition and 
construction, was our most successful production strategy, permitting over a hundred 
unsubsidized homes in less than a year. However, community feedback has led the City Council 
to rescind this approach and make it more difficult to produce these projects. 
 
The community’s voice is clear: they value Campbell’s small-town scale. The state’s mandate 
and the community’s needs are also clear: Campbell needs more housing. 
 
The compromise here is that the state mandates come with caveats; you can do lot splits, but 
only with an owner-occupancy affidavit, or you can build starter homes, but only on vacant lots. 
By allowing production without those caveats, we can use local control to encourage production 
at a gentler scale, in areas we prefer. 
 
The full proposal is: streamline two-way lot splits city-wide with a local ordinance. Also 
streamline starter-home projects up to five units. In SB 79 areas, streamline up to ten starter 
homes per parcel. Due to a lack of staff capacity to draft more complex proposals, we’ll work on 
only the last part: streamline up to ten homes per parcel in SB 79 areas. 
 
Market-rate developers agreed that the owner-occupancy requirement for SB 9 projects is the 
primary reason they’re not being used, as it prevents regular financing structures. Previously, 
this didn’t matter because we were streamlining SHRA projects, but that has now ended. Below 
market-rate developers focus on projects much larger than any of these both because that’s 



how the funding works, and because the wrap-around services they provide don’t scale well to 
small projects. 

Fees 
Recommendation: Exempt local density bonus units under 750sf from impact fees much 
as ADUs under 750sf are exempt. 

 
Building fees are mostly levied by the city. (Fees levied by the state, county, and special districts 
are relatively small.) The largest of these fees by far is the Parks fee. While this is a vital source 
of revenue for the Parks department, it generally doesn’t go toward new parks (the stated 
justification for taxing new housing), and it should, in the long run, be replaced by a parcel tax 
applied equitably across the city rather than a one-time fee on newcomers. (It would be roughly 
$35 per parcel.) 
 
In the meantime, we could encourage use of the city’s local density bonus program by 
exempting small units from parks fees just as small ADUs are exempted. 
 
Market-rate and below market-rate developers brought up the park fees on their own on several 
instances. It was suggested that they should be scaled per-square foot rather than per-unit, 
which discourages building smaller homes. 

Detailed Notes 
The below sections contain the details and research used to come to the conclusions above. 

Express Lane 
A number of developments have greatly curtailed Campbell’s discretion to modify or deny 
housing project applications. These include the Housing Crisis Act2, the Housing Accountability 
Act, and the Bankers Hill 150 decision3 in combination with state density bonus law. Repeatedly, 
staff informs the Planning Commission that while they may make suggestions to the developer, 
the city is obliged by law to approve the project as-is. 
 
Sending these projects, which are not actually discretionary, through a months-long set of 
hearings, is wasteful of the applicants’ time, of the public’s time, and of staff’s time. It produces 
expensive rubber-stamp hearings and uncertainty for developers. And at a time when financing 
is tight and delays can destroy a project, streamlining is a positive-sum approach. 

3 Density Bonus Law Does Not Allow Lead Agencies To Play Architect. (2022, February 22). Cox Castle. 
https://www.coxcastle.com/publication-density-bonus-law-does-not-allow-lead-agencies-to-play-architect  

2 Murphy, A., & Luh, A. (2021, September 20). Court Upholds California Law Limiting Local Governments’ 
Ability to Deny Housing Development Applications. Perkins Cole. 
https://perkinscoie.com/insights/update/court-upholds-california-law-limiting-local-governments-ability-den
y-housing  

https://www.coxcastle.com/publication-density-bonus-law-does-not-allow-lead-agencies-to-play-architect
https://perkinscoie.com/insights/update/court-upholds-california-law-limiting-local-governments-ability-deny-housing
https://perkinscoie.com/insights/update/court-upholds-california-law-limiting-local-governments-ability-deny-housing


 
There are already a successful model for this: Los Angeles’ ED1, in 2022, established 
ministerial approval processes for 100% subsidized projects, tripling its rate of production4; it 
was an unexpected success in that market-rate projects could rent at subsidized rates, and the 
process was extremely appealing5 to developers. Los Angeles has since gradually walked back 
the process6, but they demonstrated that it can be done. Similarly, San Diego’s 2024 Complete 
Communities program, which targets a 30-day approval timeline, led to a significant increase in 
projects at a time when production was slowing elsewhere7. 
 
We propose that any project that is de facto ministerial, e.g., a Housing Development Project 
under the HAA, which complies with Campbell’s objective standards (where the use of State 
Density Bonus Law can allow for waivers and concessions to modify those standards), be 
placed into a ministerial process with a 60-day “shot clock” as used in ED1. 
 
This “Express Lane” would involve creating an “Administrative Housing Permit”, where the 
Community Development Director is the decision-making authority. The process would be as 
follows. 
 
The developer submits planning and building applications simultaneously. The Planning 
Department deem plans complete within 30 days, and the Building Department completes the 
plan check by day 60. This would involve a unified intake, greater coordination between 
Planning and Building, and development of a master checklist (things like driveway widths 
required by the Fire Department) such that a compliant application will be approved by those 
agencies. Most importantly, a project would be deemed approved after sixty days if the city 
hasn’t made a declaration either way. 
 
This would be a sea change in the way Campbell does business with developers, but crucially, 
it’s not actually a policy change. The city would not be giving up discretion; it does not have that 
discretion in the first place. 

7 City of San Diego. (2025, September 9). City of San Diego permits nearly 8,800 new homes in 2024, 
marking two-year surge in housing production. Inside San Diego. 
https://www.insidesandiego.org/city-san-diego-permits-nearly-8800-new-homes-2024-marking-two-year-s
urge-housing-production  

6 Rodriguez, S. (2024, August 8). LA mayor slowly dismantles her successful housing plan. Pacific 
Research Institute. 
https://www.pacificresearch.org/la-mayor-slowly-dismantles-her-successful-housing-plan/  

5 Luca Gattoni-Celli. (2024, February 13). Be Less Surprised And More Excited By LA’s “Affordable 
Housing” Miracle. Substack.com; Cornerstone. 
https://lucagattonicelli.substack.com/p/be-less-surprised-and-more-excited  

4 Schneider, B. (2024, February 8). Has LA cracked the code for building affordable housing? 
Substack.com; The Urban Condition. 
https://benjaminschneider.substack.com/p/has-la-cracked-the-code-for-building  

https://www.insidesandiego.org/city-san-diego-permits-nearly-8800-new-homes-2024-marking-two-year-surge-housing-production
https://www.insidesandiego.org/city-san-diego-permits-nearly-8800-new-homes-2024-marking-two-year-surge-housing-production
https://www.pacificresearch.org/la-mayor-slowly-dismantles-her-successful-housing-plan/
https://lucagattonicelli.substack.com/p/be-less-surprised-and-more-excited
https://benjaminschneider.substack.com/p/has-la-cracked-the-code-for-building


Inclusionary Zoning 
Unsubsidized Inclusionary Zoning is a politically appealing, economically disastrous policy. It’s a 
concession to practicality in that it costs the city nothing and asks nothing of existing residents, 
in the hope that we can cross-subsidize our way out of our deficit. The consequences are that a 
much smaller number of lottery units are gained at the cost of many ordinary (“market-rate”) 
homes never being built. 
 
We have worked examples in San Jose, Portland, and San Francisco: 
 
San Jose, as of January 2026, updated their Inclusionary Housing Ordinance as follows8: rather 
than 15% BMR required previously, in response to a low rate of development, i.e., approved 
projects were not actually being built, the city now, for projects over 30 du/ac in density, requires 
10% BMR (5% at 60% AMI, 5% at 80% AMI), with options for 7% at 50% AMI and 5% at 30% 
AMI, and these requirements only apply to projects of twenty or more units. The explicit 
reasoning was that the existing, higher, rates were not actually producing housing.9 
 
Mill Valley as of June 2026 reversed a policy which lowered the threshold of their inclusionary 
zoning program from ten units to four, and increased the percentage to 25%.10 
 

“I was on the Planning Commission in 2018 when we lowered it from 10 to four,” 
Councilmember Urban Carmel said. 
 
“It didn’t work,” he said, referring to the stricter inclusionary requirement. “You learn and 
I’m happy we’re pivoting.” 

 
Portland mandated unfunded inclusionary zoning on buildings twenty units and larger from 
2017-2024, the result being that many more 19-unit buildings were constructed, and total permit 
numbers fell forty percent, with development fleeing to just outside city limits. When the city 
decided to fund the IZ requirements, developers started building subsidized units again.11 The 
state is currently in the process of outlawing unfunded IZ mandates via SB 1521. (Graph from 
Portland Press Herald analysis12.) 

12 LaClaire, H., & Rice, A. (2026, May 13). Is a Portland rule requiring affordable units slowing down real 
housing growth? The Portland Press Herald. 

11 Andersen, M. (2026, February 24). Portland’s inclusionary zoning program is finally performing, new 
data suggests. Sightline Institute. 
https://www.sightline.org/2025/11/25/portlands-inclusionary-zoning-program-is-finally-performing-new-dat
a-suggests/  

10 The Mill Valley City Council unanimously mill approved a series of zoning code updates on June 1st 
that officials Hope will lure developers. Enjoy Mill Valley. (2026, June 9). 
https://enjoymillvalley.com/2026/06/08/the-mill-valley-city-council-unanimously-approved-a-series-of-zonin
g-code-updates-on-june-1st-that-officials-hope-will-lure-developers/  

9 Menconi, K. (2025, November 21). San Jose Housing Policy Change delayed after pushback. San José 
Spotlight. https://sanjosespotlight.com/san-jose-housing-policy-change-delayed-after-pushback/  

8 City of San Jose. (2026). Recent changes to Inclusionary Housing Ordinance (IHO) | city of san josé. 
https://www.sanjoseca.gov/your-government/departments-offices/housing/developers/proposed-changes-t
o-inclusionary-housing-ordinance  

https://www.sightline.org/2025/11/25/portlands-inclusionary-zoning-program-is-finally-performing-new-data-suggests/
https://www.sightline.org/2025/11/25/portlands-inclusionary-zoning-program-is-finally-performing-new-data-suggests/
https://enjoymillvalley.com/2026/06/08/the-mill-valley-city-council-unanimously-approved-a-series-of-zoning-code-updates-on-june-1st-that-officials-hope-will-lure-developers/
https://enjoymillvalley.com/2026/06/08/the-mill-valley-city-council-unanimously-approved-a-series-of-zoning-code-updates-on-june-1st-that-officials-hope-will-lure-developers/
https://sanjosespotlight.com/san-jose-housing-policy-change-delayed-after-pushback/
https://www.sanjoseca.gov/your-government/departments-offices/housing/developers/proposed-changes-to-inclusionary-housing-ordinance
https://www.sanjoseca.gov/your-government/departments-offices/housing/developers/proposed-changes-to-inclusionary-housing-ordinance


 

 
 
San Francisco raised its inclusionary rate to over 20% with Proposition C, and wound up not 
only cratering their total production, but producing fewer lottery units as well. As a result, the city 
cut their rates roughly in half in 2023 to increase production.13 (Graph from independent 
analysis14.) 
 

14 YIMBY Dispatches (2017, June 11). “The 25% inclusionary rate is killing affordable housing”. 
https://medium.com/yimby/the-25-inclusionary-rate-is-killing-affordable-housing-db143c4abd31  

13 Brinklow, A., & Brinklow, A. (2024, October 16). SF’s Unique Way of Funding Affordable Homes Is 
Under Attack, From All Sides. The Frisc. 
https://thefrisc.com/sfs-unique-way-of-funding-affordable-homes-is-under-attack-from-all-sides-a01f5c678
1c5/  

https://www.pressherald.com/2026/05/08/has-portlands-inclusionary-zoning-housing-ordinance-gone-too-f
ar/  

https://medium.com/yimby/the-25-inclusionary-rate-is-killing-affordable-housing-db143c4abd31
https://thefrisc.com/sfs-unique-way-of-funding-affordable-homes-is-under-attack-from-all-sides-a01f5c6781c5/
https://thefrisc.com/sfs-unique-way-of-funding-affordable-homes-is-under-attack-from-all-sides-a01f5c6781c5/
https://www.pressherald.com/2026/05/08/has-portlands-inclusionary-zoning-housing-ordinance-gone-too-far/
https://www.pressherald.com/2026/05/08/has-portlands-inclusionary-zoning-housing-ordinance-gone-too-far/


 
Since then, the city’s Inclusionary Zoning Technical Advisory Committee has written: "In the final 
TAC meeting, Controller's Office staff noted that, based on the consultants' analysis, the 
maximum economically-feasible inclusionary requirement was 0%.”15 
 
Ultimately, there is a well-known and demonstrated way to produce housing affordability: build 
more housing. No jurisdiction which builds a lot of housing has high rents.16 
 

16 Soltas, Evan, Gruber, Jonathan. (2026, February). “How Costly Is Permitting in Housing Development?” 
https://evansoltas.com/papers/Permitting_SoltasGruber2026.pdf 

15 Office of the Controller (2026, April 30). “Inclusionary Housing: Triennial Review of Economic 
Feasibility, 2026”. 
https://media.api.sf.gov/documents/Triennial_Economic_Feasibilty_Report_2026.final.pdf  

https://evansoltas.com/papers/Permitting_SoltasGruber2026.pdf
https://media.api.sf.gov/documents/Triennial_Economic_Feasibilty_Report_2026.final.pdf


 
We cannot subsidize our way to affordability because we cannot raise the funds. We cannot 
require developers to subsidize our way to affordability because they will be unable to build at 
all. The only way out is to enable the construction of enough market rate housing that we move 
to the upper left quadrant of that graph. 
 
The status quo is a vicious cycle, where the price of housing goes up, so more people can’t 
afford it, so we need more lottery housing, so the subsidized percentage goes up, so we 
produce less, so the price of housing goes up, and we end up here. 

The Effect of Market-Rate Housing on Housing Affordability 
There are two complementary approaches which can be used to improve housing affordability: 
explicitly producing subsidized housing, and producing enough housing to reduce the market 



rate. In the absence of a tremendous infusion of money, the latter is remarkably effective.17 As 
described by Henry Grabar: 
 

In one case, two of the article’s co-authors, Justin Tyndall and Limin Fang, told me, a 
unit at the Central was purchased by a woman leaving an apartment built in the 1960s in 
a low-income neighborhood. That unit was subsequently occupied by someone moving 
from a transitional-housing facility for the formerly homeless, presumably freeing up a 
bed for someone living on the street. Put succinctly: The sale of an apartment costing 
more than half a million dollars seems to have created a vacancy at a homeless 
shelter. 

 
The question has been asked in New York City18, in San Francisco19, in Helsinki20, in Germany21, 
in a variety of places22, most recently in Honolulu23; new market-rate housing in a constrained 
market reduces nearby rents. A lack of new market-rate housing prevents existing housing from 
becoming affordable over time24. The evidence on this front is strong25. 
 

I combine the address histories with a simulation model to estimate that building 100 
new market-rate units leads 45-70 and 17-39 people to move out of below-median 
and bottom-quintile income tracts, respectively, with almost all of the effect occurring 
within five years.26 (Evan Mast) 

26 Mast, Evan. 2019. "The Effect of New Market-Rate Housing Construction on the Low-Income Housing 
Market." Upjohn Institute Working Paper 19-307. Kalamazoo, MI: W.E. Upjohn Institute for Employment 
Research. https://doi.org/10.17848/wp19-307  

25 Been, V., Ellen, I. G., & O’Regan, K. (2024). Supply skepticism revisited. Housing Policy Debate, 35(1), 
96–113. https://doi.org/10.1080/10511482.2024.2418044  

24 Spader, J. (2024). Has housing filtering stalled? heterogeneous outcomes in the American Housing 
Survey, 1985–2021. Housing Policy Debate, 35(1), 3–25. https://doi.org/10.1080/10511482.2023.2298256  

23 Fang, Limin and Kim, Emi and Tyndall, Justin. (March 27, 2026), The Downmarket Impact of New 
Multifamily Housing: Evidence from a Honolulu Condo Tower. Available at SSRN: 
https://ssrn.com/abstract=5780364  or http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.5780364  

22 Asquith, Brian J., Evan Mast, and Davin Reed. 2019. "Supply Shock Versus Demand Shock: The Local 
Effects of New Housing in Low-Income Areas." Upjohn Institute Working Paper 19-316. Kalamazoo, MI: 
W.E. Upjohn Institute for Employment Research. https://doi.org/10.17848/wp19-316  

21 Mense, A. (2025). The impact of new housing supply on the distribution of rents. Journal of Political 
Economy Macroeconomics, 3(1), 1–42. https://doi.org/10.1086/733977   

20 Bratu, C., Harjunen, O., & Saarimaa, T. (2023). JUE insight: City-wide effects of new housing supply: 
Evidence from moving chains. Journal of Urban Economics, 103528. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jue.2022.103528   

19 Pennington, Kate, Does Building New Housing Cause Displacement?: The Supply and Demand Effects 
of Construction in San Francisco (June 15, 2021). Available at SSRN: https://ssrn.com/abstract=3867764  
or http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3867764  

18 Li, X. (2021). Do new housing units in your backyard raise your rents? Journal of Economic Geography, 
22(6), 1309–1352. https://doi.org/10.1093/jeg/lbab034  

17 Grabar, H. (2026, February 23). High-End construction really does help everyone. The Atlantic. 
https://www.theatlantic.com/ideas/2026/02/housing-crisis-rich-poor-building/686086/  

https://doi.org/10.17848/wp19-307
https://doi.org/10.1080/10511482.2024.2418044
https://doi.org/10.1080/10511482.2023.2298256
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https://doi.org/10.1086/733977
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jue.2022.103528
https://ssrn.com/abstract=3867764
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Lower Density Streamlining 
The proposal consists of three options: two-way lot splits, and in non-SB 79 areas, starter 
homes up to a count of five. In SB 79 areas, up to ten starter homes per parcel. 
 
In comparison to SHRA, SB 9, which allows lot splits and duplexes on single-family parcels, has 
been far less used, on the order of less than ten units per year, in contrast to a hundred starter 
homes in less than a year. The primary barrier to this is owner-occupancy requirements27, which 
only apply to the lot-split provisions. But for these projects to secure standard construction 
financing, the homes must be individually sellable. 
 
Campbell will create a local lot-split ordinance which does not contain owner-occupancy 
requirements, but only allows up to two primary units, rather than four, across the newly split 
parcels. These homes can be full-sized rather than small starter homes. 
 
Streamlining for SHRA (SB 1123) projects will consist of allowing concurrent demolition and 
construction permitting, using the city’s administrative authority to determine the sequencing of 
permits. We’ll allow streamlining up to five homes citywide, but in areas already subject to SB 79 
upzoning, we’ll streamline the full ten. In the latter case, the alternatives are not “stasis or 
change”, but rather “four-to-seven story buildings or townhomes”, and this allows us to choose 
the latter. 

Fees 
We levy fees on new housing; in some cases, jurisdictions tax new housing to pay for new 
housing, but we tax new housing to pay for parks, which should clearly be paid for by everyone, 
since everyone uses parks. (Notably, these fees (Fund 295) have not paid for new parks, but 
rather for projects like playground improvements (projects 18PP and 20PP) and parking lot 
expansions (23DD) at John D. Morgan, track resurfacing at the Community Center (21PP), and 
bike path improvements at Campbell Park (21KK).) 
 
Impact fees discourage housing production.28 As with unsubsidized inclusionary zoning, fees 
are not an efficient way of raising funds, but it is politically palatable to charge fees on people 
who do not live here yet and so cannot complain. It feels like free money, but it is not. The city 
should raise funds for capital projects via parcel taxes, bonds, or grants. 
 
The city has received an average of roughly $600,000 per year in these fees. If these were 
structured as a parcel tax rather than a tax on new housing, they would cost (Campbell has 
about 17,000 housing units) roughly $35 per household per year. This is comparable to existing 

28 California YIMBY. (2024, June 13). The Impact of Fees: Rethinking local revenues for more multifamily 
housing. https://cayimby.org/reports/the-impact-of-fees/  

27 Metcalf, B., Garcia, D., & Carlton, I. (2021). Will allowing duplexes and lot splits on parcels zoned for 
single-family create new homes? Terner Center for Housing Innovation. 
https://ternercenter.berkeley.edu/wp-content/uploads/2021/07/SB-9-Brief-July-2021-Final.pdf 

https://cayimby.org/reports/the-impact-of-fees/
https://ternercenter.berkeley.edu/wp-content/uploads/2021/07/SB-9-Brief-July-2021-Final.pdf
https://ternercenter.berkeley.edu/wp-content/uploads/2021/07/SB-9-Brief-July-2021-Final.pdf


open-space parcel fees, and Campbell should move in this direction. It also has the advantage 
of being much more predictable than fees on new housing. 
 
However, this is currently the sole source of capital for the parks department. In view of that, it 
would be better to place a pause on parks funding, for example, exempting the next five 
hundred new units on Housing Element opportunity sites. This is similar to San Jose’s 
approach. Alternatively, the city could encourage smaller, more inherently affordable homes by 
charging an equivalent per-square-foot fee for parks rather than a per-unit fee, while we go 
through the process of restructuring our parks funding. 

Frequently Asked Questions 

Does SB 79 obsolete your work? 
As SB 79 will increase Campbell’s zoned capacity by roughly forty thousand units by legalizing 
apartments near our light rail stations29, there has been some concern that we may overproduce 
housing. 
 
This is unlikely; cities have historically not built out their zoned capacity. Concerns were raised 
when the current Housing Element was being drafted that we might overproduce. Such 
concerns have proven unfounded, hence this report. 
 
More broadly, cities have only recently started to “shrink-wrap” their zoning so that their capacity 
is very close to their built inventory. This is appealing, as it allows for close direction of growth, 
but as construction relies on many factors outside the city’s control, it leads to much slower 
growth. In short, we can’t predict which sites will be viable, an unpredictable proportion of them 
will be, and if we want to plan for growth, we have to account for that. 

What about utility capacity? 
Concerns have been raised by some citizens that new construction will strain the city’s 
infrastructure in ways we cannot afford, that we’ll run out of water or sewer capacity, for 
example. 
 
First, cities have the ability under the Housing Accountability Act to deny housing on a site 
“which does not have adequate water or wastewater facilities to serve the project” (GOV 
§65589.5(d)(4))30 
 

30 California Government Code (2026, January 1), 
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=GOV&sectionNum=65589.5  

29 Langberg, M. (2026, April 14). State Housing Law Could Change Campbell’s small city vibe. San José 
Spotlight. https://sanjosespotlight.com/state-housing-law-could-change-campbells-small-city-vibe/  

https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=GOV&sectionNum=65589.5
https://sanjosespotlight.com/state-housing-law-could-change-campbells-small-city-vibe/


Campbell’s 6th Cycle Housing Element31 states (pages H.IV-40 and 41) that for water: 
 

The impact of this project is not consequential and [San Jose Water] has the capacity to 
serve the General Plan (which includes this Housing Element Update) through buildout 
based on current water supply capacity and Valley Water’s proposed water supply 
projects. 

 
And for sewer: 
 

While full buildout of the development contemplated in the proposed General Plan 
(which includes this Housing Element Update) would increase the existing treatment 
demand at the treatment plant, the proposed General Plan includes a range of policies 
designed to ensure an adequate wastewater treatment and sewer capacity for 
development. 

Sources 
We spoke with: 

●​ Mark Robson (market-rate developer) 
●​ Kelly Snider (SJSU professor) 
●​ Flaherty Ward and Karl Lauff, Santa Clara County Housing Authority (BMR developer) 
●​ Sergio Lopez (councilmember) 
●​ Rob Eastwood (staff) 
●​ Pete Beritzhoff, Bay West Development (market-rate developer) 
●​ Stephanie Yi, Jia Li, Tomas Tran, AlphaX RE Capital (market-rate developer) 
●​ Susan Landry (former mayor, concerned citizen) and Roy DiVittorio (citizen) 

 

31 City of Campbell (2023, April 18). 6th Cycle 2023-2013 Housing Element.  
https://www.campbellca.gov/ArchiveCenter/ViewFile/Item/2953  

https://www.campbellca.gov/ArchiveCenter/ViewFile/Item/2953
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