
GROUND ZERO OF THE DISPUTE
The 200 acres ostensibly at the focus of the Evergreen Senior Homes Initiative — Measure B on the 
ballot — lies off the eastern edge of residentially developed San Jose. It is zoned for light industrial 
uses such as an office park. Before you, in this view, the city stretches westward across the Santa 
Clara Valley. Behind you to the east, the land climbs into the foothills and ultimately to the top of 
Mount Hamilton, the tallest point in the county at 4,265 feet in the Diablo Range.

Y
ou can’t mention living in Silicon Val-
ley without somebody bringing up 
the housing crisis — the million-dol-
lar burned-down shack; down pay-
ments that would buy a nice 3 BR, 2 

BA on a quarter acre in most parts of the coun-
try; adult roommates huddling together to pay 
the rent or mortgage; and hundreds of thousands 
of paper millionaires who can’t afford the price of 
homes they’ve owned for 15 or 20 years.

Demand is enormous; supply is negligible. And 
nowhere in the Valley are the crisis and possible 
solutions fretted over more frequently than by 
San Jose’s City Council, which has tinkered with 
the local rental ordinance three times in the last 
13 months, and by its mayor, who wants to build 

25,000 housing units by 2022.
Which is why a senior executive at one of the 

region’s largest housing developers says he’s bum-
fuzzled that Mayor Sam Liccardo and the council 
are unanimously opposed to his company’s pro-
posal on the June 5 ballot to build more than 900 
single-family homes for seniors on vacant land in 
the city’s Evergreen area.

“We’re in a housing crisis,” said Jeffrey Schroe-
der, senior vice president of Pleasanton-based 
Ponderosa Homes. “God forbid you propose to 
build any.”

Yet the response from politicians blue and red, 
nonprofit housing organizations and advocacy 
groups that normally support housing proposals 
is that Measure B, the Evergreen Senior Homes Ini-

tiative, isn’t really about housing. They say it’s an 
end run around San Jose’s general plan, adopted in 
2011 after hundreds of hours of meetings and hear-
ings over three years involving 5,000 participants. 

“We shouldn’t empower those who have 
resources to create their own set of rules while 
the rest of us follow the set of rules that have been 
approved by our democratically elected represen-
tatives,” Liccardo said.

The general plan, which is 508 pages long, 
doesn’t favor the suburban sprawl that’s profit-
able for developers but which the city claims is a 
drag on its fiscal health.

The ballot initiative would enact a 361-page 
ordinance, written by its proponents, that would 
amend the general plan in 60 places, according to 

a city analysis. But overall, it would do two things:
 R Prioritize senior housing over other types of 

housing by creating an “overlay” in city zoning. 
The overlay would allow some land set aside 
for future employment uses to also be used for 
housing for those 55 and older with a caveat: A 
specific plan for such a development would have 
to win City Council approval.

 R Create and enact such a specific plan — without 
City Council approval — just for the Evergreen de-
velopment on a 200-acre industrial-zoned site in 
East San Jose. Billionaire Carl Berg, frustrated by 
city councils for years in his attempts to develop 
the tract, wants to sell it to Ponderosa and part-
ner Brookfield Bay Area Holdings. Their specific 
plan could only be amended by public vote, not 

City Council, for 10 years from the date of enact-
ment. If any part of the development were chal-
lenged in court, the 10-year time clock would be 
halted until the legal process is concluded.

The overlay would potentially apply to 3,427 
acres in the city. If it were all used for senior 
housing — a big “if” — the city estimates it would 
displace 129,500 jobs the general plan forecasts 
would be created on those properties by 2040. 
That would turn what is supposed to be $89.5 mil-
lion in net annual revenue to the city into a $17.1 
million annual deficit. 

The fact the initiative only creates a specif-
ic plan for a fraction of the total industrial land 
theoretically available for housing means Ever-
green spokesman Adam Alberti can truthfully 

say, “Nothing in the overlay impacts traffic mit-
igations, sewer mitigations, anything else.” But 
the specific plan for Evergreen does contain those 
kinds of exemptions.

The League of Women Voters came out against 
Measure B after a six-month study because it 
overturns a tediously crafted city policy in one 
quick vote after what it considers a campaign 
of “deceptive advertising.” San Jose/Santa Clara 
chapter president Mary Collins said land-use 
advocates are increasingly turning to ballot ini-
tiatives to skirt city rules they don’t like.

Santa Clara County Republican chairman Bob 
Nuñez, a Milpitas city councilmember, compared 
Measure B to State Sen. Scott Wiener’s recently 
defeated SB 827 in the California Legislature for 
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“We’re in a 
housing crisis, 
God forbid 
you propose 
to build any.”
JEFFREY SCHROEDER,  
senior VP of Pleasanton-
based Ponderosa Homes. 

“We shouldn’t 
empower those 
who have 
resources to 
create their own 
set of rules ...”
SAM LICARDO, 
City of San Jose maor



how it takes local land-use authority away from 
local elected officials. 

“What I’ve heard is that there is someone look-
ing at properties in Milpitas that very well could 
go that same way,” he said.

But why shouldn’t developers turn to initia-
tives to get what they want if they feel they can’t 
win in City Hall?

Liccardo said he wouldn’t support the Ever-
green plan if Ponderosa and Brookfield filed for 
a zoning change, and he believes few voters have 
the time to consider all the ramifications of a 300-
page ordinance.

Usually pro-developer Councilmember John-
ny Khamis estimated a rezoning request would 
have a 50-50 chance, but said Evergreen has seri-

ous flaws: “If they had said that they would’ve 
paid the traffic mitigation fee, for example, and 
included low-income housing on the site (Ever-
green’s specific plan calls for below-market rate 
housing, but doesn’t guarantee it will be built), I 
probably would have voted in favor of it,” Khamis 
said. 

In the end, though, it’s not clear that Evergreen 
would help solve the city’s housing crisis, which 
is what voters say they’re worried about. 

San Jose’s annual housing report, released in 
March, said 3,100 housing units came online last 
year, just 78 percent of what the city needs on an 
annual basis. One Evergreen-size development is 
nearly a third of that total.

Broken down by income, however, the new 

housing more than met the housing need for those 
who can afford market-rate homes at 162 percent. 
The new housing met only 11.4 percent of the need 
in extremely low, very low and low-income groups.

Seniors able to afford Evergreen’s $1 mil-
lion-plus market-rate homes already have hous-
ing here: “Ninety percent — I would venture to say 
100 percent — of the people that move into this 
project would be San Jose residents or from very 
close by,” Ponderosa’s Schroeder said.

“Sure, luxury housing,” said Collins, local 
head of the League of Women Voters. “If people 
can afford it, they want it. I understand that. But 
that isn’t our problem. Our problem is homes for 
teachers, homes for the guy who washes my car 
at the car wash.” 
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For the second time in 19 months, Bay Area 
voters will go to the polls June 5 to decide 
whether to ante up more money to pay for 

massive transportation projects through Regional 
Measure 3, a $5.95 billion increase in bridge tolls 
over the next 25 years.

In 2016, Santa Clara County voters approved 
Measure B; Alameda, Contra Costa and San Fran-
cisco county voters approved a bond measure to 
repair BART; and those, along with smaller trans-
portation measures in Santa Cruz and Monterey 
counties, totaled $14.5 billion. Last month, the 
Bay Area was awarded its $1.7 billion share of the 
state’s first-year harvest of higher gas and car reg-
istration taxes.

It was all in response to what residents and 
businesses almost unanimously agree is one of 
the two biggest threats to the Bay Area’s econom-
ic survival: transportation — which is intimately 
related to the other threat: housing.

“They are two sides of the same coin,” said 
Michael Cunningham, senior vice president of the 
Bay Area Council, the regional business organiza-
tion that, along with the Silicon Valley Leadership 
Group and urban planning nonprofit SPUR, are 
leading the campaign for approval.

RM3 is a $3 increase in the tolls on state-
owned Bay Area bridges — all the toll bridges but 
the Golden Gate — phased in by 2025 that would 
help fund 36 specific transportation projects in 
the nine counties touching the Bay. Each of the 
counties would have to approve the measure by 
a simple majority, the third time since 1988 that 
a regional measure to hike tolls for transportation 
funding has been proposed.

The most expensive capital projects are San 
Jose’s BART subway, expanding BART’s fleet by 
300 cars, and extending Caltrain to San Francis-
co’s new Transbay Transit Center via tunnel. RM3 
would provide only part of the mix of funding 
required for the projects, which also depend on 
state and local sources.

Opposition to RM3 has been led by U.S. Rep. 

Mark DeSaulnier, who represents Contra Costa 
County, as well as state Assembly transportation 
committee chair Jim Frazier of Brentwood and 
colleagues Tim Grayson of Concord and Catha-
rine Baker of San Ramon.

“Adding another tax on commuters is not 
the answer,” Frazier told the San Francisco 
Chronicle.

A group called the Nine-County Coalition, 
which describes itself as opposed to “unfettered 
regionalism,” charged that RM3 “lacks equity, 
fiscal restraints, and perhaps the legal authori-
ty to call itself a user fee rather than a tax or to 
include an inflation adjustment.”

Nevertheless, polling in December by the 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission, 
which plans and coordinates Bay Area transpor-
tation funding, found that majorities in eight of 
the nine counties favor RM3. In Contra Costa 
County, where 18 percent of the funds would be 
spent — second only to the 32 percent planned 
for Alameda County — support ranged from 44 
percent to 47 percent depending on whether the 
toll increase was $1, $2 or $3.

Silicon Valley Leadership Group head Carl 
Guardino conceded that those who will bear the 
toll increase burden and those who will most 
directly benefit are not in perfect alignment. For 
example, only about 2 percent of the bridge tolls 
are paid by Santa Clara residents while 15 per-
cent of the funds raised would be spent there, 
primarily on the BART subway extension.

But Guardino pointed out that in the MTC’s 
poll, the second highest priority project for all 
Bay Area voters was extending BART to Sili-
con Valley. Among San Mateo County residents 
it ranked first, third in Alameda, fourth in San 
Francisco and sixth in Contra Costa.

Leading up to RM 3’s introduction, Guardi-
no said officials made some difficult decisions 
about what to fund, winnowing the wish list to 
“some of the pinch points in the nine-county 
Bay area transportation system” on which the 
available funding could make significant impact.

“If you spread the peanut butter too thin, 
you’re not going to taste it at all,” he said.

Regional Measure 3 trades bridge 
toll hikes for transit improvements
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The San Francisco-
Oakland Bay Bridge.

$2.96 billion 
Transit capital expenses 
such as BART to San Jose, 
Muni light rail cars.

$1.5 billion
Subsidies for transit 
operations.

$880 million
Modernize interchanges and 
make safety improvements.

$300 million
Add carpool and managed 
lanes to freeways.

$160 million
Projects to reduce truck 
congestion, improve freight 
rail, cut emissions.

$150 million
Improve Bay Trail for 
cyclists, pedestrians.

HOW RM3 MONEY 
WOULD BE SPENT 
AROUND THE BAY

LAND AFFECTED  
BY MEASURE B

The $3 toll increase would 
raise about $5.95 billion over 
25 years for 36 projects in nine 
Bay Area counties. Here is how 
that would be spent:

Land use within San Jose’s red urban 
growth boundary is controlled by the City 
Council. The blue areas are zoned to allow 
employment uses, but the black areas 
are still vacant and could be converted to 
senior housing if the initiative passes.

SOURCE: YES ON 3 COALITION

	 URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY

■	 EMPLOYMENT LANDS

■	 VACANT EMPLOYMENT LANDS

EVERGREEN
Measure B would 

allow this tract in San 
Jose’s Evergreen area to be 
developed for housing, but 

be exempted from many 
of the rules and fees that 

similar developments 
must meet.
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Beyond the big propositions 
around housing and traf-
fic, Silicon Valley voters will 
have several other decisions 
to make for the June 5 ballot. 
For all races involving people, 
if no candidate gets a majori-
ty of votes during the prima-
ry, the top two candidates 
regardless of party affiliation 
will face voters again Nov. 6.

Governor
Twenty seven people are run-
ning to replace Gov. Jerry 
Brown. Among Democrats, 
Gavin Newsom — the former 
San Francisco mayor and cur-
rent lieutenant governor — 
and former Los Angeles May-
or Antonio Villaraigosa have 
the highest profiles. On the 
Republican side, businessman 
and CPA John Cox and Travis 
Allen, who ran an investment 
advising business in Orange 
County before getting elected 
to the state Assembly, are best 
known.

Santa Clara County Board 
of Supervisors
All the action here is in the Dis-
trict 4 race, which is opening 
up since Ken Yeager can’t run 
again because of term limits. 
Two candidates who had gar-
nered several endorsements — 
Pierluigi Oliverio and Dominic 
Caserta — confronted sexual 
harassment allegations, which 
this week forced Caserta from 
the race. Another, Susan Ellen-
berg, quit her executive job at 
the Silicon Valley Organiza-
tion after it backed Oliverio. 
Also in the seven-person race 
is San Jose City Councilmem-
ber Don Rocha.

San Jose City Council
The two races getting the 
most attention are District 7 
and District 9. In D7, incum-
bent Tam Nguyen is in a fight 
to keep his job — the SVO has 
backed Thomas Duong, a First 
Bank branch manager, while 
the Santa Clara County Dem-
ocratic Party endorsed school 
board member and communi-
ty activist Maya Esparza. In the 
open District 9 race, the SVO 
endorsed small business own-
er Pam Foley in the six-person 
race while local Democrats 
backed backed Shay Fran-
co-Clausen, who works for the 
nonprofit Silicon Valley FACES.

– J. Jennings Moss,
 @SVBizJosh

WHO WANTS YOUR  
VOTE ON JUNE 5

 R CANDIDATE CORNER


