MORRIS
ARCHITECTURE
HOME SIZE RESTRICTIONS - FLOOR AREA RATIO
Attn:

City Council, Redwood City

Date:

08.08.19

Regarding upcoming 8/26/19 hearing for consideration of new restrictions.
I am a residential architect, based in Millbrae, and practicing architecture on the peninsula, including Redwood
City, for the past 16 years. Over the past 3 years, Morris Architecture has had 15 residential projects either
completed or currently active, which is a large percentage of our work as a small firm. As an architect, I am
involved with homeowners from the earliest conception of their home improvement project, through to
completion. I am very familiar with Redwood City zoning codes and refer to them regularly for my projects.
Floor Area Rest1:tction
\Xfhile it is common on the peninsula to have floor area restrictions, we feel that 40% of the lot area, or
2,500 sq. fl., is a significant and excessive reduction to the unlimited floor area allowance that has been
in place. In comparison to the downtown commercial density that has been encouraged recently, this
restriction seems out of place with the new character of the city. In comparison with neighboring cities
which are less 'urban' than RWC, 40% FAR is less dense than every other city along the El Camino
corridor, which again seems out of place (see comparison below).
My clients on the Peninsula a re regularly seeking homes with living space between 2,000 sq. ft. and 3,500
sq. ft., and this new restriction would quickly render a majority of R\VC properties as undesirable. An
average 6,000 sq. ft. lot has a max potential living space of 2,100 sq. ft. (2 car garage = 400 sq. ft.). I
imagine many potential development projects would be drawn elsewhere.
Have property values and property tax revenue been taken into account? If all homes are limited in floor
area, it seems that development momentum in this city will dwindle, and potential tax. revenue will be
capped. Is this the intended result of these restrictions?
Notification
Unfortunately, we were surprised to learn of this upcoming hearing agenda only last week, through a
client who saw a news article. J visit the Community Development Department often, speak with peer
architects and cou11tless residents and clients, and J would hope these decisions would make it my way
months in advance.
\Vhat notification measures have been taken so far, to announce this upcoming decision?

www.morris-arch.com

Millbrae, CA 94D30

Morris Architecture currently has 4 active projects for which these floor area restrictions would directly
impact, if they are passed. And so, our hope is that the implementation of any restrictions will be
delayed until sufficient notification measures are taken. Architectural design takes months of

preparation before formal submittals can be made, and impacts of this 1nagnitude would devastate our
clients' plans, and the investments they have made thus far in design, engineering, and other consultants.
Last year, San Carlos made large-scale changes to their zoning code, and they were able to successfully
notify all of the applicants / architects who had previously submitted projects to the city, repeatedly
sending updates on the process and hearings throughout the year. It seems that a similar step could
have been taken by the R\XIC community development department, as the design community are some
of those impacted most d irectly with these zoning regulations.
Having worked with over 25 local jurisdictions on the peninsula, I'm familiar with multiple different methods for
enc:ouraging a sense of community and neighborhood character through design. I think I understand the intent
behind this measure (avoiding massive new homes out of context with their surroundings), and J'm in favor of
establishing guidelines that promote sound contextual design. However in this case, I feel that the solution is
excessive and damaging to the city. I hope that other in-between solution will be explored, which allow for the
growing needs of today's residents, while still promoting the neighborhood character that it's residents love.
\Xlhatever the outcome, I hope the Council will ensure sufficient notification efforts be made, including a
reasonable adjustment period for work in progress.
Sincerely,
Ryan Morris
Principal
Morris Architecture
ryan@morris-arch.com

"*See FAR comparison next page

www.morris-arch.com

Millbrae, CA 94030

Single Family FAR regulations for neighboring cities along El Camino corridor
San Carlos - unlimited
Menlo Park - 2,800 sf for lots 5,000-7,000 sf (56%-40%)
Belmont - 53% for flat lots (percentage decreases for sloping lots)
San Mateo - 50%
Burlingame - 32% + 1,100 sf (6,000 sf lot= 50.3%)
Millbrae - 55%
San Maleo County, Unincorporated - 52% for Selby Sequoia, West Menlo Park

www.morris-arch.com

Millbrae, CA 94030

CD-William Chui
From:

Sent:
To:

Subject:

CD-William Chui
Tuesday, August 13. 2019 3:15 PM
CD-William Chui
FW: mt carmel building codes and redwood city retail for planning commission and
mayor

From: arnold friedman
Sent: Thursday, June 13, 2019 11:17 AM
To: Forward of Internet E-Mail <CITY@redwoodcity.org>
Subject: mt carmel building codes and redwood city retail for planning commission and mayor

good morning,
Thank you for the many upgrades to the vitality of redwood city. I am very pleased with the overall direction of
redwood city and the growth.
i want homeowners in the mt carmel, and elsewhere, to be able to add to their homes. Some of the recent
additions are too big for the lots. I am specifically concerned about the overall look of the street, where new
homes are expanding the footprint into the front yard, for both the first and especially the second story, for
example, the new home being built on hopkins near fulton. I would like to see limits to keep this consistent
with mount carmel neighborhood standards avoiding inching up of a two story box house redo that starts from
the sidewalk (over exaggerating to emphasize a point).
regarding retail in downtown, that's a tricky question in today's online environment. Like that we have
a butcher. Be nice to add other food providers to the downtown area, like have a segona's vegatables/fruits,
bakery, artisanal chocolates (for example christopher elbow on hayes in SF has speciality chocolates and a little
chocolate eating area), cheese, italian speciality (we have german speciality) etc. Also, the boutique laden
streets ofhayes and union in SF are examples vs big box. Maybe something like antropologie replacing cost
plus
Wish chick fil a was not replacing mcdonalds on whipple. Unfortunately this company has become a political
symbo1 and i don't like it being the first thing you see on entering redwood city from IO 1. Whether the city can
or should do something here is a something that I have mixed feelings on.
best,
Arnold Friedman
30 year redwood city resident and homeowner

CD-William Chui
From:

Sent:
Subject:

CD-William Chui
Thursday, June 06, 2019 8:49 AM
FW: Feedback from 5/21 meeting on ADU and FAR

From: Kris Johnson
Sent: Monday, June 03, 2019 10:11 AM
To: GRP-Planning Commissioners <PC@redwoodcity.org>
Cc: CD-Steven Turner <sturner@redwoodcity.org>; ATTY-Prasanna Rasiah <prasiah@redwoodcity.org>; Council-Ian Bain
<ibain@redwoodcity.org>; Council-Diane Howard <DHoward@redwoodcity.org>
Subject: Feedback from 5/21 meeting on ADU and FAR

Dear Planning Commission,
Thank you for your time and deliberation on these two complicated issues. Even with the criticality of getting
this situation addressed quickly, I fully support sending these items back to staff for more data points, analysis,
and deliberation. In the meantime, I echo Rachel Holt's recurrent call for a moratorium (or interim ordinance)
calling for the immediate halt to 2nd-story ADUs above garages while we hash out this policy over the next few
months. To be very clear, I am not asking for a halt to all ADUs. Rather, I am asking for the temporary halt on
2nd-story ADUs above garages new and incomplete applications until the updated ordinance gets
approved.
Some of you expressed serious concerns back in 2017 about the new and rushed ADU policy. City staff made
promises that never materialized re: addressing these concerns. In this void, plans that push boundaries to the
max and lead to neighborhood strife continue to pour in. Just last week, another neighbor who lives adjacent to
the approved ADU at 208 Lowell (see attached image) expressed to me how irate she is, feeling that our City
is turning a blind eye to its residents. A series of key questions came up from this devastated resident:

•
•
•

Why is it up to residents to fight 1: 1 with their neighbors?
How are residents supposed to keep current on technical building codes and arcane regulations?
Why does Redwood City continue to allow projects that aren't allowed in most cities on the Peninsula?

Following are a few of my concerns, questions, and suggestions that have arisen from the meeting on 5/21 :
PROCESS

1. I would hope we can agree that both FAR and ADU would have been better served by an extensive
study session (or two) prior to last week's Planning Commission (PC) meeting. An ordinary PC meeting
should not be the vehicle to create a policy on the fly even if it is interim ordinance (as is the case with
FAR). Given the complexities of the two issues and the implications for every Redwood City resident,
did staff truly believe we were going to (or should) hammer this out in one PC meeting? It was a tall ask
of the engaged public who want to keep involved to slog through a 4.5-hour meeting.
a. Why we didn't have a study session for these two issues? Was it to save time or to short-circuit
the process? I recognize the necessity for expediency, but we would be better served by an
interim ordinance that gets it right the first time. This is why some of us have been asking for a
moratorium on 2nd-story ADUs.

b. These new ADU and FAR ordinances will set a new bar and be extremely difficult to modify,
thus the importance of not rushing forward now without sufficient due diligence. And all the more
reason for an immediate, interim ordinance on 2nd-story ADUs above garages

2.
Despite claims to the contrary during the PC meeting on May 21, our appeal process is broken,
inadequate and expensive. Furthermore, it simply doesn't address the need for increased community
engagement and transparency. No other city on the Peninsula has an appeal fee as high as ours. Why is that?
a. Our notification process is anemic at best and requires residents to be watchdogs by constantly
checking the difficult to use Building Eye program and/or constantly peppering staff for information.
b. Also, it's incredibly cumbersome and inconvenient to require residents to trudge down to City
Hall during limited business hours to take pictures of plans with their cell phones in order to get
the documentation of projects that are of concern. Given the torrent of development projects in
our community, why are we not digitizing these plans (as suggested by Commissioner Shoe)?
c. The ongoing problems with the appeal process are long-standing and well-documented. I
personally have had multiple conversations with Steven Turner on the subject, yet most of the
concerns have gone unaddressed. Appeals should not have to substitute for reasonable, smart
regulations and guidelines that are applied objectively and transparently.
d. Any suggestion last week that our appeals process provides an adequate safety net for
residents is categorically untrue. We can and must do better.

3.
For anyone who believes this is solely a Mt Carmel issue, they are mistaken. It is happening in other
neighborhoods as well. The reason you are hearing more from Mt Carmel is that it's the only neighborhoods
where developers can scrape historic homes and then sell the 4 ,000 sq ft replacements for over $3M.
a. Yes, Mt Carmel's proximity to downtown and transit, its inherent appeal , the aging small housing
stock and ability to command virtually any price, make developer-driven projects for profit in this
neighborhood appealing. Why should it surprise anyone that developers are overly attracted to
the incredibly profitable development environment that is occurring in a charming
neighborhood?
b. This neighborhood happens to be represented by a couple of vocal residents who have spent
vast amounts of time being voluntary advocates for neighborhood concerns. That is why you are
hearing more from Mt Carmel. Given the personal and financial toll, including public
disparagement, long hours and the ridiculously frustrating appeal process, is it any wonder that
you aren't hearing from more residents and from more neighborhoods? Please put to rest any
suggestions that this is just a Mt Carmel problem. It's a city-wide problem that is a byproduct of
a crude, rushed ADU ordinance and a non-existent but long overdue FAR policy.

4.
How did the conversation switch from a .40 or .45 FAR (as recommended by Council on 11/19/18) to
the suggested .50 FAR detailed in the staff report and proposed by staff? 1 rewatched the Council video and
there was not a single mention of a .50 FAR by Council or by our City Manager at the time, Aaron Aknin. If this
was an honest mistake by staff, then so be it. But I hope you can understand why the public might have
legitimate concerns when a staff report and recommendation doesn't mirror the Council's direction. Why did it
take an inquisitive Planning Commissioner to point out this inconsistency at the meeting last week? And why
are we even contemplating a .50 FAR when that doesn't reflect the direction given by Council?
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5.
Can we evaluate a hard cap of .40 and let developers apply for proposed projects that exceed the cap if
they have an exceptional design or other benefits? A hard cap with a discretionary exception would put the
time and financial burden on developers -- where it belongs. There could be legitimate situations where
exceeding the cap makes sense but let's have the developer bear that cost via the Planning Commission.

6.
I fully support the PC recommendation for more than two years of data. We should not be basing an
interim FAR recommendation on the excessive development we have experienced the last two years where we
saw a pronounced increase in developers taking advantage of our permissive zoning in our neighborhoods. I
also fully support the Commission's decision to not consider a "soft-cap threshold" but request an interim hardcap instead.

7.
Why didn't staff provide mock-ups (see attached) similar to what Commissioner Shoe hand-sketched,
showing renderings of the different heights of ADUs? I found these drawings incredibly illuminating and I'm
wondering why staff couldn't provide 2D or 3D drawings so the Commission and the public could actually see a
visual of what they were recommending?
a. In this same vein, why aren't we also seeing renderings of what the FAR recommendations
would look like on different sized lots? Surely we have Planning staff with CAD expertise or
available through an approved consultant who could assist with this. Perhaps staff could
produce visual images of 4-5 recent applications for the next discussion on June 18?

8.
Given the emotional testimony from the public last week, I hope everyone understands why 28-ft tall,
700 sq ft ADUs (the equivalent of an average 3-car garage) on top of a detached garage just a few feet from
the property line are so problematic. Perhaps we should consider a change to the ordinance where we allow
700 sq ft for ground floor ADUs (see attached proposed ADU) but limit ADUs above a garage to only 350 sq ft?
That would provide yet another significant incentive for the production of one-story ADUs.

9.
I see no justification for allowing external staircases and balconies on 2nd-story ADUs given the privacy
concerns. The elimination of these two items could also have positive impacts on overall massing. Please see
the attached proposed ADU that does not have an exterior staircase nor a balcony. It can be done.

10.
Can we consider having a policy where a one-story ADU doesn't count towards FAR but a two-story
does? Once again, this could be a creative way to encourage the production of one-story ADUs while reducing
impacts on neighbors.

11 .
Given the unique impacts and design requirements for ADUs, have we considered creating "Findings"
that are specific to ADUs similar to what San Carlos does (see attached)? Given that there is an application
with findings (the Architectural Permit) for ADUs above garages, can we have specific criteria and findings
regardin g privacy and neighbor impacts for that type of AP?

3

12.
Given their expertise, why hasn't our Architectural Advisory Committee (AAC) been involved in this
process?

13.
Finally, I have uploaded the PC video to YouTube for convenient viewing if you need to rewatch the
staff report, public comment or review the staff commitments from that evening.
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=JWlpNORKIIA&t=12269s

Thank you for your ongoing commitment to our City and your consideration of these matters.
Regards,
Kris Johnson
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CD-William Chui
From:

Sent:
Subject:

CD-William Chui
Thursday, June 06, 2019 12:54 PM
FW: FAR and ADUs

From: Christian Brockman

Sent: Thursday, May 23, 2019 6:11 PM
To: GRP-Planning Commissioners < PC@redwoodcity.org>
Subject: FAR and ADUs

Hi,
I read with great interest a story in the Daily Journal regarding proposed floor to area restrictions and
restrictions on accessory dwelling units.
My wife, my young daughter, and I recently moved to Redwood City from Bethesda and would like to make
RWC our permanent home. The bay area, including RWC suffers from incredibly inflated house prices,
including, because of unnecessary restrictions on housing. The commission should seek to ease restrictions to
welcome more families - which include grandparents - to the area. As such, the commission should be strongly
against FAR and any restrictions on ADUs. Indeed, the commission should be seeking to reduce those
regulations wherever possible. Take a page from Minneapolis - seek to eliminate single family housing as a
zone and allow more ability to build. This will help ensure a thriving RWC for years to come.
Christian Brockman

CD-William Chui
From:

Sent:
Subject:

CD-William Chui
Thursday, June 06, 2019 12:54 PM
FW: FAR and ADUs

From: Rachel Holt

Sent: Thursday, May 23, 2019 10:36 AM

To: GRP-Planning Commissioners <PC@redwoodcity.org>
Subject: FAR and ADUs

Chair Bondonno and Planning CommissionersThank you for the time, attention and thoughtful discussion in which you engaged on Tuesday night. I have had
some time to digest your comments and questions, as well as some of the very moving public comment by
many of my neighbors and I have a few followup thoughts that I would like you to consider.
Regarding the 11remedy 11 of filing an appeal. I want to further flesh out that process, so that you really
understand how broken our system is, and why I remain convinced that the majority of this community has no
idea about how to oppose development that is in conflict with existing neighborhood character. First, there is
the very broken system of "notice". The only neighbors that are put on notice that an application has even been
submitted for review/approval to the planning department are the immediate adjacent neighbors and the 3
neighbors across the street. That is it. If you live in a neighborhood that seems to be in the cross hairs of
developers, and you don't happen to live right next door to the potential project, this is what the appeals process
will look like for you: you must consistently troll Building eye (the city's online notification of applications for
building permits), the HRAC agenda (for requests for complete tear downs or major additions to homes 1940 or
older) and watch every listing and recently sold home in that neighborhood. And then you have to find out who
the assigned planner is for that project and repeatedly email that person to stay on top of the status of the
application, and then timely file the appeal within 15 days of the project being approved, at the bargain
basement price of $640. I know this from personal experience. Most of my neighborhood has been asleep at
the wheel (myself included) as homes (some gorgeously maintained, historic, STARTER homes) have been tom
down, replaced by 3,000 sq ft plus sized homes and sold for 3 million dollars. As I told you Tuesday night, the
turning point in my neighborhood really was when Jeff Ira, former Mayor and clearly well informed on how to
fight City Hall, filed an appeal on an approved building permit on Iris- right next door to him. Since then, I
have heard over and over again from my neighbors things like "I didn't know I could file an appeal", 11! didn't
think there was anything I could do because the city told me it complied with code 11, 111 don't want to start a war
with my neighbor", and most disheartening "I am sad to see the destruction of everything that attracted me to
this neighborhood".
The appeals process does not work. It is broken in so many ways and, to be even remotely effective requires
neighbors to spend countless hours being watchdogs. Which brings me to the other neighborhoods throughout
this city. You might think this is a "Mt Cam1el II issue, because we seem to be the squeakiest wheels. This goes
hand in hand with a broken appeals process. It is happening all across this city. I have seen it in Woodside
Plaza. Friendly Acres is at serious risk as Facebook and Google continue to grow just over our southern border
and offer HUGE housing stipends to it's employees who live within .5 miles of their offices. Central, Palm
Park, Eagle Hill. They are all at risk. And in Mt Carmel we are sitting ducks. Relying on you and City Council
to save this neighborhood.

I appreciate the desire of the commission to get this right. I am deeply thankful for the expertise that
Commissioner Shoe adds to the commission and his desire to do it right the first time and not have to go back
and fix it. I ask that you understand the frustration of the community knowing that with respect to ADUs many
of the concerns that were raised Tuesday night were the same concerns raised by this commission two years ago
and were told by staff that they would study, analyze and compare with other cities to address serious massing,
privacy, light, air and character issues. Instead they recommended adopting the same height limit for an ADU
· over a detached garage as is allowable for a two story house. What?! We do need to get this right, but we need
to do it quickly as the current ordinance is tearing this neighborhood apart.
I look forward to the next meeting in June. I am very hopeful for the changes you will recommend re: AD Us
and I am very hopeful that you will recommend a hardcap FAR of .40 or .45.
Thank you for time and consideration.
Sincerely,
Rachel Holt
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CD-William Chui
From:

Sent:

To:
Subject:

CD-William Chui
Wednesday, Augu st 14, 2019 4:30 PM
CD-William Chui
FW: Redwood City Floor Area Ratio

From: Dan Biermann
Sent: Wednesday, August 14, 2019 2:28 PM
To: CD-William Chui <wchui@redwoodcity.org>
Subject: RE: Redwood City Floor Area Ratio

Hi William,
Appreciate you passing the proposed FAR regulations to me.
My only comment would be pertaining to the "Exemptions to FAR'', I would add covered front porches to be exempt
from FAR as these types of features help delineate massing & bulk of a residences exterior. Size limitations won't reduce
bulk, as a box is a box. Why get dinged for an element that might be helpful to an exterior aesthetics.
Also, arbors or trellis' should be exempt provided they are not covered by a water-proofroof, The definition is too
vague.
Dan

Daniel F. Biermann, PBD
Design Studio

~
"Less is more when more is no longer efficient ··

CD-William Chui
From:
Sent:
Subject:

CD-William Chui
Tuesday, August 13, 2019 3:12 PM
CD-William Chui
FW: Proposed Home Size Restrictions, Floor Area Ration for Single Family Homes

Importance:

High

To:

From: Jim Tierney
Sent: Wednesday, August 07, 2019 10:01 AM
To: Council-Ian Bain <ibain@redwoodcitv.org>
Cc: Council-Diane Howard <DHoward@redwoodcity.org>; Council-Alicia Aguirre <aaguirre@redw oodcity.org>; CouncilJanet Borgens <jborgens@redwoodcitv.org>; Council-Giselle Hale <ghale@redwoodcitv.org>; Council-Shelly Masur
<smasur@redwoodcitv.org>; Council-Diana Reddy <dreddy@redwoodcitv.org>; GRP-City Council
<council@redwoodcity.org>; CD-Steven Turner <sturner@redwoodcitv.org>
Subject: RE: Proposed Home Size Restrictions, Floor Area Ration for Single Family Homes

Thanksfortheresponse.
The .40 limitation still doesn't make sense given the cost of real estate and the restrictions it would put on a smaller
lots. As I mentioned, something between .40 -.50 makes more sense with a possible cap or tiered structure. This isn't a
simple matter and it requires more than just one meeting based on an arbitrary recommendation by the Planning
Commission.
Jim Tierney - Principal, Broker
DRE# 01197012
NetEquity Real Estate

From: Ian Bain [mailto:ibain@redwoodcitv.org1
Sent: Wednesday, August 7, 2019 9:40 AM
To: Jim Tierney
Cc: Diane Howard <dhoward@redwoodcitv.org>; Council-Alicia Aguirre <aaguirre@redwoodcity.org>; Council-Janet
Borgens <jborgens@redwoodcity.org>; Council-Giselle Hale <ghale@redwoodcitv.org>; Council-Shelly Masur
<smasur@redwoodcitv.org>; Council-Diana Reddy <dreddv@redwoodcitv.org>; GRP-City Council
<council@redwoodcitv.org>; CD-Steven Turner <sturner@redwoodcity.org>
Subject: Re: Proposed Home Size Restrictions, Floor Area Ration for Single Family Homes

Dear Mr. Tierney,
On behalf of the City Council, thank you for writing to express your thoughts on proposed floor area rations.
The Planning Commission's recommendation is .40 or 2,500 square feet, whichever is greater. That means that
under the proposal, a 10,000 square foot lot could have a 4,000 square foot home.
1

The Council will discuss the Planning Commission's recommendations on August 26th, and your thoughts will
be considered.

Respectfully,
Ian Bain

0 ---·-- -----

IAN BAIN
Mayor
City of Redwood City
Phone: (650) 780-7565

E-mail: ibain@redwoodcity.org
www.redwoodcitv.org

On Tue, Aug 6, 2019 at 4:31 PM Jim Tierney

wrote:

Dear Mayor, Vice Mayor, and City Council Members:

The Planning Commission's recommendation to adopt home size restrictions is short-sighted and completely
flawed. A cap of 40% of the lot area or a home size of 2500 square feet would drive away jobs and
development in Redwood City. It would also do nothing to make homes more affordable. That ship has
sailed, with low interest rates for the foreseeable future, high demand, and low unemployment, real estate
prices may soften but it's unlikely that we'll see a decline like we did during the subprime housing fiasco. The
minimum FAR should be 50% not including detached garages or a tiered approach base on lot size starting at
5000 s/f and 45% coverage with the FAR percentage increasing with the size of the lot. It makes no sense to
limit a 10,000 s/f lot to only a 2500 s/f structure.

2

The proposed size restrictions also have a costly negative affect as follows:

I. Seniors who live in Redwood City in small homes, and there are many in Mount Cannel and other areas,
will see their property values decrease. A two bedroom one bath, 1200 s/fhome on a 6500 s/f lot is worth
about $1,300,000 on the open market. It's worth about $1,500,000 to developers. I have clients in small
homes looking to sell and they are very concerned about the impact on their property values because of these
proposed restrictions.
2. A lower FAR will increase construction costs and increase home prices. Forcing a developer to build a
basement increases the cost of building tremendously. Adding a second story is far less expensive than adding
a basement. Palo Alto has more homes with basements than any city on the Peninsula. They also have some
of the highest real estate prices in the world.
3. A lower FAR discourages telecommuting. Would you rather have more people working from home or
driving in their cars. With telecommuting becoming more common many home buyers are looking for homes
that include some sort of home office and/or additional bedroom. People work more and more from home and
require a separate office. They don't won't to take calls and do their work in the kitchen or dining room. This
requires a larger home.
4. A lower FAR discourages families with extended family members living with them to move to Redwood
City. With the population aging many people are looking after their parents and in many cases having their
parents live with them. The cost of assisted living and retirement care on the Peninsula is among the highest in
the country. I have many clients who help take care of older parents. Their requirements include a ground
floor bedroom and bathroom. This requires building a larger home to accommodate larger families, including
parents. AD Us do not work always work as most people want everyone under the same roof.

I have lived in Redwood City for 25 years. The city is more vibrant and diverse than ever. Change is difficult
but in general most of the changes (except traffic perhaps) in Redwood City have been positive and made this a
better place to live. The demographics in Redwood City are changing and with that we need to alter the way
we think of living including housing and working. I would encourage you to take a thoughtful approach to
these proposed restrictions taking into consideration the needs of all of our residents not just today but in the
future.

Thank you for your consideration and please feel free to reach out to me with any questions.

Regards,

Jim

3

Jim Tierney - Principal , Broker

DRE# 01197012
NetEquity Real Estate
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CD-William Chui
From:

Sent:
To:

Subject:

CD-William Chui
Wednesday, August 14, 2019 4:30 PM
CD-William Chui
FW: Redwood City Floor Area Ratio

From: Robert Medan

Sent: Wednesday, August 14, 2019 1:28 PM
To: CD-William Chui <wchui@redwoodcity.org>

Subject: Re: Redwood City Floor Area Ratio
Thanks William.
The .40 FAR is on the low side. Is this likely to stay the max allowed?
Robert
Robert Medan, AIA
San Mateo, CA 94402

CD-William Chui
From:

Sent:
To:

Subject:

Planning code changes-imput-8.14.19

Hi William,
Good afternoon.
Take a 50' x 100'/5000 SF. lot. for an example .
.4(5000)=2000 SF incl attached garage, 2500 SF would be the max FAR with an attached garage.
My experience with 5000 SF lots:
1.
2800 SF including attaced two-car garage is tight, but doable. 2500 SF including attached two-car
garage is too small. See Menlo Park zoning regs., 2800 SF max for 5000 SF lots. 28 ' max height.
2.

Can you give designers a 250+ SF incentive to make one covered attached parking /space? This would

bring your FAR for 5000 SF lots up to 2750 SF total floor area. 2-car covered parking is not always used
as residents park in driveway .
3.

Basements are an expensive solution to increase FAR.

4.

It is difficult to do a detached garage on a narrow lot/5000 SF

4.

The smallest lots are most impacted when there are FAR changes to planning codes.

Thank you
Tim Petesen, Architect
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CD-William Chui
From:

Sent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Clark Heppberger
Tuesday, August 20, 2019 4:34 PM
CD-William Chui
GRP -City Council
FAR Restrictions for RWC Homes

Dear Council Members,
I'm writing to express concern over the proposed home size restrictions in Redwood City. I was alerted of this only 2
weeks ago as my wife and I are in the process of finalizing construction drawings to submit for permit. Our hope was to
commence construction in November. The proposed limitations will greatly affect our plans.
I was born and raised on the Peninsula and my wife and I have been residents of Redwood City since 2004. We moved
from San Francisco as we both wanted a suburban environment to raise a family. We've really enjoyed raising our 3
children in the Woodside Plaza neighborhood and love the continued improvements to Downtown where we frequent
the restaurants, bars, movies, concerts, etc. We've been in the same house and have contemplated a major remodel for
several years as they continue to grow.
We have been working with Morris Architecture for nearly a year on the plans for our project. We've invested $50,000
in design, structural, survey and civil engineering fees to construct a high quality home. We recently submitted our
neighborhood approval paperwork as final drawings are nearly complete. We have been eagerly anticipating this
moment as our dream of a new home is so close to becoming a reality.
The news of the proposed FAR restrictions came as a total surprise to us and our architect. There seems to be a lack of
notification as he and other colleagues and clients had not heard until recently . How will this affect those of us that
have had projects in the works for months? Will there be an extension of any kind for the current guidelines and
codes? The enforcement of this new restraint would require us to make significant changes to our design which would
result in substantial costs and delays to our project.
As a resident, I'm questioning the tight restrictions given the growth our city and community has experienced over the
last decade or more. Downtown in particular has moved toward more density and higher and better use. Why such an
extreme shift for single-family homes? I'm concerned how this will impact home values as neighboring cities on the
Peninsula don't have the same drastic limitations. Has the City completed any research or impact reports that led to this
proposal?
Thank you in advance for taking my thoughts into consideration on this matter. I have a potential conflict but will make
an effort to attend the hearing on August 26 th .
Sincerely,
Clark Heppberger
Redwood City, CA 94061

CD-William Chui
From:

Sent:
To:

Subject:

Carol Zink
Thursday, August 22, 2019 4:16 AM
CD-William Chui
Email Address

Hi William, I get the sense that the development company Thomas James doesn' t want to be contacted - they don' t
answer the phone, and the email address you gave me doesn't work.
I am hoping that the City Council does right by current property owners and passes the 40% FAR without any exceptions
in order to put a halt to these inappropriately large houses on small lots.
Sincerely,
Carol Zink

CLK-Pamela Aguilar
From:

Sent:
To:

Subject:

(.Vallee
Wednesday, August 14, 2019 6:45 PM
GRP-City Council
Floor Area Ratio

Hello,
I am quite concerned that these limitations would be punitive on those who bought homes to build and expand
their homes to fit their families. Essentially, this furthers limitations on owner's property rights there by starting
a disinvestment trend in our city.
Sent from Yahoo Mail on Android
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CLK-Pamela Aguilar
From:

Sent:
To:
Subject:

Terry Markou
Monday, August 19, 2019 10:11 PM
GRP-City Council
Home Size Limits/Floor Area Ratio (FAR)

Members of the City Council,
According to Resolution No. 19-08, the Planning Commission recommended the City Council adopt a
maximum Floor Area Ratio (FAR) for all single-family home projects based on a sliding scale. For a lot size
between 6,000 - 7,500 sq. ft., the recommendation is 45%. However, on June 18 of this year the Planning
Commission recommended the City Council adopt a FAR that would act as a cap on all home projects,
regardless of lot size. This would be a 40% cap. It is my understanding that this home size restriction is to be
voted upon by the City Council on August 26.
My family and I live in the Mt. Carmel neighborhood on a 6,500 sq. ft. lot. We are talking about adding a
second story to our house so that we can gain some extra room and take in my elderly mother. Based on our
lot size and current overall size of our home, a 40% FAR would limit any new addition to less than 400 sq. ft.
This would be a great limitation and would not provide us with the space we need to achieve our goals. It
would also not be economically feasible.
Based on the original recommendation by the Planning Commission, however, we would be allotted a 45%
FAR. This would help us greatly as it would now give us the added space we need and would also make it
economically feasible for us go forward with our project.
I urge you therefore to consider adopting the recommendations set forth in Resolution No. 19-08 on August
26. A FAR of 45% is not that much more than the alternate recommendation of 40%. To us though, the extra
5% would make a world of difference.
Thank you for the consideration,
Sincerely,
Terry Markou
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CLK-Pamela Aguilar
From:

Sent:
To:

Subject:

Dave Fork
Tuesday, August 20, 2019 8:09 AM
GRP-City Council
floor area ratio ordinance, height and size limits for ADUs

This e-mail is from an external source. Please do not open attachments or click links from an unknown or

suspicious origin. osxrr21
Honorable Council Members,
I recently bought a home in R WC with the plan to expand the living space and improve the home's energy
efficiency. The single story home, unimproved since it was built in the early 1960's is no longer making the
most effective use of the lot on which it is built. With the housing crisis in Silicon Valley, I plan to do my part
to add as much living space as can be responsibly done while being sensitive to my neighbors.
I'm opposed to more restrictive and onerous measures that will limit the amount of living space that
homeowners can build.
I urge the council to do the right thing and make it easier, not harder, to accommodate more people living close
to work, and close to family in well designed buildings that accommodate many workers and multi-generational
families.
I urge the council to resist caving in to the noisy voices of a few individuals who value privacy matters over the
greater good of solving the housing crisis. Privacy concerns can be addressed more effectively by good design
rather than the blunt instrument of floor space limitations.
Before you vote to enable more onerous floor space limitations, consider how much more important it is to
choose the type and placement of windows when it comes to privacy. Then, seeing the obvious ineffectiveness
of floor space restrictions, please reject the proposed height and size limits and give more thought to how this
matter can be approached more intelligently.
With appreciation,
David Fork
Support Silicon Valley Bicycle Exchange by shopping www.smile.amazon.com
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CLK-Pamela Aguilar
From:

Terry Markou <
Tuesday, August 20, 2019 11 ;19 AM
Council-Ian Ba in
GRP-City Council
RE: Home Size Limits/Floor Area Ratio (FAR)

Sent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

This e-mail is from an external source. Please do not open attachments or click links from an unknown or
suspicious origin. osxrr21
Dear Ian,
Thank you so much for your reply. Is this meeting open to the public? If it is, where will it take place and at what time?
Best,
Terry Markou

From: Ian Bain <ibain@redwoodcity.org>
Sent: Tuesday, August 20, 2019 9:01 AM
To: Terry Markou
>
Cc: GRP-City Council <council@redwoodcity.org>
Subject: Re: Home Size Limits/Floor Area Ratio (FAR)

Dear Terry,
On behalf of the City Council, thank you for writing to express your thoughts on proposed floor area rations. The
Planning Commission's recommendation is .40 or 2,500 square feet, whichever is greater. That means that under the
proposal, a 6,500 square foot lot could have a 2,600 square foot home.
The Council will discuss the Planning Commission's recommendations on August 26th, and your thoughts will be
considered .
Respectfully,

Ian Bain

0 ---·---··----·-·---

IAN BAIN
Mayor
City of Redwood City
Phone: (650) 780-7565

E-mail: ibain@redwoodcity.org
1

www.redwoodcity.org

On Mon, Aug 19, 2019 at 10:11 PM Terry Markou

wrote:

Members of the City Council,
According to Resolution No. 19-08, the Planning Commission recommended the City Council adopt a
maximum Floor Area Ratio (FAR) for all single-family home projects based on a sliding scale. For a lot size
between 6,000 - 7,500 sq. ft., the recommendation is 45%. However, on June 18 of this year the Planning
Commission recommended the City Council adopt a FAR that would act as a cap on all home projects,
regardless of lot size. This would be a 40% cap. It is my understanding that this home size restriction is to be
voted upon by the City Council on August 26.
My family and I live in the Mt. Carmel neighborhood on a 6,500 sq. ft. lot. We are talking about adding a
second story to our house so that we can gain some extra room and take in my elderly mother. Based on our lot
size and current overall size of our home, a 40% FAR would limit any new addition to less than 400 sq. ft. This
would be a great limitation and would not provide us with the space we need to achieve our goals. It would
also not be economically feasible.
Based on the original recommendation by the Planning Commission, however, we would be allotted a 45%
FAR. This would help us greatly as it would now give us the added space we need and would also make it
economically feasible for us go forward with our project.
I urge you therefore to consider adopting the recommendations set forth in Resolution No. 19-08 on August 26.
A FAR of 45% is not that much more than the alternate recommendation of 40%. To us though, the extra 5%
would make a world of difference.
Thank you for the consideration,
Sincerely,
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CLK-Pamela Aguilar
Ian Bain <ibain@redwoodcity.org>
Tuesday, August 20, 2019 7:22 PM
Clark Heppberger
CD-William Chui; GRP-City Council; MGR-Mel issa Stevenson Diaz; CD -Steven Turner
Re: FAR Restrictions for RWC Homes
image002.jpg

From:

Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Dear Mr. Heppberger,
On behalf of the City Council, thank you for writing to express your thoughts on proposed floor area rations.
The Planning Commission's recommendation is .40 or 2,500 square feet, whichever is greater. That means that
under the proposal, a I 0,000 square foot lot could have a 4,000 square foot home. Regarding your specific
questions, I am copying our Acting Community Development Director who can answer them or direct you to
the right person.
The Council will discuss the Planning Commission's recommendations on August 26th, and your thoughts will
be considered.
Respectfully,
Ian Bain

0 -··-···• -------·--·

IAN BAIN
Mayor
City of Redwood City
Phone: (650) 780-7565

E-mail: ibain@redwoodcity.org
www.redwoodcity.org

On Tue, Aug 20, 2019 at 4:34 PM Clark Heppberger

wrote:

Dear Council Members,
1

I'm writing to express concern over the proposed home size restrictions in Redwood City. I was alerted of this
only 2 weeks ago as my wife and I are in the process of finalizing construction drawings to submit for
permit. Our hope was to commence construction in November. The proposed limitations will greatly affect
our plans.

I was born and raised on the Peninsula and my wife and I have been residents of Redwood City since
2004. We moved from San Francisco as we both wanted a suburban environment to raise a family. We've
really enjoyed raising our 3 children in the Woodside Plaza neighborhood and love the continued
improvements to Downtown where we frequent the restaurants, bars, movies, concerts, etc. We've been in the
same house and have contemplated a major remodel for several years as they continue to grow.

We have been working with Morris Architecture for nearly a year on the plans for our project. We 've invested
$50,000 in design, structural, survey and civil engineering fees to construct a high quality home. We recently
submitted our neighborhood approval paperwork as final drawings are nearly complete. We have been eagerly
anticipating this moment as our dream of a new home is so close to becoming a reality.

The news of the proposed FAR restrictions came as a total surprise to us and our architect. There seems to be
a lack of notification as he and other colleagues and clients had not heard until recently. How will this affect
those of us that have had projects in the works for months? Will there be an extension of any kind for the
current guidelines and codes? The enforcement of this new restraint would require us to make significant
changes to our design which would result in substantial costs and delays to our project.

As a resident, I'm questioning the tight restrictions given the growth our city and community has experienced
over the last decade or more. Downtown in particular has moved toward more density and higher and better
use. Why such an extreme shift for single-family homes? I'm concerned how this will impact home values as
neighboring cities on the Peninsula don' t have the same drastic limitations. Has the City completed any
research or impact reports that led to this proposal?

Thank you in advance for taking my thoughts into consideration on this matter. I have a potential conflict but
will make an effort to attend the hearing on August 26th .

Sincerely,

Clark Heppberger
2

CLK-Pamela Aguilar
From:

Ian Bain <ibain@redwoodcity.org>
Tuesday, August 20, 2019 7:23 PM
Cindy Ros inski
GRP-City Council
Re: urgency FAR changes
image003.png

Sent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Dear Rosinski family,
On behalf of the City Council, thank you for writing to express your thoughts on proposed floor area rations.
The Council will discuss the Planning Commission's recommendations on August 26th, and your thoughts will
be considered.
Respectfully,
Ian Bain

0

=~-~~,c: -·---- -- - -

IAN BAIN
Mayor
City of Redwood City
Phone: (650)780-7565

E-mail: ibain@redwoodcity.org
www.redwoodcity.org

On Tue, Aug 20, 2019 at 3 :03 PM Cindy Rosinski
Dear Council,
Please urgently put in place:

wrote:

1. Adopt a hard cap FAR of .40%
2. Adopt an *urgency* FAR ordinance with an immediate effective date

Thank you for listening,
The Rosinski

-

1

My other big concern is the trees. Our neighborhood has many large old trees. Generally, builders want to cut
trees down because it's more complicated and expensive to work around them than to get rid of them. I used to
live in Palo Alto, and many times builders would chop down trees and pay the fine ('oops, sorry, didn ' t get a
permit') because this was cheaper than working around the trees. Of course, they have to plant replacement
trees but those take forever to grow (a builder is certainly not going to plant a tree anywhere close to the size of
what they got rid of). The large old trees provide much needed shade and keep the air cleaner, as you know.
They are a great resource for the city and its residents.
Anything you can do to preserve the charm of the old neighborhoods is much appreciated. And if there is
anything I can do from a distance (I am presently on the East Coast with grandkids), or when I finally get there
(early October), please let me know!
Sincerely,
Carol Zink
Redwood City
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CLK-Pamela Aguilar
From:

Ian Bain <ibain@redwoodcity.org>
Tuesday, August 20, 2019 7:31 PM
Cathy Chowenhill
GRP-City Counci l
Re: FAR
image006.png

Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Dear Ms. Chowenhill,
On behalf of the City Council, thank you for writing to express your thoughts on proposed floor area rations.
The Planning Commission's recommendation is .40 or 2,500 square feet, whichever is greater. That means that
under the proposal, a I 0,000 square foot lot could have a 4,000 square foot home. The Council will discuss the
Planning Commission's recommendations on August 26th, and your thoughts will be considered.
Regarding your questions on ADUs, at the last Council meeting, the Council voted for restrictions on the size of
second story ADUs, while easing some restrictions on one story ADUs. There is no current restriction on what
owners can charge, and the Council did not adopt any rules related to affordability.
Respectfully,
Ian Bain

El -·--·-·- ··---------·

IAN BAIN
Mayor
City of Redwood City
Phone: (650) 780-7 565

E-mail : ibain@redwoodcity.org
www.redwoodcity.org

On Tue, Aug 20, 2019 at 1:11 PM Cathy Chowenhill
Dear Council Members of Redwood City,

wrote:

1

• I would suggest that, if you are considering amending the FAR ordinance, that you please adopt an
urgency ordinance, so that it takes place immediately. Otherwise, people will scurry to do an end-run
around your restrictions.

• Also, if you set it up so a homeowner/developer gets a larger ADU if they make it affordable, will there
be a continuing requirement on that property to keep it affordable after it is sold at a large profit in a
year or so?

• And, what do you mean by "affordable"? "

Cathy Chowenhill
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CLK-Pamela Aguilar
Dave Fork
Tuesday, August 20, 2019 8:23 PM
Council-Ian Bain
GRP-City Council
Re: fl oor area ratio ordinance, height and size li mits for ADUs

From:

Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

This ewmail is from an external source. Please do not open attachments or click links from an unknown or

suspicious origin. osxrr21
Thank you for your prompt reply.

On Tue, Aug 20, 2019 at 9 :01 AM Ian Bain <ibain@redwoodcity .org> wrote:
Dear Mr. Fork,
On behalf of the City Council, thank you for writing to express your thoughts on proposed floor area rations.
The Planning Commission's recommendation is .40 or 2,500 square feet, whichever is greater. That means that
under the proposal, a 10,000 square foot lot could have a 4,000 square foot home.
The Council will discuss the Planning Commission's recommendations on August 26th, and your thoughts will
be considered.
Respectfully,
Ian Bain

Mayor
City of Redwood City
Phone : (650) 780-7565
E-mail: ibain@redwoodcity.org
www .redwoodcity.org

1

On Tue, Aug 20, 2019 at 8:08 AM Dave Fork
Honorable Council Members,

wrote:

I recently bought a home in R WC with the plan to expand the living space and improve the home's energy
efficiency. The single story home, unimproved since it was built in the early 1960's is no longer making the
most effective use of the lot on which it is built. With the housing crisis in Silicon Valley, I plan to do my part
to add as much living space as can be responsibly done while being sensitive to my neighbors.
I'm opposed to more restrictive and onerous measures that will limit the amount of living space that
homeowners can build.
I urge the council to do the right thing and make it easier, not harder, to accommodate more people living
close to work, and close to family in well designed buildings that accommodate many workers and multigenerational families .
I urge the council to resist caving in to the noisy voices of a few individuals who value privacy matters over
the greater good of solving the housing crisis. Privacy concerns can be addressed more effectively by good
design rather than the blunt instrument of floor space limitations.
Before you vote to enable more onerous floor space limitations, consider how much more important it is to
choose the type and placement of windows when it comes to privacy. Then, seeing the obvious
ineffectiveness of floor space restrictions, please reject the proposed height and size limits and give more
thought to how this matter can be approached more intelligently.
With appreciation,
David Fork
Support Silicon Valley Bicycle Exchange by shopping www.smile.amazon.com

Support Silicon Valley Bicycle Exchange by shopping www.smile.amazon.com
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CLK-Pamela Aguilar
Carol Zink<
Wednesday, August 21 , 2019 3:35 AM
Council - Ian Bain
GRP-City Council
Re: FAR, ADU , and Design Gu idelines

From:

Sent:
To:
Cc:

Subject:

Thi s e-mail is fro m an external source. Please do not open attachments or click links from an unknown or

suspicious origin. osxrr21
Thank you for repl ying. I urge all of you to adopt an emergency resolution implementing the 40% FAR in order
to put the brakes on the invasion of monster homes which are totally out of keeping with the existing homes in
many Redwood City neighborhoods. Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,
Carol Zink
126 Jeter Street, RWC

On Aug 20, 2019, at 10 :25 PM, Ian Bain <ibain@redwoodcity.org> wrote:
Dear Ms. Zink,
On behalf of the City Council, thank you for writing to express your thoughts on proposed floor
area rations . The Council will discuss the Planning Commission's recommendations on August
26th, and your thoughts will be considered.
Respectfully,

Ian Bain
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~'"~-~,,o--------·--· ·

IAN BAIN
Mayor
City of Redwood City
Phone:(650)780-7565

E-mail : ibain@redwoodc ity.org
www .redwoodcity.org
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On Tue, Aug 20, 2019 at 1:35 PM Carol Zink
> wrote:
Hello all, I am soon to be a new resident of your fair city. I wholeheartedly support the
proposed FAR of 40%, and strongly encourage you to implement that as soon as possible. In
my new neighborhood of Mt Carmel there are many small, charming old houses. There is a
builder, Thomas James Homes, who has bought several of these houses, and has begun the
process to replace these homes with very large two story homes.
The sooner you act to put in place the 2500 square foot limitation on house sizes, the 40% FAR
restriction, and the design guidelines that require new structures to blend into the neighborhood,
the better!!!
My other big concern is the trees. Our neighborhood has many large old trees. Generally,
builders want to cut trees down because it's more complicated and expensive to work around
them than to get rid of them. I used to live in Palo Alto, and many times builders would chop
down trees and pay the fine ('oops, sorry, didn 't get a permit') because this was cheaper than
working around the trees. Of course, they have to plant replacement trees but those take forever
to grow (a builder is certainly not going to plant a tree anywhere close to the size of what they
got rid of). The large old trees provide much needed shade and keep the air cleaner, as you
know. They are a great resource for the city and its residents.
Anything you can do to preserve the charm of the old neighborhoods is much appreciated. And
if there is anything I can do from a distance (I am presently on the East Coast with grandkids),
or when I finally get there (early October), please let me know!
Sincerely,
Carol Zink
Redwood City
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CLK-Pamela Aguilar
From:

Sent:
To:
Subject:

Nohema Fernandez ~
Wednesday, August 21, 2019 3:21 PM
GRP-City Counci l
Floor Area Ratio Ordinance

To the City Council members,
Please don't approve the restrictive Floor Area Ratio Ordinance at your 8/26 Council meeting. It really crosses the line
and is way too restrictive. If a property can accommodate a growing family's needs or include a multi-generational family,
isn't that preferable to having people flee the city to other places where they can live?
It is just unfair. Please do not approve it.
Nohema Fernandez
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CLK-Pamela Aguilar
From:

Sent:
To:

Subject:

Rob Versluis
Wednesday, August 21, 2019 3:10 PM
GRP-City Council
Fwd: FAR Resolution

Correction of an earlier email: I am asking for a 40% FAR cap on all size lots, not a 0.40% cap. Apologies for
the confusion.

-s

---------- Forwarded messa e --------From: Rob Versluis
Date: Tue, Aug 20, 2019 at 2:39 PM
Subject: FAR Resolution
To: <council@redwoodcity.org>
In order to preserve the neighborly character of our city, please adopt a hard cap FAR of 0.40% for all size
lots. Also, to forestall the flood of building application before the resolution is passed, please adopt
an *urgency* FAR ordinance with an immediate effective date.
--uis
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CLK-Pamela Aguilar
From:

Sent:
To:
Subject:

Kelly Ilnicki
Wednesday, August 21, 2019 3:55 PM
GRP-City Council
Monday, August 28 meeting

Please:

•
•

adopt a hard cap FAR of .40%
adopt an "urgency" FAR ordinance with an immediate effective date

Thank you

1

CLK-Pamela Aguilar
From:

Sent:
To:

Subject:

Ami J Kato
Thursday, August 22, 2019 8:05 AM
GRP-City Council
FAR

Dear CouncilAs a home owner in Redwood City I strongly disapprove of the FAR regulation purposed on 8/26. The hard cap FAR 2,500
square feet or 40%. This would have a negative impact on home owners in Redwood City. Please turn it down.
Thank you,
Ami Kato

CLK-Pamela Aguilar
From:

Sent:
To:

Subject:

Lee G i n s b u r g - >
Wednesday, A ~
GRP-City Council
Vote No on FAR ordinance

This e-mail is from an external source. Please do not open attachments or click links from an unknown or

..

..

susp1c1ous ongm.

osxrr21

To Redwood City Council Members,

I am a property owner in the Mount Carmel area. I urge you not to
support the Interim FAR ordinance. I understand you do not want
"McMansions" but please understand a 2500 sq. ft home is far from a
"McMansion". Today's living arrangements are quite different than
previous times. As our society ages, home affordability decreases, and
diverse cultures, multi generational living becoming the norm and
therefore creating a need for larger homes.
Bedrooms for the grandparents, mom, dad, live in help, guests and two
kids plus possibly more family members a 4- or 5-bedroom home is a
necessity. I am real estate, I notice young married couples are living with
parents to save money and sometimes for ease of day care. A 2500 sq. ft.
home does not allow for good size bedrooms and 3-4 baths. Then we also
have the younger generation needing a home office to help cut down on
street traffic they work from home a few days a week. Due to the high
cost of housing, I am seeing a trend of two families purchasing a larger
home together. So, add in 4-5 bedrooms, 3-4 baths, a kitchen, dining
room, a family room and a 2500 sq. ft. home is becoming very
cramped.

I understand change is tough to handle especially as one gets older.
Larger remodeled homes are not an eyesore by any means. It may take a
1

time to get adjusted to it but it is needed. Currently Redwood City has
height limitations and building to lot limitations, stay with that. Please do
not put a limit on Floor Area.
Thank You!!!

Office
Cal.BRE#01391378

"It is Better to Own Real Estate and Wait Than Wait to
Own Real Estate"
Berkshire Hathaway HomeServices California Realty ca.
BRE 00533041

Check out Lee Ginsburg - Berkshire Hathaway Home Services on Yelp

If you do not wish to receive future emails, please click the link to Unsubscribe: Unsubscribe.
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