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From: D Caleb Hauser

To: Planning Commission

Subject: 2755 ElI Camino Real

Date: Wednesday, January 31, 2018 4:48:59 PM

Dear Commission - Regarding the VTA property at the corner of Page Mill and EI Camino
Real. | urge you to not up-zone the property to allow multi family housing. The property
should have 100% public benefit which I do not think more housing accomplishes.

Please do not re-zone the property.

Thank You,

Caleb Hauser
Ventura Neighborhood.
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From: Sung. Don (RWC)
To: Planning Commission; Hodgkins. Claire
Cc: D"Alessandro, Jamie (Windy Hill Property Ventures)
Subject: Letter in Support of 2755 EI Camino Real, Palo Alto
Date: Wednesday, January 31, 2018 4:25:10 PM
Attachments: image001.png
Support Letter for 2755 El Camino Real - Palo Alto - Jan 31, 2018.pdf
Importance: High
Hello,

I would like to submit the attached letter in support of the 2755 EI Camino Real project in Palo Alto,

| am unable to attend the meeting tonight due to a school event for my daughters, but | voice my
support for the 2755 El Camino Real, as it provides more high-quality rental housing supply, which
can benefit the City of Palo Alto in the long run.

Please review the attached and let me know if you have any questions,
Thank you,
Don

Don Sung

Senior Vice President

CA License No. 01935797
Direct +1 650 486 2228

Main +1 650 486 2200 | Fax +1 650 486 2201

don.sung@colliers.com | Add as Contact
http://www.colliers.com/don.sung

Colliers International

SF Peninsula & Silicon Valley

203 Redwood Shores Parkway, Suite 125 | Redwood City, CA 94065 | United States
www.colliers.com
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Claire Hodgkins

Associate Planner

City of Palo Alto

Planning & Community Environment
250 Hamilton Avenue

Palo Alto, California 94301

January 31,2018

RE: 2755 El Camino Real Workforce Housing

Dear Ms. Hodgkins,

I am writing to you in support of this project and ask that you forward this letter to both the
Planning and Transportation Commission as well as the City Council, as they consider this
project at future meetings. I have followed this project since it was first proposed in 2016 and I
continue to support it as it has evolved and additional amenities and benefits to the have been
included in the project.

As a long time Palo Alto resident and a proud father of 3 wonderful children, who were born and
raised in Palo Alto, I would hate for them to one day return from college, only to find a general
lack of housing options because of insufficient supply of good quality housing units at fair
market prices. I believe the key to stabilizing housing prices (for rent or for sale) is to provide
sufficient supply, and allow the market to take care of any pricing inefficiencies. I believe this
project would represent a good step towards providing more good quality, relatively affordable
housing units, which would offer our local workforce additional housing options in the long run.

I have selfishly thought about the impact this project may have on traffic, and the overall
congestion that many residents may be concerned with. But in the grand scheme, I believe more
good quality, high-density housing developments, located within walking distance /bike ride to
commute options, would, over time, alleviate any perceived impact on traffic and local
congestion. I believe the City of Palo Alto can evolve in a positive direction by offering its
residents better rental housing choices, while offering more supply to offset rising rental rates
due to finite supply.

The project will be an asset to our community in that it promotes and supports our City’s goals
as they pertain to the provision of additional housing in our community to serve our local
workforce and developing housing in appropriate locations near transit to reduce vehicle trips
and promote healthy lifestyle choices that include walking and bicycling. This project will also
replace an existing parking lot with a sustainable and attractive building that provides for a
high-quality design at a very visible corner. While providing for 57 new residential units, the
building is also in context with height, massing and scale of the adjacent residential uses. This
project has the right attributes to not only to benefit the immediate project area, but more
importantly, the City as a whole since it includes the following components:

e  Work-Force Units-Smaller residential units, comprised of studios and one-bedroom units
are proposed, which are more affordable by design and size to serve an unmet need in Palo
Alto.

e Income Restricted Units-20% of the units will be income-restricted at levels to serve the
local work force (140%-150% AMI).

e Palo Alto Employee Preferences- Palo Alto employees will be given a preference for a
portion of the units, so that employees within the city have a greater opportunity to live,
work and play within the city.

e Transit Proximity-Residential units that are proximate to transit (within 1/2 mile walking
distance of the California Avenue train station; direct access multiple bus routes and shuttle
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service; as well as being within walking and bike riding distance to employers and retail and
dining amenities.

e Robust TDM Plan-A robust TDM plan that reduces vehicle trips by 35% compared to a
typical residential project. A variety of measures TDM measures are included to maximize
the use of adjacent transit amenities: including Cal Train Go Passes and VTA Bus Passes;
construction of a new Bus Shelter; a Bike Share program; and a monthly stipend to
encourage the use of services like Uber and Lyft to those residents not owning a vehicle.

e GreenTrip Certification - The project meets GreenTRIP standards for daily vehicle miles
driven per household, a reduced parking ratio, the provision of a traffic reduction strategy
and bicycle parking. The project will also participate in GreenTRIP’s Transportation and
Parking Survey for annual monitoring.

I encourage the PTC to support this project for our city.

Sincerely,

.S

Don Sung
Palo Alto Resident Since 2003
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From: Cervantes, Yolanda

To: Cervantes, Yolanda

Cc: Lait, Jonathan; Planning Commission
Subject: FW: Letter of support

Date: Wednesday, January 31, 2018 4:17:47 PM
Attachments: SKM_55818013115500.pdf

Forwarding on behalf of Claire Hodgkins, Project Planner.
BCCPTC

Yolanda M. Cervantes

Planning & Community Environment
City of Palo Alto
Yolanda.cervantes@cityofpaloalto.org
650.329.2404

From: Hodgkins, Claire

Sent: Wednesday, January 31, 2018 4:05 PM
To: Cervantes, Yolanda

Subject: FW: Letter of support

Can you please forward this letter to Commissioners?

Regards,
Claire

From: McGuigan, Patty [mailto:PMcGuigan@ngkf.com]
Sent: Wednesday, January 31, 2018 4:02 PM

To: Hodgkins, Claire
Subject: Letter of support

Patty McGuigan

Senior Managing Director

CA RE License #00800652
Newmark Cornish & Carey
245 Lytton Avenue, Suite 150
Palo Alto, CA 94301

D 650.688.8519 _

pmcguigan@newmarkccarey.com

1; Save a Tree - Think Before You Print. Sustainably Newmark Cornish & Carey.

From: PA_BWS558@ngkf.com [mailto:PA_BW558@ngkf.com]
Sent: Wednesday, January 31, 2018 3:50 PM

To: McGuigan, Patty <PMcGuigan@ngkf.com>

Subject: Message from KM_558
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NOTICE: This e-mail message and any attachments are intended solely for the use of the
intended recipient, and may contain information that is confidential, privileged and exempt
from disclosure under applicable law. If you are not the intended recipient, you are not
permitted to read, disclose, reproduce, distribute, use or take any action in reliance upon this
message and any attachments, and we request that you promptly notify the sender and
immediately delete this message and any attachments as well as any copies thereof. Delivery
of this message to an unintended recipient is not intended to waive any right or privilege.
Newmark Grubb Knight Frank is neither qualified nor authorized to give legal or tax advice,
and any such advice should be obtained from an appropriate, qualified professional advisor of
your own choosing.
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From: McGuigan, Patty

To: Planning Commission

Subject: letter of support for el Camino and Oregon expressway project
Date: Wednesday, January 31, 2018 3:54:38 PM

Attachments: SKM_55818013115500.pdf

Such a brilliant idea and use of space to help our community!

Patty McGuigan

Senior Managing Director

CA RE License #00800652

Newmark Cornish & Carey

245 Lytton Avenue, Suite 150

Palo Alto, CA 94301

D 650.688.8519 F 650.321.0719
C 650.714.6830

pmcguigan@newmarkccarey.com

\1; Save a Tree - Think Before You Print. Sustainably Newmark Cornish & Carey.

From: PA_BW558@ngkf.com [mailto:PA_BW558@ngkf.com]
Sent: Wednesday, January 31, 2018 3:50 PM

To: McGuigan, Patty <PMcGuigan@ngkf.com>

Subject: Message from KM_558

NOTICE: This e-mail message and any attachments are intended solely for the use of the
intended recipient, and may contain information that is confidential, privileged and exempt
from disclosure under applicable law. If you are not the intended recipient, you are not
permitted to read, disclose, reproduce, distribute, use or take any action in reliance upon this
message and any attachments, and we request that you promptly notify the sender and
immediately delete this message and any attachments as well as any copies thereof. Delivery
of this message to an unintended recipient is not intended to waive any right or privilege.
Newmark Grubb Knight Frank is neither qualified nor authorized to give legal or tax advice,
and any such advice should be obtained from an appropriate, qualified professional advisor of
your own choosing.
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Claire Hodgkins

Associate Planner

City of Palo Alto

Planning & Community Environment
250 Hamilton Avenue

Palo Alto, California 94301

January 31, 2018
RE: 2755 El Camino Real Workforce Housing
Dear Ms. Hodgkins,

As a 30 year resident of Palo Alto, I am writing to you in support of this project and ask that you
forward this letter to both the Planning and Transportation Commission as well as the City
Council, as they consider this project at future meetings. I have followed this project since it was
first proposed in 2016 and I continue to support it as it has evolved and additional amenities
and benefits have been included in the project.

This project has the right attributes to not only to benefit the immediate project area, but more
importantly, the City as a whole since it includes the following;

e  Work-Force Units - Smaller residential units, comprised of studios and one-bedroom units
are proposed, which are more affordable by design and size to serve an unmet need in Palo
Alto

* Income Restricted Units - 21% of the units will be income-restricted at levels to serve the
local work force (140%-150% AMI)

e Palo Alto Employee Preferences - Palo Alto employees will be given a preference for a
portion of the units, so that employees within the city have a greater opportunity to live,
work and play within the city

¢ Sustainable, High Quality Design - sustainable and attractive building that provides for a
high-quality design at a very visible corner.

¢ Transit Proximity-Residential units that are proximate to transit (within 1/2 mile walking
distance of the California Avenue train station; direct access to multiple bus routes and
shuttle service; as well as being within walking and bike riding distance to employers and
retail and dining amenities.

¢ Robust TDM Plan-A robust TDM plan that reduces vehicle trips by 35% compared to a
typical residential project. TDM measures include Cal Train Go Passes and VTA Bus Passes;
construction of a new Bus Shelter; a Bike Share program; and a monthly stipend to
encourage the use of services like Uber and Lyft to those residents not owning a vehicle

¢ GreenTRIP Certification - The project meets GreenTRIP standards for daily vehicle miles
driven per household, a reduced parking ratio, the provision of a traffic reduction strategy
and bicycle parking. The project will also participate in GreenTRIP’s Transportation and
Parking Survey for annual monitoring.

I encourage the PTC to support this project for our city. -~
Sincerely, —

Patty McGuiian W

Palo Alto, CA94301
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From: Jennifer Chang Hetterly

To: Planning Commission

Subject: Comments on 2755 El Camino Real Zoning Code Amendment
Date: Wednesday, January 31, 2018 2:11:29 PM

Attachments: PTC comments 1-31.docx

Please see the attached comment on tonight's action item related to the VTA lot.
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January 31, 2018
Dear Planning and Transportation Commissioners,

The VTA lot is a sorely under-optimized site and there is certainly enthusiasm in the
community to test the efficacy of a high density, small unit, car-light housing project.

Nonetheless, I urge you to proceed carefully with an eye toward unintended
consequences. Please remember that:

e Public Facilities zoning serves important functions that cannot compete on
the open market for land;

e High density, car-light housing is but one piece of a complicated puzzle;

e In good government, policy drives projects, not the other way around; and

e Valid experiments demand careful controls.

In that spirit, [ share the concerns below and ask that you give them due
consideration in your deliberations tonight. I know that many are anxious to move
this “pilot” forward. But please take care to ensure that the solution fits the purpose,
does not pre-empt other city priorities or deliberations, and moves forward in a
manner that engenders public trust.

[ hope that you will resist premature PTC recommendations and focus your votes
tonight on teeing up key considerations for refinement of the draft ordinance and
project plan. Such an approach would be informative to the public and provide
valuable insights to guide discussion and guidance related to Council’s draft Housing
Work Plan.

1. PF zoning serves a critical public purpose, fundamental to the long term
well-being of the community.

¢ Long-term impacts: The combining district before you tonight creates a strong
incentive to convert public facilities parcels to permanent housing use. As our
population grows, so will the need for public facilities (schools, parks, municipal
operations, etc.). If we convert PF parcels to housing, without setting aside other
locations for needed facilities, we’ll be in a big bind down the road.

¢ Schools: By conservative estimates, the Comp Plan housing targets will add up
to 2,210 kids to PAUSD’s enrollment and Stanford’s expansion will add 550.
Accommodating an additional 2,760 students (the total operational capacity of
all our middle schools combined) will require creative solutions and use of sub-
optimal sites. Reducing the availability of PF designated sites could severely limit
our options in precisely the neighborhoods targeted for the most population
(and therefore student) growth.
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e Parks: PF parcels available for conversion under the proposed combining
district include, among others, the Stanford-Mayfield playing fields, the AT&T
property abutting Boulware Park (under current negotiation for purchase to
expand Boulware park in the underserved Ventura neighborhood) and a pocket
park adjacent to the former North Face store. None of these sites are protected
as dedicated parkland; the soccer fields and AT&T site are not owned by the city.

If adopted, the monetary value of PF parcels in the proposed combining district
would immediately jump, creating strong profit incentives to convert them to
housing use. PAUSD would face greater cost and shrinking options to locate facilities
near population growth. Stanford would have a strong disincentive to renew the
city’s lease on the soccer fields. Purchase of the AT&T site for park use would be
dead in the water.

2. Action on the combining district and recommendation of this site and
design is premature.

City Council has yet to have its first discussion of an ambitious draft Housing Work
Plan. While a study session on the proposed zoning text amendment is a good way to
kick off community conversation and can offer valuable insights to Council as it
reviews the draft Work Plan, formal action by the PTC implicating so many elements
of an un-approved work plan is inappropriate at this time.

¢ BMR inclusionary requirements: A big piece of the Work Plan includes
deciding whether to impose BMR requirements on rental projects - moving on
this project in advance of that decision means we lose any opportunity to get
meaningful BMR units out of it.

e High densities, car-light housing, and public land: Another big piece of the
Work Plan is to explore these types of incentives and opportunities for
increasing housing supply. However explicit Council direction called for changes
that are “appropriately applied in different areas of our community with
sensitivity to location and current land use patterns.” Recommending this large
combining district to accommodate a specific project, without Council guidance,
(or even consideration) on a range of parameters, runs counter to that direction.

e Fact-based parking decisions: A third big piece of the Work Plan includes
research and data collection regarding parking demand for different housing
types/locations in Palo Alto. The proposed one-size fits all approach before you
extends the impact of an experimental car-light pilot to 77 parcels without the
benefit of that data and analysis.

3. Unproven test case should inform, but not drive wide-reaching policy.

e Who's driving? According to the staff report, the applicant has proposed the
combining district ordinance. An applicant is the epitome of an interested party.
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While it is helpful to have the specifics of this project to inform options, trade-
offs and financial feasibility, a combining district that impacts so many parcels
must be evaluated on its broad merits, independent of a specific project.

¢ Urgency/efficiency undermines responsible process: PTC action on the map
amendment and site and design is premature. Until a combining district
ordinance is considered and approved by Council, the project remains illegal and
action to recommend it is founded on hypotheticals. By putting the cart before
the horse, formal action by the PTC weakens its legitimacy and undermines the
goal of a fair hearing for both the applicant and the community.

4. Controls matter.

¢ Pilot = Experiment. By designing a city-wide combining district to
accommodate a single test project, the city risks perpetuating undesirable
impacts should the experiment fail. Buildings are permanent. If the ordinance is
driven by interest in testing an idea, shouldn’t it include extra checks and
balances and/or flexibility to respond in the event of failure?

For example, failure to implement the required TDM would be a code
enforcement violation, but only subject to existing administrative penalties
(which are almost never imposed). The draft ordinance offers strong incentives
to build needed housing (density, parking, etc); shouldn’t there be
commensurately strong penalties for failure to comply with TDM commitments
that lie at the core of the concept? Are there adaptive design elements that
should be included in projects eligible for the combining district? Good
experiments require controls and public trust requires balanced incentives.

Thank you for considering my comments. I look forward to a hearty discussion this
evening.

Sincerely,

Jennifer Chang Hetterly



Planning & Transportation Commission Emails 1-31-18

From: dskeehn@pacbell.net

To: Planning Commission

Subject: FW: [PAcampaigns] PTC to vote on VTA lot project (car-light, 57 small units) Wednesday at 6pm
Date: Wednesday, January 31, 2018 1:54:15 PM

| totally agree with both of these opinions. We need much more community
discussion before changing any zoning regulations. It is too rushed, and will
affect our city negatively, congestion, enough public facilities for our
community. This need to be brought to the public and offer forums for
information, and effects before decisions are made.

Suzanne Keehn

94306

My email focuses on only one issue: EP/M RPP

what is the opinion of Mayfield/Evergreen Park neighborhoods regarding
Evergreen Park/Mayfield RPP ordinance and car light project on VTA
parking lot? Just for the record, | am not categorically against the housing
project proposed for the VTA lot. | cannot support any project that created
any spillover parking into the current boundaries of EP/M RPP

These PTC considerations are not clearly presented in manageable
context to your existing RPP. None of the terms for VTA lot should be
acceptable to anyone without binding covenants [or some legal, binding
restriction ] to assure that tenants/owners in the VTA Parking Lot
workforce housing project are ineligible in perpetuity from inclusion as
residents or workers in the Evergreen Park/Mayfield RPP program. This
inclusion any expansion of boundaries to incorporate this housing
proposal.

Enforcement over time is an issue requiring city attorney and planning
staff assurance. Based on city staff and council's past record of poor
enforcement and poorly written restrictions, staff and Council must be held
accountable for negative parking impact upon existing EP/M RPP.
Extreme stewardship should be expected from staff, Planning
Commission and Council. It is not evident to me.

This issue should be concern of every residential neighborhood in Palo
Alto...especially multi-unit neighborhoods where parking shortages are
more evident. Un-managed spillover parking will even greater negative
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impact.

Furthermore, PTC should not take any action with full discussion of the
recent state legislation and pending legislation SB827 and SB 828. The
general public is not aware of existing legislation nor pending legislation.
Only this week has the general public become aware of position taken by
the California League of Cities. See attached document and link

http://blob.capitoltrack.com/17blobs/315296bd-fe4c-4e2¢-b021 -
f163c71f5e7e

Neilson Buchanan

Palo Alto, CA 94301

cnsbuchanan@yahoo.com

Here's the staff report. And here's a summary of what will be approved as well
as some bullet points about issues of potential concern. It's worth noting that
this project has tremendous momentum and substantial support in the
community as a whole. Straight up opposition to the project will fall on deaf
ears, but thoughtful attention to the issues below might create space for fuller
consideration (i.e., a second hearing instead of action on all three items at
one time) and incremental improvements.

First, the PTC will vote on a zoning overlay (combining district) ordinance to
create opportunity for high density, "workforce housing" on all PF (public
facility) zoned properties within 1/2 mile of fixed rail transit (77 sites total, 43
owned by the city, 20 controlled by Caltrain).

20% must be available to households between 120 and 150% of Area Median
Income (AMI), excluding any required BMR units. AMI is $79,300 for single
occupancy, $80,560 for double occupancy, and $113,300 for family of four.
Therefore 150% of AMI = $119k/yr for single, $121k/yr for couple, $170k/yr
for family.

50 foot height limit, max unit size 750 sf, 2.0 FAR

Parking requirement 1 space per unit or bedroom whichever is greater

Must have TDM

Preference must be given for potential tenants who work in the vicinity (within
one mile of site, within three miles of site, or who's work is within 1/2 mile of
major fixed rail transit station, in that order)

Second, it will vote on a zoning map amendment ordinance granting this
specific site the overlay benefits (primarily: reduced parking, higher density,
FAR).

Third, it will vote to recommend the site and design of this specific project:
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57 rental units (40 studios, 17 one-bedrooms). Six of those would be deed
restricted at 140% of AMI and six at 150% of AMI.

60 below ground puzzle lift parking spaces (unbundled = not included in rent),
plus four (4) total guest parking spaces at grade.

City's 15% inclusionary (BMR) requirement doesn't apply because city has
not yet acted to apply it to rentals (newly allowed under state law.)

Project is outside the Evergreen Park/Mayfield RPP, so tenants will NOT
have access to permits. However, there is no RPP in the residential
neighborhoods on the other side of Page Mill.

Issues:

- PF zoning serves critical purpose, fundamental to long term well-being of
the community.

Long term impacts: Combining district creates strong incentive to convert
public facilities parcels to permanent housing use. As we build more housing,
population will grow - therefore need for public facilities will also grow. If we
convert those parcels to housing, without setting aside other locations for
needed facilities, we'll be in a big bind down the road.

Undermines other valued uses: Significantly raises the property value for
effected PF parcels, putting them at greater risk of conversion (e.g., the
Stanford-Mayfield soccer fields are not dedicated parkland - will increase
resistance to dedication and perhaps make Stanford less inclined to
renew/extend lease for current use (it'd be FAR more profitable for them to
convert it to housing when lease runs out).

Disrupts current negotiations to purchase AT&T property for parkland
(expand Ventura's tiny Boulware park) - FAR more profitable for owner to
hold out for higher price from housing developer.

Gives up limited city leverage to extract community benefits: use and
development options in PF zones is limited, thus limiting the value of the
parcels. A housing overlay immediately changes that, offering significant
profit potential, while giving up the ability to define and serve other public
needs on those sites. Is the community getting a fair exchange appropriately
targeted to community needs?

- Premature to rush through new ordinance (combining district) prior even to
Council's first discussion of it's proposed housing work plan.

BMR Inclusionary requirements: Big piece of housing work plan includes
deciding whether to impose inclusionary (BMR) requirements on rental
projects - moving on this project in advance of that decision means we lose
opportunity to get BMR out of it.

Fact based parking decisions: Big piece of housing work plan includes
research and data collection regarding parking demand for different housing
types/locations in Palo Alto. This one-size fits all approach extends the impact
of an experimental car-light pilot to 77 parcels without the benefit of that data
and analysis.

Is PF the right combining district: Big piece of housing work plan includes
encouraging workforce housing near transit - designing the combining district
to meet the needs of this single project limits the potential scope of workforce
housing benefits. (though this is tricky, cuz could get even broader overlay
that loosens development requirements for many more parcels).

- Test case should not drive policy: New combining district/overlay ordinance
is being rushed through to accommodate this specific project.
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Pilot = experiment. What is the recourse if the pilot fails? If an entire
combining district/overlay ordinance is driven by interest in testing an idea,
shouldn't it include extra checks and balances and/or flexibiilty to address
failure? For example, failure to implement the required TDM is a code
enforcement violation, but only subject to existing administrative penalties
(which are almost never imposed). Staff is proposing strong incentives
(density, parking, etc), should there be commensurately strong penalties for
failure to comply with TDM commitments? Are there adaptive design
elements that should be included in projects eligible for the overlay?

Who's driving? According to the staff report, the applicant has proposed the
zoning overlay (combining district) ordinance. Epitome of an interested party.
Policy should drive proposals, not the other way around. PTC should hold
study session to evaluate ordinance independent of the specific project.
Taking into account not only the city's enthusiasm for this project, but also the
issues described above.

Urgency/efficiency undermines responsible process: No action should be
taken on the specific project until after the combining district ordinance is
approved. PTC action on map amendment and site and design is premature -
until there's an ordinance, the project is illegal and action to recommend it is
founded on hypotheticals.

Magnitude of the benefit: Because all 57 units will be small, the price
differential between the market-rate units and the 12 sub-market rate units is
small, on the magnitude of a $200-$400 per month for singles earning
$119K/yr.

- Misleading terminology: In the public mind, workforce housing has become
almost a term of art synonymous with housing for teachers, firefighters and
local service workers. There's lots of political support for housing those
populations, but this "Workforce housing" combining district does NOT
prioritize those groups. Set-asides are based only on income, not occupation,
and nearby workforce attachment is a preference, not a requirement. Income
targets are important and good, as is local workforce attachment, but the city
should be proactively clear and specific to ensure that the public doesn't think
it's getting one thing when in fact it gets another.

If possible, come and voice your concerns, in person, about this project.

<blocked.gif>

PAcampaigns mailing list
PAcampaigns@lists.sonic.net
https://lists.sonic.net/mailman/listinfo/pacampaigns
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From: Erank Ingle

To: Planning Commission

Subject: in favor of proposed project at 2755 El Camino
Date: Wednesday, January 31, 2018 1:11:47 PM

I recommend approval of the proposed project at 2755 EI Camino.

“Residentialists" such as myself are most concerned about privacy, traffic congestion, and parking.
This project scores well on these issues.

Privacy: The residents next door will have less noise than before because of less exposure to Page Mill and El
Camino traffic noise.

Traffic congestion: It is time for more very small apartments next to public transit. This location is close to
California Avenue and not far from downtown, by walking or bike. Also close to Caltrain for trips to San Francisco
where use of a car is a liability.

Parking: Limited parking in this project, but residents in this project could save money by doing without a car.
Only entry level single residents are likely to want to rent such small spaces, and it will be convenient for them to
walk or bike if they work in Palo Alto, or commute by rail or bus to another nearby location.

Young singles would enjoy proximity to Palo Alto downtown, California Avenue, and nearby Stanford University
and shopping center.

I wish there were dozens more projects like this one along EI Camino.
Frank Ingle

Palo Alto
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From: Simon Hauser

To: Planning Commission

Subject: Fate of the VTA

Date: Wednesday, January 31, 2018 9:48:56 AM

Dear Commissioners:

As a resident of Ventura, | oppose the current proposed up-zoning of the property at 2755 ECR.
The city has the authority to make the speculators adhere to the zoning code or to extract a real
public benefit from the developers in exchange for the rezoning, e.g. 100% BMR housing in
perpetuity. Up-zoning a PF property sets a bad precedent and encourages other speculators to
obtain PF zoned properties and ask the city for a zoning change for private profit.

In Ventura, we hope to add the AT&T lot to Boulware Park when that PF-zoned property is offered
for sale. If 2755 ECR is up-zoned without meaningful public benefit, our hopes will be crushed
when future for-profit investors in PF-zoned property outbid us and sue the city, citing the 2755
precedent-setting decision. Please uphold the public trust and do not let Windy Hill's wager win.

Thank you.
Simon Hauser

Simon Hauser

simondhauser@gmail.com
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Neva Hauser
Planning Commission

Subject: Opposition to up-zoning of the property at 2755 ECR

Date:

Wednesday, January 31, 2018 8:30:33 AM

Dear Commissioners:

As a resident of Ventura, | oppose the current proposed up-zoning of the
property at 2755 ECR. The city has the authority to make the speculators
adhere to the zoning code or to extract a real public benefit from the developers
in exchange for the rezoning, e.g. 100% BMR housing in perpetuity. Up-zoning
a PF property sets a bad precedent and encourages other speculators to obtain
PF zoned properties and ask the city for a zoning change for private profit.

In Ventura, we hope to add the AT&T lot to Boulware Park when that PF-
zoned property is offered for sale. If 2755 ECRIis up-zoned without meaningful
public benefit, our hopes will be crushed when future for-profit investors in PF-
zoned property outbid us and sue the city, citing the 2755 precedent-setting
decision. Please uphold the public trust and do not let Windy Hill's wager win.

It is very important to develop DIVERSITY in a community and | implore you
to fight for that.

Thank you.
Neva Hauser
Ventura resident
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From: Eric Rosenblum

To: Planning Commission

Cc: board@paloaltoforward.com; Grant Dasher; Lisa Peschcke-Koedt
Subject: 123 people in support of the project at 2755 El Camino Real
Date: Wednesday, January 31, 2018 8:21:15 AM

To the Planning and Transportation Commission--

Palo Alto Forward strongly supports the Workforce Housing project at 2755 El Camino Real, and
hopes that you recommend Council approve it.

This is the sort of project that Palo Alto Forward was formed around:

e Smaller unit size = more affordable, adding to Palo Alto's housing diversity

e Transit centric: located 0.5 miles from Caltrain with a host of TDM benefits

e High affordability: 20% of units are "deed restricted"”, which puts restrictions on the
income level for potential renters

This is the sort of project that Palo Alto should be building, and the fact that the developer will
be giving preference to Palo Alto employees makes it all the sweeter (also, making it more likely
that car-light lifestyles can be attained).

We thank you for your consideration, and hope that you will recommend this project.

Sincerely,

Eric Rosenblum
President, Palo Alto Forward

The following 123 individuals have signed on to this letter:
A.C. Johnston

Aasim Jukaku
Adrienne Lee

Akash Jain
Aleksandar Totic
Amber Kerr

amie ashton

Amy Sung

Andrea Arjona Amador
Andrew Brackenbury
Anna Tchetchetkine
Annette Isaacson
Baqg Haidri

Barbara Hing
Barbara Kingsley
Barbara Turner
Becky Richardson
Betsy Bechtel



Bryan Silverthorn
Carol Lamont
Charles Salmon
Clayton Nall
Cynthia Lee
Daniel Asmat
David Foster
David Kleiman
Dean Samos
Dena Mossar
Diane Meier
Diane Morin
Donald Anthony
Donald Barr
Doug Radtke
Drew Maran

Ed Wu

Elaine Uang

Elizabeth Steinberg

Eric Kwan

Eric Nee

Eric Rosenblum
Evan Goldin
Fred Glick
Gary Fine
Geoff Ball

George Chippendale

Geraldine Maro
Gloria Burd
Heidi Emberling
Heidi yenney
Igbal Serang
Jacob Vincent
Jan Rubens
Jared Bernstein
Jeffrey Salzman
Jeremy Hoffman
Jessica Clark
John Hamilton
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John Kelley

Joy Sleizer

Joyce Beattie
Julan Chu

Karen Kalinsky
Karen Schlesser
Kevin Keene
Kevin Watts

Kim Engie
kumiko yoshinari
Kyla Farrell
Lawrence Garwin
Lisa Ratner

Lisa Bao

Lisa Pschcke-Koedt
Lynnie Melena
Mallary Alcheck
Marc Grinberg

Margaret Rosenbloom

marianne mueller
Mark Kennedy
Marly Carlisle
Mary Gallagher
Matthew Lewis
Mehdi Alhassani
Melonie Brophy
Michael Cutchin
Michael Kieschnick
Mike Buchanan
Mike Greenfield
Naphtali Knox
Neil Shea

Nicole Lederer
Olya Krasnykh
Omar Diab

Owen Byrd

Ozzie Fallick
Patricia Saffir
Paul Goldstein
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Paul Heft

Pavla Fryer

Peter Rice

Randy Mont-Reynaud
Raul Rojas

Rebecca Geraldi
Roberta Ahlquist
Sally Wood

Sam Corbett-Davies
Sandra Slater

Sara Woodham
Sarit Schube

Snow Zhu

Spencer Choi

Stephanie Munoz Munoz

stephen levy
steve eittreim
Steven Atneosen
Steven Russell
Stuart Bernstein
Thomas Wasow
Timothy Bauman
Tricia Herrick
Trina Lovercheck
Urs Hoelzle
Veselin Stoyanov
Victor Siu
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From: gmahany@aol.com

To: Planning Commission

Subject: Up zoning of 2755 El Camino Real
Date: Tuesday, January 30, 2018 10:54:14 PM

About 2755 EI Camino Real

Because the property at 2755 EI Camino Real was zoned Public Facility when purchased by Windy Hill its
use should remain as a public benefit. The up zoning smells of tobacco filed back room dealing by Palo
Alto City public servants and elected officials. Also, Windy Hill's shoehorning 60 units into this busy
commuter intersection is not going to be prime residential property. | ask, why should Windy Hill get this
profitable gift from the people of Palo Alto? What good work has Windy Hill bestowed on the voters of this
city? | say that 50% of the units be below market units for ever and frankly it should be 100% below
market.

Gary Mahany


mailto:gmahany@aol.com
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From: kemp650@aol.com

To: Planning Commission

Subject: The Proposed Housing Development at 2755 EI Camino Real
Date: Tuesday, January 30, 2018 10:05:03 PM

Dear Commissioners:

As a resident of Ventura, | oppose the current proposed up-zoning of the property at 2755 El Camino
Real ("ECR"). The City has the authority to make the speculators adhere to the PF zoning code or to
extract a real public benefit from the developers in exchange for the rezoning, e.g. 100% BMR housing in
perpetuity. Up-zoning a PF property sets a bad precedent and encourages other speculators to obtain PF
zoned properties and ask the City for a zoning change for private profit.

In Ventura, we hope to add the AT&T lot to Boulware Park when that PF-zoned property is offered for
sale. If 2755 ECR is up-zoned without meaningful public benefit, our hopes will likely be crushed when
future for-profit investors in PF-zoned property outbid us and sue the city, citing the 2755 precedent-
setting decision. Please uphold the public trust and do not let Windy Hill's wager win.

Thank you.

Susan Kemp


mailto:kemp650@aol.com
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From: Eric Rosenblum

To: Planning Commission

Subject: Letter in support of 2755 El Camino Real project
Date: Tuesday, January 30, 2018 7:52:22 PM

To the Planning and Transportation Commission--

When | was on the Commission, | was a strong proponent of the proposed project at 2755 EI Camino Real (“El
Camino Workforce Housing").

This is precisely the kind of project that we have begged developers to consider doing, and dovetails nicely with
our goals in the Comprehensive Plan. This project is focused on smaller units, and is located within 0.5 miles of a
Caltrain station, and has built in the most aggressive TDM program of any building project we've seen. They are
the first project in Palo Alto to get GreenTRIP certified due to their trip reduction programming.

Equally important, this project will hopefully serve as a test bed for other transit-centric projects for the future. |
hope that this plan gets closely monitored and studied for implications for future housing developments.

Finally, | hope that the Commission further recognizes the changes that the developer has made to make this
project more acceptable to those on the Commission who expressed fears about the originally proposed

parameters.

Please recommend that Council approve this project. This sort of project validates the hard work that went into
the Comprehensive Plan.

Sincerely,

Eric Rosenblum


mailto:mitericr@gmail.com
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From: Hamilton Hitchings

To: Planning Commission

Cc: Hamilton Hitchings; Jeff Levinsky; Gitelman, Hillary

Subject: Public Input on the Public Safety Building and Public Facilities Zoned Properties Rezoning
Date: Tuesday, January 30, 2018 7:24:53 PM

My name is Hamilton Hitchings and | am a long time Palo Alto resident. | am very involved
as an Emergency Services Volunteer and served on the Citizens Advisory Committee for
the Comprehensive Plan. Below are my personal comments on the Public Safety Building
and proposed Public Facilities Zoned Properties Rezoning.

PTC Agenda Item #3

The original justification for the new Public Safety Building was to build a seismically safe
building that could withstand a major earthquake. The San Andreas fault is 5 miles away
and can experience up to a 7.9 magnitude earthquake and thus the new Stanford Hospital
is being built to withstand an 8.0. Please ensure the Public Safety Building is designed to
withstand an earthquake in the high 7s and still be operational thereafter. Based on the last
discussion | was at, at a city council meeting it did not appear that city staff was planning on
designing to this high level of resilience so please ensure they do.

As a Palo Alto Emergency Services volunteer, one of the most important pieces of
infrastructure during an earthquake is the communications infrastructure. Thus | support the
Public Safety building having a very tall communications tower. In addition, below ground
parking is important to park all their vehicles without consuming public parking. They also
need space to park some very large vehicles and that's supported in their plan.

PTC Agenda Item 2

Public Facilities Zoned Properties enable broad based community services such as animal
shelters, medical facilities, etc... Rezoning a public facilities property for housing benefits a
select few and thus it is critical that if this is done, it be for moderate income who provide
critical public services such as teachers, nurses, EMTs, young police officers and public
safety officers as well as community service and health care workers. In addition, the owner
paid for a property restricted to public facility and this upzoning results in a large financial
winfall for the property owner/developer resulting in a large financial giveaway. Upzoning is
the property of the city of Palo Alto and its residents. Thus while the developer deserves to
make a reasonable profit for their investment and risk, the majority of the value of this
upzone should be used to subsidize the housing.

Unfortunately, the current proposal does not deed restrict the 40 of the 57 units, which is far
too low.


mailto:hitchingsh@yahoo.com
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Keep in mind in San Antonio Shopping Center apartments that 535 to 638 square feet were
renting for $3,000 to $5,500 so when the applicant says that because these are smaller
apartments they will be cheaper but please keep in mind that does not mean they will be
particularly affordable.

No In Lieu of fees should be approved and instead the BMR should be provided via units in
this project.

The upzoning should not exceed the height limit for this area, which | believe is 35 feet and
should not be 50 feet as currently proposed.

Sufficient parking should be provided so there is not spillover parking into the local
neighborhoods. The city has consistently underestimated and inadequately zoned the
amount of parking needed which is why we are one of the only cities in the Bay Area that
allows employees to park in residential neighborhoods. The surrounding neighborhoods are
currently underparked so a parking permit program has been implemented. In addition, the
staff report compares this site to 801 Alma which is 100% low and very low income which is
not comparable with the current proposed renter profile, which likely will have a higher
percentage car ownership.

| am also opposed to ground floor retail as the need for more housing is far greater than the
need for more retail.

In terms of roof garden, etc... please be careful it doesn’t allow people to look down into

neighbors windows from above or cause excess light at night.

Thank you for your consideration.

Hamilton Hitchings
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From: Carla Wray

To: Planning Commission

Subject: 2755 El Camino Real

Date: Tuesday, January 30, 2018 6:07:19 PM

Dear Commissioners,
I would like to share my thoughts on the new housing development at 2755 El Camino Real.

This housing should be 100% below market rate in perpetuity. This is crucial to the health and diversity of our city.
Thank you for listening to my opinion.

-Carla Wray
Resident: Ventura Neighborhood

Sent from my iPhone


mailto:carla.wray@gmail.com
mailto:Planning.Commission@cityofpaloalto.org
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From: David Adams

To: Planning Commission

Subject: 2755 El Camino Real

Date: Tuesday, January 30, 2018 3:08:18 PM

Dear Commissioners:

Having lived on Olive Avenue for over 20 years | would like to make the following points regarding this
project:

1. At a rate of 1.2 parking spaces/unit, inclusive of guest parking, | feel that there will not be enough
parking for residents. Even though i ride a bike to work and do many errands by bike, it still is not possible
to live in this area without a car. For example, the bike shop at the end of the road was evicted, the pet
food shop around the corner closed down and many of the neighborhood shops on Cali Ave have been
turned into restaurants or beauty salons. To travel by public transport at the weekend is to spend the
whole day getting there and back. For these reasons, | would like to see the parking increased. However,
instead of taking my word for it there should have been an analysis of car ownership of local residents
included in the report so that it could be guided by data rather than wishful thinking.

2. Given the shortfall of parking | am concerned that residents will park their cars in the Pepper/Olive
area. This is more predictable given that Evergreen/Park Mayfield have an RPP but the Ventura area
doesn't.

3. I am deeply concerned about any new developments that increase traffic on Park Blvd between
Lambert and Cali Ave. This project will cause the ECR/Page Mill intersection to get even worse and
hence create more cut-through traffic on Park. | feel there is no coordinated plan for all of the
developments in this area, notwithstanding the recently announced NVCAP. Each development has
increased traffic on Park which is now a bike boulevard in name only. How about some traffic calming on
Park as a prerequisite for any new developments.

4. | do not agree that this site should be re-zoned. This would set a very bad precedent and encourage
developers to buy up all PF zoned property in the city.

Regards
David Adams
Olive Ave
Palo Alto


mailto:david_94306@yahoo.com
mailto:Planning.Commission@cityofpaloalto.org

Planning & Transportation Commission Emails 1-31-18

From: Cervantes, Yolanda

To: Planning Commission

Subject: FW: 2755 EI Camino Real Workforce Housing
Date: Tuesday, January 30, 2018 2:00:06 PM

Yolanda M. Cervantes

Planning & Community Environment
City of Palo Alto
Yolanda.cervantes@cityofpaloalto.org
650.329.2404

From: Hodgkins, Claire

Sent: Tuesday, January 30, 2018 1:57 PM

To: Cervantes, Yolanda

Subject: FW: 2755 EI Camino Real Workforce Housing

Yolanda,
Please see the e-mail | received below and forward as appropriate.

Warm regards,
Claire

From: John Clayton Kunz [mailto:kunz@stanford.edu]
Sent: Monday, January 29, 2018 4:28 PM

To: Hodgkins, Claire

Subject: 2755 El Camino Real Workforce Housing

Claire Hodgkins
Associate Planner
City of Palo Alto
Planning & Community Environment
250 Hamilton Avenue
Palo Alto, California 94301

RE: 2755 El Camino Real Workforce Housing
Dear Ms. Hodgkins,

| am writing to you in support of this project and ask that you forward this letter to both the Planning and
Transportation Commission as well as the City Council, as they consider this project at future meetings.

The project enables 57 people to walk or bicycle to work in the nearby Industrial Park, especidly if the
project includes formal incentives to rent to local workers. It is close to bus and train transit. It isconsistent
with the architectural character of the city.

| encourage the PTC to support this project for our city.

Sincerely,
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john kunz

Palo Alto
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From: Angie Evans

To: Planning Commission

Subject: 2755 ElI Camino Real Project

Date: Tuesday, January 30, 2018 1:50:13 PM

Dear Planning and Transportation Commissioners,

[ am writing in support of the 2755 El Camino Real project. I will be sending a similar
letter to the associate planner as well. I live in Palo Alto with my husband, our daughter,
and our dog. I also work for the Housing Leadership Council of San Mateo County and
have worked on housing related issues since moving here in 2014. When we moved here
my expertise was in organizing advocacy groups around federal budget and
appropriations but my focus quickly changed. If you live in the Bay Area then you can’t
escape talking about the cost of living. For longtime residents I often hear frustration
about where their kids will live, or how their kids are still living at home, or how they
will have to leave the area when they retire because downsizing here isn’t an option. For
newer residents like myself, the option of homeownership will never be within grasp. We
have very few effective, local tenant protections and so the stability that most of us seek
is also out of grasp. While your decision-making body cannot change the cost of housing
overnight or pass a measure to stabilize rents, you can approve strong projects, like this
one, that will benefit our community. Next door in Menlo Park we just learned that
quality of life has gone down by 14% in just 2 years because of housing costs and traffic.
This project would allow Palo Alto to build some of the income-restricted units that we
so badly need here, near public transit, and with a preference for local workers. I
strongly encourage you to support 2755 El Camino Real moving forward.

Best,
Angie Evans

Palo Alto, California 94303
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From: Rebecca Sanders

To: Planning Commission

Subject: 2755 ECR

Date: Tuesday, January 30, 2018 12:07:12 PM

Dear Commissioners:

As moderator of the Ventura Neighborhood Association, | have spoken twice against the “free" upzoning of the
VTA lot over the past few years. The city has the authority to make the speculators adhere to the zoning code or
to extract a meaningful development from Windy Hill in exchange for the rezoning, e.g. 100% BMR housing in
perpetuity. Up-zoning a PF property sets a bad precedent and encourages other speculators to obtain PF zoned
properties and ask the city for a zoning change for private profit.

In Ventura, we hope to add the AT&T lot to Boulware Park when that PF-zoned property is offered for sale.

If 2755 ECR is up-zoned without meaningful public benefit, our hopes will be crushed when future for-profit
investors in PF-zoned property outbid us and sue the city, citing the 2755 precedent-setting decision. Please
uphold the public trust and do not let Windy Hill's wager win.

Thank you.

Becky Sanders
Moderator of the Ventura Neighborhood Association
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From: Loren Brown

To: Planning Commission

Subject: 2755 El Camino - VTA Site (Micro Housing)
Date: Tuesday, January 30, 2018 12:01:59 PM
1-30-2018

Dear Planning Commission Members,

We note that the proposed zoning amendments that will allow Work Force Housing at 2755 El Camino Real will
also apply to parcels with underlying PF (Public Facility) zoning within 0.5 miles of fixed rail transit. Seemingly
this has been done so the City is not just spot zoning one specific site in the City. The staff report notes that there are
77 such parcels that currently zoned PF located within 0.5 miles of amajor fixed rail transit station (43 parcels
owned by the City of Palo Alto and 20 parcels that are Caltrain right-ow-way or Caltrain station parcels). A list of
these parcels isincluded in the staff report.

Question: If housingin Palo Altoisin such short supply can you please consider and/or discuss conceptually
whether this zoning amendment should be expanded beyond PF-zoned parcels? The redlity isthat the likelihood of
additional Work Force housing being built on any of the PF zoned parcelsis extremely small (because these PF-
zoned parcels are aready serving public functions that can’t/won't be changed/removed without significant negative
impact). One could make a good argument that this zoning change is so restrictive, it is essentially spot zoning for
the single parcel located at 2755 El Camino Real. If the Work Force Housing is such agood idea, why limit it to
parcelsthat their existing use can’t/won’t ever be changed? Can you consider asking Planning Staff to consider
alowing the Work Force Housing to be placed in other zoning designations? Doing so may have a greater future
impact on addressing the housing shortage than only allowing the Work Force Housing on PF-zoned parcels.

For example, we have a 0.50 acre acre (same size as 2755 El Camino) located on Park Blvd that islocated within
0.5 miles of the Cal Train Station. The underlying zoning of our property is GM - which doesn’t allow housing
uses. The GM zoning is antiquated and should be updated. Harold Hobach’s Park Plaza Apartments (2865 Park
Blvd.) have an underlying GM zoning - which shows that the GM zone is not sacred for non-housing uses.
Consistent with the evolution of the Park Blvd. corridor and Fry’s site future conversion to residential use, our site
would actually be a great location for apartments or Work Force Housing and we would be willing to consider such
an option, but only if we see some indication from the City that they are open to the concept.

Thank you for your consideration.

3241 Park Blvd., LLC
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From: Angela Dellaporta

To: Planning Commission

Subject: 2755 El Camino - NO on Up-zoning
Date: Tuesday, January 30, 2018 11:27:37 AM

Dear Commissioners:
Asaresident of Palo Alto, | oppose the current proposed change in the zoning of the property at 2755 ECR.

A PF-zoned property should benefit the public, and the City of Palo Alto has aresponsibility to the residents of the city, NOT
to the speculators who bought the lot.

Giving the property owners permission to build _100% BMR housing (in perpetuity) on this lot would increase housing for
local workers such as teachers and nurses, and would thus reduce traffic congestion and parking problems. Thiswould be a
win for everyone, particularly for Palo Alto residents.

On the other hand, up-zoning a PF property would set a bad precedent and would encourage other speculators to obtain PF
zoned properties and ask the city for a zoning change for private profit.

Please uphold the public trust and do not let Windy Hill's wager win.

Thank you, Angela Dellaporta
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From: Hamilton Hitchings

To: Planning Commission

Cc: Hamilton Hitchings

Subject: Office Cap

Date: Monday, January 29, 2018 9:24:32 PM
Dear PTC,

Below are my comments for the office cap ordinance you plan to discuss on
Wednesday:

One of the reasons for the office cap is the need to create more housing and the number
impediment to creating multi-unit housing is that office has been more profitable so office
has been growing, which has increased jobs and thus the demand for housing without a
commensurate increase in housing.

Other reasons include the fact that traffic has grown faster than transportation infrastructure
and mitigations due to the increase in office space and employee densities. University Ave
is only one lane in each direction and is not only partially gridlocked during rush hour but
parallel residential streets like Hamilton Ave are now becoming gridlocked during rush hour
and residents can no longer get out of their driveways.

Lastly Palo Alto is one of the only cities in the Bay Area to park employee vehicles in
residential neighborhoods due to the lack of parking provided for employees by employers.
The rapid development of office buildings while underparking these new buildings has
created this problem.

Office Cap SECTION 1:
Please add:

In addition, during this same time very little new housing has been added to either
California Ave or University Ave due to the high demand for office space. As a result the
price for housing has increased by X percent. This was reflected in the Palo Alto Citizen’s
Survey conducted for the city where availability of affordable housing had the lowest
satisfaction of any area in the annual report with just 6% of residents rating it good or
excellent in 2016. The city desires to increase multi-unit housing within walking distance of
these areas and public transportation hubs.

Remove #3 which counts removal of existing Office Annual Limit Land Uses to increase the
capacity. The goal is to make more room available for housing.

Carrying over housing to the next year waters down the effectiveness of the office cap and
creates more scarcity of housing.

Strengthen the self mitigating projects to ensure net zero new car trips and that parking for
any increase in cars is provided and no in-lieu of fees.
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I don't think city office space should be exempt if the city is renting out any of its existing
office space as that is essentially a loophole.
| worry that submitting economic hardship request to the Planning Director is not a sufficient

judicial forum to decide if something is unconstitutional. | think to get a waiver the
landowner should have go to court.

Hamilton Hitchings

Palo Alto Resident
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From: sle ccsce.com

To: Planning Commission

Subject: 2755 El Camino housing project

Date: Sunday, January 28, 2018 11:56:05 AM

I write in support of the project and the development of workforce housing combining
district.

This project and the workforce district address several important policy areas.

The project meets three important policy objectives of the Comp Plan and the adopted
Housing Element:

--providing housing near services, shopping, jobs and transit
--increasing housing options by providing smaller units
--including a below market rate component in a market rate project

And the project is a model for something that we do not have now and is a serious housing
challenge in our city and region, that is

Units that are affordable to middle income residents--not poor enough to qualify for
traditional subsidized housing but not affluent enough to pay current full market rate rents.
The focus on households earning between 120% and 150% of the area median income
brings a sorely needed new tool to our housing affordability tool kit.

I was on a panel on Wednesday for the teacher housing event at Gunn. Teachers are one
example of a large number of middle income residents unable to quality for low-income
housing and struggling with the region's high rents.

Just as Supervisor Simiitian's proposal can be a model for one way of addressing this
widespread challenge, this project and the proposed workforce housing district can be
another model to address the "missing middle" housing challenge.

Thanks to staff for bringing this forward and to the commission for, I hope, moving forward
with the staff recommendation. | will bring this idea for workforce housing to the attention
of the members of the Committee to House the Bay Area (CASA) as they are struggling with
the same issue.

Stephen Levy
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From: Emily Hung
To: David.Rader@pln.sccgov.org
Cc: supervisor.Simitian@bos.sccgov.org; supervisor.wasserman@bos.sccgov.org; supervisor.chavez@bos.sccgov.org;

"Supervisor Yeager"; Council, City; Planning Commission; Dave.Cortese@bos.sccgov.org;
David.Rader@pln.sccgov.org; Kristina.Loquist@bos.sccgov.org
Subject: Opposition to the Stanford 2018 GUP from Palo Alto Resident

Date: Thursday, January 25, 2018 12:08:10 AM

Dear County Supervisors and Staff,

While the community recognizes the University's great intellectual and cultural contribution to
the broader S.F. Bay Area community, our small city (Palo Alto) can not be expected to
endure the impact and costs of the dramatic infrastructure requirements that would be required
to sustain the proposed growth at acceptable traffic, environment and safety levels. Stanford
must pay for the requisite infrastructure improvements prior to the approval of the 2018 GUP.
The ingtitution is growing well beyond our means. | urge you to stop all further devel opment
by Stanford until infrastructure and impact analysis is completed and requirements are placed
upon Stanford to fund the necessary infrastructure improvements that would make their GUP
proposals truly *'no net impact™ to our community.

Specifically, we find the following concerns with the 2018 GUP:

» Stanford's proposal should not be considered in isolation of the significant existing
transportation and traffic congestion problems that the City of Palo Alto is already
experiencing given the large imbalance between local jobs vs. locally employed
residents. Thisratio is one of the highest in the country, and contributes to an already
existing traffic dilemmain our small residential community.

» University growth should not be considered in isolation given that it is tied to the
Stanford University Medical Center (SUMC), the Stanford Research Park (SRP),
Stanford Shopping Mall, SLAC, including the development proposed for 500 El
Camino Real in Menlo Park (429,000 SF of office, retail and housing). Looking at each
sitein isolation does not provide afull picture of the cumulative impacts to Palo Alto.

e The GUP claim of "No Net New Commuter Trips' is naive given the millions of square
feet of development proposed. [Many reports detail the naive and poorly formed aspects
of these claims.]

e The GUP claimsthat Caltrain usage will offset growth in daily employee road
commuting are naive given that Caltrain is already at full capacity and can only
practically address a fraction of total employee commuters.

o The GUP totally disregards the looming and alarming transportation and traffic
congestion problems that will be created by imminent Caltrain electrification, increased
traffic stops, and the likelihood of grade separation construction at various intersections,
which will only add to the City's financial and traffic burdens.

e The GUP isabsent any rigorous traffic impact analysis along the impacted main and
secondary impacted corridors already strained by Stanford-bound traffic, including
Embarcadero and University, as well as Churchill and Kellogg avenues.

We need to stop giving Stanford carte blanche rights to development in our community
without making them carry the fair share of the financial burden needed to fund Palo Alto's
transportation infrastructure that their growth requires. | propose that the County require
Stanford to fund the following specific projects to offset their impact prior to the approval of
the Stanford 2018 GUP:

1. Stanford should be required to work with the City on mutually agreeable traffic
mitigation solutions.
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2. Stanford should be required to fund Caltrain grade separation projects at the Churchill
and Embarcadero intersections with Alma given that they're already at capacity and will
become unmanageabl e with the proposed Stanford expansions.

3. Stanford should be required to fund the construction of pedestrian underpasses at
Embarcadero Rd and Palo Alto H.S. given the already precarious danger facing students
by Stanford-bound traffic, as well as the traffic congestion caused by the existing light.

4. Stanford should be required to fund the expansion from 3-lanes to 4-lanes on the 300
yard stretch of the Embarcadero Road underpass, which already causes gridlock at rush
hour and will only be further exacerbated with more traffic flowing inbound/outbound
of Stanford.

5. Stanford should be required to pay for the addition of left-turn traffic signals at the
intersection of the Embarcadero Road Underpass and Almaroad to facilitate the safe
onramp/offramp of inbound/outbound traffic to Stanford along the Alma corridor.

Please hold Stanford accountable for these significant infrastructure investments prior to any
approval consideration for the 2018 GUP. The City and County can not endure the proposed
growth without holding firm to that requirement.

Thank you for your time,

Emily Hung
Palo Alto Resident
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From: Cervantes, Yolanda

To: Cervantes, Yolanda

Cc: Lait, Jonathan; Planning Commission

Subject: FW: Housing the Bay Summit - ULI San Francisco
Date: Monday, January 22, 2018 3:11:56 PM

Forwarding information below on behalf of Commissioner Alcheck.
BCCPTC

Yolanda M. Cervantes

Planning & Community Environment
City of Palo Alto
Yolanda.cervantes@cityofpaloalto.org
650.329.2404

From: Mike Alcheck [mailto:malcheck@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, January 18, 2018 10:10 AM

To: Cervantes, Yolanda

Cc: Ed Lauing; Susan Monk

Subject: Housing the Bay Summit - ULI San Francisco

Y olanda
Please distribute to the members of the Planning Commission.

Below isthe link for the Housing the Bay event on March 23rd in San Francisco. | encourage
everyone on the PTC to consider attending.

https://sf.uli.org/event/housing-the-bay/

Sessionsinclude (moreto be added):

Developing Housing for the“Missing Middle” — New Financing Tools and Strategies
The high cost of housing in the Bay Areais making it increasingly difficult for Bay Area
businesses to attract and retain workers. Y et, most affordable housing is focused on the lower
wage portion of the workforce who qualify for subsidy programs, and very little housing is
being produced or preserved for the “missing middle’ of workers. The Bay Areaisfamous
for our groundbreaking innovations, so what better place to develop new solutions to address
this challenge head-on. This session will put forward new financing tools that can move the
needle in raising capital alongside complementary strategies to lower costs. Hear from one of
nation’s largest developers, a start-up fund raising money for workforce housing in Texas, and
an established investor in low and moderate income housing across America, all of whom
have innovative products and provocative ideas about how to address this challenge.

Can Impact Feesand Housing Livein Harmony?

We all know that impact fees are part of every development project in the Bay Area. Cities
often depend on these fees for much needed revenue — but these extra costs can also make it
harder to make a project pencil out. Using Oakland as a case study, this session will focus on
how the City has implemented impact fees and how developers are responding. The panel will
diveinto the details through the lenses of a market-rate devel oper, an affordable housing
advocate, and the City. Learn about what we can do to make impact fees more transparent
moving forward and next steps in balancing the production of homes with community
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benefits.

Lightning Talks: Breaking through the Housing Deadlock

This interactive session invites you engage with out-of-the-box, provocative ideas for
transforming the public approvals process and getting more people into homes. From citizen
activists and community collaborators to finance start-ups and tech housing innovators, a
diverse group of leaders will present their solutions to overcoming obstaclesin the
development process —in 3-minutes or |ess!

Audience members will be asked to take part in the conversations during interactive
discussions at the lunch break, during Q& A, and over drinks at the reception after the Summit.

Following the Summit there will be more opportunities to get involved as we move forward
with proposals for action to ensure that more people in the Bay Area have homes they can
afford.

Confirmed speakersto date include:

= Gloria Bruce, Executive Director, East Bay Housing Organizations

= Carol Galante, Faculty Director, Terner Center for Housing Innovation, UC Berkeley

= Vicki Granowitz, City of San Diego Planning Commission

= Rich Gross, Vice President and Northern CA Market Leader, Enterprise Community
Partners, Inc.

= Denise Pinkston, Partner, TMG Partners

= John Rahaim, Planning Director, San Francisco Planning Department

= Andrea Reimer, Vancouver City Council

= David Steinwedell, CEO, Affordable Central Texas

= Stockton Williams, Executive Director, ULI's Terwilliger Center for Housing

= Bill Witte, CEO & Chairman, Related California

Schedule:

8:00-8:30 am: Registration/Coffee/Networking

8:30-10:00 am:  Morning Programming

10:00-10:30 am: Coffee & Networking

10:30-12:00 pm: Morning Programming cont.

12:00-1:30 pm:  Lunch/Interactive Discussion Tables/Networking

1:30-3:00 pm: Afternoon Programming

3:00-3:30 pm: Coffee & Networking

3:30-5:00 pm: Afternoon Programming cont.
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https://ternercenter.berkeley.edu/whoweare
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From: Cervantes, Yolanda

To: Cervantes, Yolanda

Cc: Lait, Jonathan; Planning Commission

Subject: FW: Tax Overhaul Is a Blow to Affordable Housing Efforts
Date: Monday, January 22, 2018 3:10:28 PM

Forwarding the link below on behalf of Commissioner Gardias.

BCCPTC

Yolanda M. Cervantes

Planning & Community Environment
City of Palo Alto
Yolanda.cervantes@cityofpaloalto.org
650.329.2404

From: Przemek Gardias [mailto:przemek@gardias.com]

Sent: Thursday, January 18, 2018 9:24 PM

To: Cervantes, Yolanda

Cc: Lait, Jonathan

Subject: Tax Overhaul Is a Blow to Affordable Housing Efforts

Yolanda,

Please forward to the team this link to the NYT article:
https://www.nytimes.com/2018/01/18/business/economy/tax-housing.html?

hp&action=click&pgtype=Homepage&clickSource=story-heading&module=first-column-
region&region=top-news&WT.nav=top-news.

Regards,

Przemek
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From: Cervantes, Yolanda

To: Planning Commission

Subject: FW: Clarification on Report #8763
Date: Monday, January 22, 2018 3:05:10 PM
Attachments: Staff Report BODS_1515ECR.PDF

Ordinances BODS_1515ECR.PDF

Resolutions BODS Zone Chanage_1681ECR.PDF

Resolutions BODS 1681ECR_For Zone Change Medical Uses to Remain.pdf
Staff Report BODS_1681ECR.PDF

Forwarding Staff’s Response.

Yolanda M. Cervantes

Planning & Community Environment
City of Palo Alto
Yolanda.cervantes@cityofpaloalto.org
650.329.2404

From: Kamhi, Philip

Sent: Monday, January 22, 2018 9:22 AM
To: Keith Ferrell

Subject: RE: Clarification on Report #8763

Keith,

Please see attached documents, that were referenced for writing the report regarding the zoning of
the businesses at 1515 El Camino Real and 1681 El Camino Real.

Best,
Philip Kamhi

Transportation Programs Manager

PLANNING & COMMUNITY ENVIRONMENT
Transportation

PALO Philip.Kamhi@CityofPaloAlto.org
ALTO  office: 650.329.2520 fax: 650.329.2154

Use PaloAlto311 to report items you’d like the City to fix. Download the app or click here to make a service request.

From: Keith Ferrell [mailto:ferrell.keith@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, January 19, 2018 12:01 PM

To: Kamhi, Philip
Cc: Council, City; Planning Commission; City Mgr; Shikada, Ed
Subject: Clarification on Report #8763

Phllip,

In your report to council, there's afootnote on 1515 and 1681 El Camino Real which states,
"The two commercial properties at 1515 and 1681 El Camino Real we rezoned RM-15
(multifamily housing) in the 1980s and the Council’ s action at that time allowed medical
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November 16, 1989

HONORABLE CITY COUNCIL
Palo Alto, California

Citywide Study Follow-up Comprehensive Plan and Zone Changes-
1515 E1 Camino Real, 531 Stanford Avenue and 3277 and 3351 Miranda Avenue

Members of the Council:

As part of the Council actions on the Citywide Land Use and Transportation
Study on March 20, 1989 and July 17, 1989, staff was directed to initiate
Comprehensive Plan and Zoning map changes to designations that more closely
reflect the present and/or desired long-term use of the properties at 1515 El
Camino Real {medical offices), 531 Stanford Avenue (motel), and 3277 and 3351
Miranda Avenue (swim and tennis clubs). Additional background information on
each of these sites is provided in the attached October 20, 1989 Planning
Commission Staff Report.

On October 25, 1989 the Planning Commission held Public Hearings to consider
the Comprehensive Plan and Zone changes recommended by staff for the following
sites:

- 1515 E1 Camino Real - Medical Offices: Comprehensive Plan change
from Neighborhood Commercial to Multiple Family Residential; and
zone change from CN, Neighborhood Commercial to RM-15, Low Density
Multiple Family Residential;

- 53] Stanford Avenue - Stanford Terrace Inn: Comprehensive Plan
change from Neighborhood Commercial to Multiple Family Residential;
and zone change from CN, Neighborhood Commercial to RM-15, Low
Density Multiple Family Residential; and

- 3277 Miranda Avenue - University Club
3351 Miranda Avenue - Foothills Tennis and Swim Club:
Comprehensive Plan change from Research Office Park to Open
Space/Controlled Development; and zone change from LM, Limited
Industrial/Research Park to RE, Residential Estates.

1515 E1 Camino Real

The Planning Commission concurred with the staff recommendation for this site
and voted 4-1, to recommend this site be redesignated from Neighborhood _
Commercial to Multiple Family Residential, and from CN to RM-15. The Planning
Commission recommendation includes a provision incorporated in the draft
ordinance to "grandfather® the medical offices, which the existing building is
being converted into, to allow them to remain indefinitely. In taking their
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action, the Commission clarified that they favored a grandfather clause for
medical offices only rather than "professional offices” and were not concerned
about the number of offices, as long as the the overall square footage of such
uses could not expand. The Commission also clarified that the proposed use of
a small portion of the existing building for retail sales of cosmetic items
for the plastic surgery patients was considered ancillary to the medical
offices and would be permitted.

531 Stanford Avenue

The Planning Commission modified the staff recommendation for 531 Stanford
Avenue. It voted unanimously (5-0) to change the Comprehensive Plan
designation from Neighborhood Commercial to Multiple Family Residential.
However, the Planning Commission voted 3-2 to change the zoning from CN to
RM-30 rather than RM-15. The Commission recommended that the higher, RM-30,
Medium Density Multiple Family Residential designation be applied to this site
because on one hand, it would allow a lower intensity of development over that
which now exists, with less square footage, lower height, and greater
setbacks, and on the other hand the RM-30 zoning would provide a greater
economic incentive ultimately, to redevelop the site with multiple family
housing. Under the RM-15 zoning, 7 units could be built on the site, under
RM-30 zoning 15 units could be built on the site. Currently the site has an
80 room hotel. Staff supports the Planning Commission recommendation.

3277 and 3351 Miranda Avenue

Staff understood Council’s direction to consider zones that would more closely
refiect the current recreational use of these sites and discourage
redevelopment of the sites with commercial or industrial uses. The tennis and
swim clubs are considered "outdoor recreation uses”, although they can also be
considered "private clubs". Currently these uses operate in the LM zone as
private clubs.

Staff evaluated the options available and recommended application of the RE
zone to these sites, because it was the only non-industrial, non-commercial
zone which specifically allowed outdoor recreational uses as conditional uses
and which had site development regulations which would not make the two sites
noncomplying. Application of the PF, Public Facilities zone was not
considered appropriate because the uses are not publicly owned or operated.
Application of the 0S, Open Space/Controlled Development zone was not favored
by staff, because the existing clubs would greatly exceed the 3.5 percent
impervious coverage limitation, and approval of a variance would be necessary
for even the most minor additions. Application of the AC, Agricultural
Conservation district was not favored by staff because the clubs would again
greatly exceed the 10 percent maximum impervious coverage allowed.

The existing tennis club sites have 67 years remaining on their leases from
Stanford. There are provisions in the leases which 1imit uses to "a private
social club" and would preclude these sites from redeveloping with traditional
LM zone uses. The Board members of both clubs stated to the Planning
Commission that they have no current plans for relocating or redeveloping the
sites. Maintaining the existing LM zone would allow redevelopment of the
sites up to a .4:1 floor area ratio.

The Commission did not concur with the staff recommendations for the two Swim
and Tennis Club sites, and voted 4-0, with Commissioner Hirsch not
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participating, to recommend that the Council make no changes to the
Comprehensive Plan and zoning designations of these sites. The Commission’s
action was based on the belief that a zoning change should reflect the
long-term goal for use of a site, rather than be used as a defensive tactic,
or holding action. The Commission did not consider the RE, Residential
Estates district appropriate for this location, where redevelopment with
residential uses was not expected or desired. The Commission recognized that
the City does not have a recreational zone which is particularly well suited
to encourage continuance of private recreational uses. The Commission
supported the Council’s desire to consider alternate zones for these sites to
encourage retention of the recreational uses, but was not supportive of the RE
zoning recommended by staff.

Should the Council still wish to change the designations of the sites, given
the site development constraints presented by the alternative zones available,
staff would still consider the RE zone to be the most effective in achieving
the Council goals. However, because none of the alternatives provide a good
fit, and because of the strong Commission position that the zone changes
should reflect the intended long-term use of the property, staff concurs with
the Planning Commission recommendation that the Comprehensive Plan and zoning
designations for the 3277 and 3351 Miranda Avenue sites should not be changed.

Recommendations

The Planning Commission recommends that the Council adopt the attached
ordinances and resolutions referenced in paragraphs 1 and 2 to accomplish the
following:

1. Change the Comprehensive Plan designation of property at 1515 E1 Camino
Real from Neighborhood Commercial to Multiple Family Residential and the
zoning designation from CN, Neighborhood Commercial to RM-15, Low Density
Multiple Family Residential as shown in Attachments A and B;

2. Change the Comprehensive Plan designation of property at 531 Stanford
Avenue from Neighborhood Commercial to Muitiple Family Residential and
the zoning designation from CN, Neighborhood Commercial to RM-30, Medium
Density Multiple Family Residential as shown in Attachments C and D; and

3. Do not change the Comprehensive Plan designation of properties at 3277
and 3351 Miranda Avenue from Research/0ffice Park to Open
Space...Controlled Development and the zoning designation from LM,
Limited Industrial/Research Park to RE, Residential Estates. If the
Council decides to amend the Comprehensive Plan and zoning designation of
these properties in the manner originally proposed by staff, the Council
should adopt the resolution and ordinance shown in Attachments E and F.

KENNETH R. SCHREIBER
Director of Planning and
Community Environment

Respegtfully submitted,

"SARAH CHENEY
Senior Planner
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Attachment A - Resolution Amending Comprehensive Plan
designation for 1515 E1 Camino Real

Attachment B - Ordinance Rezoning 1515 E1 Camino Real

Attachment C - Resolution Amending Comprehensive Plan
designation for 531 Stanford Avenue

Attachment D - Ordinance Rezoning 531 Stanford Avenue

Attachment E - Resolution Amending Comprehensive Plan
designation for 3277 and 3351 Miranda Avenue

Attachment F - Ordinance Rezoning 3277 and 3351 Miranda
Avenues

Attachment G- Planning Commission Staff Report dated
October 20, 1989 with attachments, including an
Environmental Assessment

Attachment H - Letter from Stanford University Planning Office
dated October 20, 1989

Attachment I - Letter from Foothills Swim and Tennis Club dated

October 20, 1989

cc: Margaret Cornell, c/o University Club of Palo Alto
Patrick King, ¢/o Foothills Tennis and Swim Club
Stanford Manor, ¢/o Hare, Brewer and Kelly
Stanford University

Andy Doty
Julia Fremon
Zera Murphy
Kent Petersen
Phil Williams

Dr. Ernest N. Kaplan
Dr. George Commons
Dr. D. Laug

Julia Smith

Richard Tipton

Denis G. Babson
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- I ATTACHMENT A

RESOLUTION NO.
RESOLUTION OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF PALO ALTO
AMENDING THE LAND USE MAP OF THE PALO ALTO COMPRE-
HENSIVE PLAN FOR PROPERTY AT 1515 EL CAMINO REAL,
IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE CITYWIDE LAND USE AND

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission, after duly noticed public
hearing held on October 25, 1989, has recommended that the ccuncil
amend the Palo Alto Comprehensive plan; and

WHEREAS, upon consideration of said recommendation after
duly noticed public hearing, the Council desires to amend said plan
as hereinafter set forth:

NOW, THEREFORE, the council of the city of Palo Alto does
hereby RESOLVE as follows:

SECTION 1. The City council finds that the findings of
the Citywide Land Use and Transportation Study (the "study") and
the public interest, health, safety and welfare an require
amendment to the Palo Alto Comprehensive Plan as set forth in
Section 2 hereof.

SECTION 2. The City Council hereby amends the Palo Alto
Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map as follows:

The land use designation of the property at
1515 E1 Camino Real is hereby changed from
"Neighborhood Commercial® to “Multiple Family
Residential", as shown on Exhibit %AY, attached

hereto and incorporated herein by reference.

SECTION 3. The Council finds that the adoption of this
resolution will have no significant adverse environmental impact.

INTRODUCED AND PASSED:

AYZ3S:

NOES:

ABSENT:

ABSTENTIONS:

ATTEST: APPROVED:

City Clerk Mayor

APPROVED AS TO FORM: City Manager

§7. Assistant City Attorney Director of Planning and

Community Environment
swc:10/18/89
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ATTACHMENT B

ORDINANCE NO.
ORDINANCE OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF PALO ALTO
AMENDING SECTION 18.08.040 OF THE PALO ALTO
MUNICIPAL CODE (ZONING MAP) TO CHANGE THE ZONE
CLASSIFICATION OF PROPERTY AT 1515 EL CAMINO REAL,
IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE CITYWIDE LAND USE AND
TRANSPORTATION STUDY

The Council of the Ccity of Palo Alto does ORDAIN as
follows: :

SECTION 1. Section 18.08.040 of the Palo Alto Municipal
Code, the "Zoning Map", is hereby amended by changing the zone
classifications of the property known as 1515 E1 Camino Real from
the "CN (Neighborhood Commercial)"™, zoning classification to the
"RM-15 {Low Density Multiple-family Residence)" zoning classifica-
tion, as shown on Exhibit "A", attached hereto and incorporated
herein by reference.

SECTION 2. Notwithstanding the effect of the rezoning
action of Section 1 hereof, the use existing on said property, i.e.
medical offices, as of the effective date of this ordinance, may
remain and shall not be subject to termination pursuant to Chapter
18.94 [Nonconforming Uses] of the Palo Alto Municipal Code. The
structures housing such uses may be remodeled, improved or replaced
in accordance with applicable site development regulations,
provided, that any such remodeling, improvement or replacement
shall not result in increased floor area.

SECTION 3. The Council finds that this Project will .
have no significant adverse environmental effect.

SECTION 4. This Ordinance shall become effective upon
the commencement of the thirty-first day after the day of its
adoption.

INTRODUCED:
PASSED:
AVES:

NOES:





ABSTENTIONS:

ABSENT:
ATTEST: APPROVED:
City Clerk | Mayor

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

Sr. Assistant City Attorney City Manager

Director of Planning and

Community Environment
swc:10/26/89
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— — ATTACHMENT C
ATTACHMENT 3

RESOLUTION NO.
RESOLUTION OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF PALO ALTO
AMENDING THE LAND USE MAP OF THE PALO ALTO COMPRE-
HENSIVE PLAN FOR PROPERTY AT 531 STANFORD AVENUE,
IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE CITYWIDE LAND USE AND
TRANSPORTATION STUDY

WHEREAS, the Planning commission, after duly noticed public
hearing held on October 25, 1989, has recommended that the Council
amend the Palo Alto Comprehensive plan; and -

WHEREAS, upon consideration of said recommendation after
duly noticed public hearing, the Council desires to amend said plan
as hereinafter set forth;

NOW, THEREFORE, the Council of the Ccity of Palo Alto does
hereby RESOLVE as follows:

SECTION 1. The City council finds that the findings of
the Citywide Land Use and Transportation Study (the "study") and
the public interest, health, safety and welfare reguire an
amendment to the Palo Alto Comprehensive Plan as set forth in
Section 2 hereof.

SECTION 2. The City council hereby amends the Palo Alto
Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map as follows:

The land use designation of the property at
531 Stanford Avenue _is hereby changed from
"Neighborhood Commercial® to "Multiple Family
Residential", as shown on Fxhibit "A", attached
hereto and incorporated herein by reference.

SECTION 3. The Council finds that the adoption of this
resolution will have no significant adverse environmental impact.

INTRODUCED AND PASSED:

AYES:

NOES:

ABSENT:

ABSTENTIONS:

ATTEST: ' APPROVED:

Tity Clerk ‘Mayor

APPROVED AS TO FORM: City Manager

§y. Assistant City Attorney Director of Planning and

Community Environment
swc:10/18/89
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— ATTACHMENT D

ORDINANCE NO.
ORDINANCE OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF PALO ALTO
AMENDING SECTION 18.08.040 OF THE PAILO ALTO
MUNICIPAL CODE (ZONING MAP) TO CHANGE THE ZONE
CILASSIFICATION OF THE PROPERTY AT 531 STANFORD
AVENUE, IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE CITYWIDE LAND USE
AND TRANSPORTATION STUDY

The Council of the cCity of Palo Alto does ORDAIN as
follows:

SECTION 1. Section 18.08.040 of the Palo Alto Municipal
Code, the "“Zoning Map", is hereby amended by changing the zone
classifications of the property known as 531 Stanford Avenue, from
the "CN (Neighborhood Commercial)", zoning classification to the
WRM-30 (Low Density Multiple-family Residence)" zoning classifica-
tion, as shown on Exhibit "A", attached hereto and incorporated
herein by reference. Notwithstanding the effect of such rezoning
action, the use existing on said property as of the effective date
of this ordinance, i.e., hotel, may remain and shall not be subject
to termination pursuant to Chapter 18.94 [Nonconforming Uses] of
the Palc Alto Municipal Code. The structures housing such use may
be remodeled, improved or replaced in accordance with applicable
site development regulations, provided, that any such remodelind,
improvement or replacement chall not result in increased floor
area.

SECTION 2. The Council finds that this Project will have
no significant adverse environmental effect.

SECTION 3. This Ordinance shall become effective upon the
commencement of the thirty-first day after the day of its adoption.

INTRODUCED:

PASSED:

AYES: <
NOES:

ABSTENTIONS:

ABSENT:

ATTEST: APPROVED:

City Clerk Mayor
APPROVED AS TO FORM:

' City Manager

St. Assistant City Attorney

Pirector of Planning and
swc:10/26/89 Community Environment
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- — ATTACHMENT E

RESOLUTION NO.
RESOLUTION OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF PALO ALTO
AMENDING THE LAND USE MAP OF THE PALO ALTO COMPRE-
HENSIVE PLAN FOR PROPERTIES AT 3277 AND 3351
MIRANDA AVENUE IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE CITYWIDE
LAND USE AND TRANSPORTATION STUDY

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission, after duly noticed public
hearing held on October 25, 1983, has recommended that the Council
not amend the Palo Alto Comprehensive plan; and

WHEREAS, upon consideration of said recommendation after
duly noticed public hearing, the Council deems it to be for the
public interest to amend said plan as hereinafter set forth;

NOoW, THEREFORE, the Council of the City of Palo Alto does
hereby RESOLVE as follows:

QECTION 1. The City Council finds that the findings of
the Citywide Land Use and Transportation Study (the "Study") and
the public interest, health, safety and welfare require an
amendment to the Palo Alto Comprehensive Plan as set forth in
Section 2 hereof.

SECTION 2. The City Council hereby amends the Palo Alto
comprehensive Plan Land Use Map as follows:

a. The land use designation of the properties
at 3277 and 3351 Miranda Avenue is hereby changed
from "Research/Office Park" to "Open Space...
Controlled Development”, as shown on Exhibit "“A",
attached hereto and incorporated herein by
reference.

SECTION 3. The Council finds that the adoption of this
resolution will have no significant adverse environmental impact.

INTRODUCED AND PASSED:

AYES:

NOES:

ABSENT:

ABSTENTIONS:

ATTEST: APPROVED:

City Clerk Mayor

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

City Manager

Sr. Assistant City Attorney

Director of Planning and
swc:11/9/89 Community Environment
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~ - ATTACHMENT F

ATTACHMENT 6

ORDINANCE NO.
ORDINANCE OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF PALOC ALTO
AMENDING SECTION 18.08.040 OF THE PALC ALTO
MUNICIPAL CODE (ZONING MAP) TO CHANGE THE ZONE
CLASSIFICATIONS OF THE PROPERTIES KNOWN AS 3277
AND 3351 MIRANDA AVENUE IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE
CITYWIDE LAND USE AND TRANSPORTATION STUDY

The Council of the city of Palo Alto does ORDAIN as
follows:

SECTION 1. Section 18.08.040 of the Palo Alto Municipal
Code, the "Zoning Map", is hereby amended by changing the zone
classification of the properties known as 3277 and 3351 Miranda
Avenue, respectively, from the "IM (Limited Industrial/Research
Park)" zoning classification, to the "RE (Residential Estate)”
zoning classification, as shown on Exhibit "A®", attached hereto and
incorporated herein by reference.

SECTION 2. The Council finds that this Project will have
no significant adverse environmental effect.

SECTION 3. This Ordinance shall become effective upon the
commencement of the thirty-first day after the day of its adoption.

INTRODUCED:
PASSED:
AYES:

NOES:
ABSTENTIONS:
ABSENT:

ATTEST: APPROVED:

City Clerk Mayor

APPROVED AS TO FORM: City Manager

Sr. Assistant City Attorney

Director of Planning and
swc:10/18/89 Community Environment
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ATTACHMENT G

= litpof TaloAlte ~

P O, BOX 025G
PALO ALTO, CALIFORNIA  933G2

October 20, 1989

PLANNING COMMISSION
Palo Alto, California

Citywide Study Follow-up Comprehensive Plan and Zone Changes -
1515 E1 Camino Real, 531 Stanford Avenue and 3277 and 3351 Miranda Avenue

Members of the Commission:

As part of the Commission and Council actions on the Citywide Land Use and
Transportation Study, staff was directed to initiate Comprehensive Plan and
Zoning map changes to designations that more closely reflect the present
and/or desired long term use of the properties at 1515 E1 Camino Real
(Medical/Professional Offices), 531 Stanford Avenue (motel), 3277 and 3351
Miranda Avenue (swim and tennis clubs).

1515 E1 Camino Real

The property at 1515 E1 Camino Real is approximately 20,700 square feet in
size, is zoned CN, Neighborhood Commercial and has a Comprehensive Plan
designation of Neighborhood Commercial. Plans to remodel the existing 7,600
square feet of vacated commercial space for use as a medical office and
surgery (plastic surgery) have been recently approved and are now under
construction. A previous staff report discussing possible muitiple family
residential rezoning options was presented to the Commission on June 28, 1989.
At that time the Planning Commission directed staff to initiate a
Comprehensive Plan change for the properly from Neighborhood Commercial to
Multiple Family Residential and a zone change from CN, Neighborhood Commercial
to RM-15, Low Density Multiple Family Residential with a grandfather clause
allowing continuation of the medical office uses. The attached Ordinances and
Resolutions (Attachments 1 and 2) reflect this recommendation. A copy of the
Juge 23, 1989 Planning Commission Staff Report is attached for additional
reference.

531 Stanford Avenue

The Comprehensive Plan and zoning designations of the property located at 531
Stanford Avenue were recently changed from Service Commercial to Neighborhood
Commercial and from CS to CN as part of the Citywide Land Use and
Transportation Study. The 31,440 square-foot site is developed with a 22,130
square foot, 80 room hotel, and has a site floor area ratio of 0.7:1. A
grandfather clause was included with the rezoning action to allow the hotel to
continue operation indefinitely.

During @he Commission’s final review of the Citywide Study Comprehensive Plan
and zoning changes, the Commission recommended, and Council later concurred





—

that staff include evaluation of this site for a possible change to a multiple
family residential designation. This site is bordered by CN zoning to the
north, and east, RMD(NP) [Two Unit Multiple-Family Residence
District/Neighborhood Protection Combining Zone] to the south, and
unincorporated Stanford lands to the west.

The possible zones considered by staff include the RMD{NP), the RM-15, Low
Density Multiple Family Residential District, and the RM-30, Medium Density
Multiple Family Residential District. The existing hotel use would be a
nonconforming use under all of these zones.

The RMD(NP) zone was not considered appropriate for this site because of its
size, and because the RMD zone only allows for two units under the same
ownership. Application of the RMD zone does not make the best use of a site
which could support a greater number of residential units. The majority of
the sites within the bordering RMD(NP) zone are much smaller than the 531
Stanford site.

The application of the RM-15 or RM-30 zoning designations to this site would
result in approximately the same number of new units which could be built on
the 1515 E1 Camino Real site because they are of similar size. However, this
site is not a corner lot and therefore does not require as great a side yard
setback. Under the RM-15 zone 7 units could be built on the site. Assuming
the units were all two-bedroom units, 16 parking spaces would be required
(including two guest spaces). The new structure could be built to a maximum
height of 30 feet and up to a site floor area ratio (FAR) of 0.5:1.

Under RM-30 zoning 15 units could be built. Again, assuming all two bedroom
units, 33 parking spaces would be required (including three guest spaces).

The new structure could be built up to a height of 35 feet, and either a 0.6:1
or 0.75:1, depending on whether the parking was above or below grade.

In determining which of the two zones would be most appropriate for this site,
staff believes that the RM-15 zone is most appropriate in areas bordering
single family or lower density residential zones, because of its lower
density, lower FAR and reduced height. Application of RM-15 zoning is also
consistent with recent Commission and Council actions on the Fiesta Lanes
(Palo Alto Bowling Company) and Elks Club sites. Therefore, staff recommends
that the 531 Stanford Avenue site be rezoned from CN to RM-15, and
redesignated from a Comprehensive Plan designation of Neighborhood Commercial
to Low Density Multiple Family Residential. As there is no desire to
terminate the hotel use, it is recommended that a grandfather clause again be
included in the rezoning action to allow the hotel use to continue
indefinitely. (Other motels located on E1 Camino Real in multiple-family
zones have similar grandfather clauses.)

3277 and 3351 Miranda Avenue

The University Club and Foothills Tennis and Swim Club properties at 3277 and
3351 Miranda Avenue are located north of Foothill Expressway and west of
Hillview Avenue. These sites are discussed in greater detail as they have not
previously been before the Commission and/or Council for specific changes.
These sites are occupied by two separately operated private swim and tennis
clubs. These properties and surrounding properties are now zoned LM, Limited
Industrial/Research Park and are designated as Research/Office Park in the
Comprehensive Plan. Adjoining uses are Research and Development facilities in

CWZC ' 10/20/89
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the Research Park. Matadero Creek crosses the property at 3277 Miranda and
establishes the boundary of the 3351 Miranda site. The presence of the creek
is considered a unique feature which presents deveiopment constraints.

3277 Miranda is a 6.6 acre site with ten tennis courts, two pools and 7,600
square feet of building area. Seven of the tennis courts are located south of
the creek. The club building, pools, parking area and three additional courts
are located to the north of the creek. Using aerial photographs, the amount
of impervious coverage on the site is estimated at roughly 40 percent. The
existing site floor area ratio is a negligible 0.026:1. The University Club
began operation in 1958 before a use permit was required. A use permit was
obtained in 1973 (73-UP-20) to allow construction of three additional tennis
courts on a portion of the site to be leased to the adjoining Foothills tennis
club.

3351 Miranda is a 1.7 acre site with five tennis courts, two pocls and 3,600
square feet of building area. This facility previously had use of the three
tennis courts located to the north across the creek, but lost the right to use
the courts when the lease from the adjoining tennis club terminated last year.
Parking for the facility borders Miranda Avenue. Using aerial photographs,
the amount of impervious coverage on the site is estimated at between 50 to 60
percent. The existing floor area ratio for the site is 0.05:1. The Foothills
Tennis and Swim Club began operation on this site in 1957 before a use permit
was required. The operation obtained a use permit in May 1961, when changed
regulations required a use permit for any expansions (61-UP-10). A board
member of the Foothills Tennis Club has informed staff that due to Toss of use
of the three tennis courts on the adjoining site, they have recently been
considering possible redevelopment of the site as a means of funding
relocation of the club to a larger site.

The direction from Council was to consider alternate Comprehensive Plan and
zoning designations for these sites which were appropriate for the existing
recreational uses. The intent was to encourage continued operation of the
tennis clubs and prevent redevelopment of the sites with more intensive
commercial or industrial uses.

The swim and tennis clubs are classified as "outdoor recreation service" which
is defined as a "privately owned or operated use providing facilities for
outdoor recreation activities, including golf, tennis, swimming, riding, or
other outdoor sport or recreation, operated predominantly in the open, except
for accessory or incidental enclosed services or facilities”.

The only non-commercial or non-industrial zones where an outdoor recreation
service is a conditional use are the PF {Public Facilities), R-1 (Single
Family), RE {Residential Estates), and 0S (Open Space Controlled Development)
districts. Of these, the RE zone is considered the most appropriate for the
tennis club sites because it presents the fewest use and site development
constraints.,

The 0S zone was originally considered because its specific district purpose to
" .. permit reasonable use of open space land, while at the same time
preserving and protecting its inherent open space characteristics to assure
its continued availability for ..... recreation land...". However, the 05
district 1imits the amount of impervious surface area on each site to 3.5
percent of the site area. As noted above, the two tennis clubs have
impervious coverages ranging from 40 to 60 percent of the site area. Rezoning

CWZC 10/20/89
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these sites to 0S would make them become noncomplying facilities in terms of
impervious coverage and require approval of variances for even the most minor
addition. This requirement would place a constraint on the operators ability
to expand and upgrade their facilities and seems to work against the desire to
encourage their continued operation.

The PF zone and R-1 zones were not considered appropriate for these sites
because they are not intended for public ownership or use, nor are considered
appropriate for single family development at a density of 7 units per acre.

Since the zoning ordinance does not have a specific zone focusing on outdoor
recreation, the RE zone is considered the most appropriate zone to accomplish
the two goals of encouraging the tennis clubs to remain, and prohibiting
redevelopment of the sites with industrial or office uses. The intent of the
RE district reflects the desire to "provide for Tocations for activities most
suitably located in areas of very low density or rural qualities". The RE
district allows outdoor recreation as a conditional use, does not establish a
limit on impervious coverage, and allows for site coverage of 25 percent
[current LM zone allows site coverage of 30 percent]. Both clubs fall well
below this 1imit because site coverage calculations include only structures or
exterior decks or other improvements which are a foot or more above grade, and
do not count swimming pools and tennis courts unless they are elevated. A
provision in the zoning ordinance allows uses which became a conditional use
as a result of a zone change to be grandfathered. Additional use permits
would only be required for the tennis clubs if they wish to expand.

Should the tennis clubs close, the RE zoning would allow the sites to be
developed with single family homes on one acre lots. The properties at 3277
and 3351 Miranda Avenue could theoretically provide six, and one single family
lots respectively, if developed separately, or eight lots if combined.
However, the area within the lines of the creek or any new street right of way
could not be counted as lot area for the purposes of any subdivision and would
lower the number of potential lots.

Other lands in the City zoned RE have a Comprehensive Plan designation of
Single Family Residential. However, the Comprehensive Plan designation
considered most appropriate for the tennis club sites is "Open
Space...Controlled Development", because it most accurately reflects the
intent to encourage use of the sites for outdoor recreational purposes. Open
Space...Controlled Development is defined as "land having all the
characteristics of open space but upon which some development can be allowed,
providing that the open space amenities are retained". The proposed RE zoning
is considered consistent with this land use designation because it is a rural
residential zone intended to "create and maintain development compatible with
natural terrain and native vegetative environment". Single family uses are
considered consistent with the Open Space designation where they can occur on
larger lots.

RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the Commission recommend the Council, adopt the attached
draft ordinances and resolutions to accomplish the following:

1. Change the the zoning designation of property at 1515 E1 Camino Real from
CN, Neighborhood Commercial to RM-15, Low Density Multiple Family

cwzce 10/20/89
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Residential, and the Comprehensive Plan designation from Neighborhood
Commercial to Multiple Family Residential (Attachments 1 and 2);

Change the zoning designation of property at 531 Stanford Avenue from CN,
Neighborhood Commercial to RM-15, Low Density Multiple Family
Residential, and the Comprehensive Plan designation from Neighborhood
Commercial to Multiple Family Residential (Attachments 3 and 4); and

Change the zoning designation of properties at 3277 and 3351 Miranda
Avenue from LM, Limited Industrial/Research Park to RE, Residential
Estates, and the Comprehensive Plan designation from Research/Office Park
to Open Space...Controlled Development (Attachments 5 and 6).

CHENEY CAROL JANSEN
Senior Planner Chief Planning Official

Attachments: Attachment 1 - Resolution Amending Comprehensive Plan

cc:

CWZic
sC

designation for 1515 E1 Camino Real

Attachment 2 - Ordinance Rezoning 1515 E1 Camino Real

Attachment 3 - Resolution Amending Comprehensive Plan
designation for 531 Stanford Avenue

Attachment 4 - Ordinance Rezoning 531 Stanford Avenue

Attachment 5 - Resolution Amending Comprehensive Pian
designation for 3277 and 3351 Miranda Avenue

Attachment 6 - Ordinance Rezoning 3277 and 3351 Miranda
Avenues

Attachment 7 - Environmental Assessment

Attachment 8- Planning Commission Staff Report dated
June 23, 1989

Margaret Cornell, c/o University Club of Palo Alto
Patrick King, c/o Foothills Tennis and Swim Club
Stanford Manor, c/o Hare, Brewer and Kelly
Stanford University
Andy Doty
Juiia Fremon
Zera Murphy
Kent Petersen
Phil Williams
Dr. Ernest N. Kaplan
Dr. George Commons
Dr. D. Laug
Julia Smith
Richard Tipton
Denny Bapson

10/20/89
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ATTACHMENT 1

RESOLUTION NO.
RESOLUTION OF THE COUNCIL OF THE C1TY OF PALO ALTO
AMENDING THE LAND USE MAP OF THE PALO ALTO COMPRE-
HENSIVE PLAN FOR PROPERTY AT 1515 EL CAMINO REAL,
IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE CITYWIDE LAND USE AND
TRANSPORTATION STUDY

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission, after duly noticed public
hearing held on October 25, 1989, has recommended that the Council
amend the Palo Alto Comprehensive plan; and

WHEREAS, upon consideration of said recommendation after
duly noticed public hearing, the Council desires to amend said plan
as hereinafter set forth;

NOW, THEREFORE, the council of the City of Palo Alto does
hereby RESOLVE as follows:

SECTTON 1. The City Council finds that the findings of
the Citywide Land Use and Transportation Study (the ngtudy") and
the public interest, health, safety and welfare an require
amendment to the Palo Alto Comprehensive Plan as set forth in
Section 2 hereof.

SECTION 2. The City Council hereby amends the Palo Alto
Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map as follows:

The land use designation of the property at
1515 E1 cCamino Real is hereby changed from
"Neighborhood Commercial® to "Multiple Family
Residential", as shown on Exhibit "AW, attached
hereto and incorporated herein by reference.

SECTION 3. The Council finds that the adoption of this

resolution will have no significant adverse environmental impact.

INTRODUCED AND PASSED:

AYZS:

NOES:

ABSENT:

ABSTENTIONS:

ATTEST: ‘ APPROVED:

City Clerk Mayor

APPROVED AS TO FORM: City Manager

8r. Assistant City Attorney Director of planning and
Community Environment

swc:10/18/89
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ATTACHMENT 2

ORDINANCE NO.

ORDINANCE OF THE COUNCIL
AMENDING SECTION 18.08.
MUNICIPAL CODE

(ZONING MAP)

OF THE CITY OF PALO ALTO
040 OF THE PALO ALTO
TO CHANGE THE ZONE

CLASSIFICATION OF PROPERTY AT 1515 EL CAMINO REAL,

IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE

CITYWIDE LAND USE AND

TRANSPORTATION STUDY

The council of the City of palo Alto does ORDAIN as

follows:

SECTION 1.

Section 18.08.040 of the Palo Alto Municipal

code, the "Zoning Map", is hereby amended by changing the zone
classifications of the property known as 1515 El1 Camino Real from
the "CN (Neighborhood Commercial)", zoning classification to the

"RM-15 (Low
classification,
incorporated herein by reference.

Density

SECTION 2.

Multiple-family
as shown on Exhibit "A",

Residence)" zoning
attached hereto and

Notwithstanding the effect of the rezoning

action of Section 1 hereof, the use existing on said property, i.e.

nedical and professional offices,

as of the effective date of this

ordinance, may remain and shall not be subject to termination
pursuant to Chapter 18.94 [Nonconforming Uses] of the Palo Alto

Municipal Code.

The structures housing such uses may be remodeled,

improved or replaced in accordance with applicable site development

regulations, provided, that any

such remodeling, improvement or

replacement shall not result in increased floor area or number of

offices.

SECTION 3.

The Council finds that this Pro’ect will

have no significant adverse environmental effect.

SECTION 4.
the commencement of the thirty-
adoption.

INTRODUCED:
PASSED:

AYES:

NQOES:

This Ordinance shall become effective upon

first day after the day of its

- n v





ABSTENTIORS:

ABSENT:
ATTEST: APPROVED:
Ccity Clerk Mayor

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

Sr. Assistant City Attorney City Manager

Director of Planning and
Community Environment
swc:l0/18/89
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- ATTACHMENT 3

RESOLUTION NO.
RESOLUTION OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF PALO ALTO
AMENDING THE LAND USE MAP OF THE PALO ALTO COMPRE-
HENSIVE PLAN FOR PROPERTY AT 531 STANFORD AVENUE,
IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE CITYWIDE LAND USE AND
TRANSPORTATION STUDY

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission, after duly noticed public
hearing held on October 25, 1989, has recommended that the Council
amend the Palo Alto Comprehensive plan; and

WHEREAS, upon consideration of said recommendation after
duly noticed public hearing, the Council desires to amend said plan
as hereinafter set forth;

NOW, THEREFORE, the Council of the city of Palo Alto does
hereby RESOLVE as follows:

SECTION 1. The City Council finds that the findings of
the citywide Land Use and Transportation Study (the ngtudy") and
the public interest, health, safety and welfare require an
amendment to the Palo Alto Comprehensive Plan as set forth in
Section 2 hereof.

SECTION 2. The City Council hereby amends the Palo Alto
Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map as follows:

The land use designation of the property at
531 Stanford Avenue is hereby changed from
"Neighborhood Commercial" to vMultiple Family
Residential”, as shown on Exhibit "a", attached
hereto and incorporated herein by reference.

SECTION 3. The Council finds that the adoption of this
resolution will have no significant adverse environmental impact.

INTRODUCED AND PASSED:

AYES:

NOES:

ABSENT:

ABSTENTIONS:

ATTEST: APPROVED:

City Clerk ‘Mayor

APPROVED AS TO FORM: City Manager

Sr. Assistant Cilty Attorney Director of Planning and

Community Environment
swc:10/18/89
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ATTACHMENT 4

ORDINANCE NO.
ORDINANCE OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF PALO ALTO
AMENDING SECTION 18.08.040 OF THE PALO ALTO
MUNICIPAL CODE (ZONING MAP) TO CHANGE THE ZONE
CLASSIFICATION OF THE PROPERTY AT 531 STANFORD
AVENUE, IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE CITYWIDE LAND USE
AND TRANSPORTATION STUDY

The Council of the City of Palo Alto does ORDAIN as
follows:

SECTION 1. Section 18.08.040 of the Palo Alto Municipal
Code, the "Zoning Map", is hereby amended by changing the zone
classifications of the property known as 531 Stanford Avenue, from
the "CN (Neighborhood Commercial)", zoning classification to the
"RM-15 (Low Density Multiple-family Residence)™ zoning
classification, as shown on Exhibit "A", attached hereto and
incorporated herein by reference. Notwithstanding the effect of
such rezoning action, the use existing on said property as of the
effective date of this ordinance, i.e., hotel, may remain and shall
not be subject to termination pursuant to Chapter 18.94
(Nonconforming Uses] of the Palo Alto Municipal Code. The
structures housing such use may be remodeled, improved or replaced
in accordance with applicable site development regulations,
provided, that any such remodeling, improvement or replacement
shall not result in increased floor area.

) SECTION 2. The Council finds that this Project will have
no significant adverse environmental effect.

SECTION 3. This Ordinance shall become effective upon the
commencement of the thirty-first day after the day of its adoption.

INTRODUCED:
PASSED:
AYES:

NOES:
ABSTENTIONS:
ABSENT:

ATTEST: APPROVED:

City Clerk Mayor
APPROVED AS TO FORM:

City Manager

Sy. Assistant City Attorney

Director of Planning and
swc:10/18/89 Community Environment
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- ATTACHMENT 5 -

RESOLUTION NO.
RESOLUTION OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF PALO ALTO
AMENDING THE LAND USE MAP OF THE PALO ALTO COMPRE-
HENSIVE PLAN FOR PROPERTIES AT 3277 AND 3351
MIRANDA AVENUE IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE CITYWIDE
LAND USE AND TRANSPORTATION STUDY

WHEREAS, the Planning commission, after duly noticed public
hearing held on October 25, 1989, has recommended £hat the Council
amend the Palo Alto Comprehensive plan; and

WHEREAS, upon consideration of said recommendation after
duly noticed public hearing, the Council desires to amend said plan
as hereinafter set forth;

NOW, THEREFORE, the council of the City of Palo Alto does
hereby RESOLVE as follows:

SECTION 1. The City council finds that the findings of
the Citywide Land Use and Transportation Study (the ngtudy") and
the public interest, health, safety and welfare require an

amendment to the Palo Alto Comprehensive plan as set forth in
Section 2 hereof.

SECTION 2. The City Council hereby amends the Palo Alto
Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map as follows:

a. The land use designation of the properties
at 3277 and 3351 Miranda Avenue is hereby changed
from "Research/Office Park" to "Open Space...
Ccontrolled Development", as shown on Exhibit "AY,
attached hereto and incorporated herein by
reference.

SECTION 3. The Ccouncil finds that the adoption of this
resolution will have no significant adverse environmental impact.

INTRODUCED AND PASSED:
AYES:

NCES:

ABSENT:

ABSTENTIONS:

ATTEST: APPROVED:

City Clerk Mayor

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

City Manager

8. Assistant City Attorney

: Director of Planning and
swc:10/18/89 - Community Environment
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ATTACHMENT 6

ORDINANCE NO.
ORDINANCE OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF PALO ALTO
AMENDING SECTION 18.08.040 OF THE PALO ALTO
MUNICIPAL CODE (ZONINRG MAP) TO CHANGE THE ZONE
CLASSIFICATIONS OF THE PROPERTIES KNOWN AS 3277
AND 3351 MIRANDA AVENUE IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE
CITYWIDE LAND USE AND TRANSPORTATION STUDY

The Council of the City of Palo Alto does ORDAIN as
follows:

SECTION 1. Section 18.08.040 of the Palo Alto Municipal
Code, the "zZoning Map", ie hereby amended by changing the zocne
classification of the properties known as 3277 and 3351 Miranda
Avenue, respectively, from the "IM (Limited Industrial/Research
Park)" zoning classification, to the "RE (Residential Estate)”
zoning classification, as shown on Exhibit "A", attached hereto and
incorporated herein by reference.

SECTION 2. The Council finds that this Project will have
no significant adverse environmental effect.

SECTION 3. This Ordinance shall become effective upon the
commencement of the thirty-first day after the day of its adoption.

INTRODUCED:
PASSED:
AYES:

NOES:
ABSTENTIONS:
ABSENT:

ATTEST: APPROVED:

City Clerk Mayor

APPROVED AS TO FORM: City Manager

Sr. Assistant City Attorney

Director of Planning and
swec:10/18/89 Community Environment
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7 ATTACHMENT 7 -
Environmental Documents - City of Palo Alto

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

Project Description/Title: Comprehensive Plan land Use Map changes and
Zone Map changes

Location/Address: 1515% El Camino Real, 531 Stanford Avenue, 3277 and
3351 Miranda Avenue, Palo Alto

Sponsoring Agency/Applicant: ¢city of Palo Alto

Address and Telephone of Applicant: 250 Hamilton Avenue, Palo Alto CA
(415) 329«2149

Application for: Com rehensive Plan Change, Zoning Change
(e.g., zoning change, subdivision of property, architectural review, use

permit)

Zoning at Project Location: varies, CN & IM Fee Receipt No.: —====--

NOTICE OF DETERMINATION

Based upon review of the project files, the undersigned member of the Plan-
ning Department has concluded:

|X| Negative Declaration: The project has no significant environmental im-
pact. No Environmental Impact Report is required. The reasons for a
Negative Declaration are: in the attached initial study. A record
of project action is available for review at the Palo Alto Department
of Planning and Community Environment, located at 250 Hamilton Avenue,

5th Floor, Palo Alto, California.

| | The project may have a significant environmental impact. An Environ-

mental Impact Report will be pre ared.

Planning Department Official: %; ' '/ Cﬁ%ké@u&q

Planning Director: WSM /Date: (0f20 [£F
The project has been approved. | Date:
The project has been denied. Date:

File No.: 89-EIA~-44

B9-EIA-44
1





ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTS - PALO ALTO EIA-2a
INITIAL STUDYl.2

I. Project Title/Address:_Comprehensive Plan and Zone Changes, 1515 E1l
Camino Real, 531 Stanford Avenue, 3277 and 3351 Miranda Avenue

II. Project Description: properties at 1515 E1 Camino Real and 531 Stanford
Avenue proposed for change of Comprehensive Pian designation of
Neighborﬁood Commercial to Muitigie Family Residentiai and zone change
rom CN to RM-15; roperties at 3277 and 3351 Miranda Avenue pro osed
for change of Comprehensive Plan designation of Research/Office Park
to Open Space...Controlled Development and zone change from LM to RE.

III. Environmental Setting: all sites are developed - 1515 E1 Camino Real
is being remodeled into a medical office; 531 Stanford Avenue has an

80 unit hotel; two separate tennis and swim clubs are located at 3277
and 3351 Miranda Avenue.

IV. Environmental Impact Checklist (Explanation of ail "yes" answers are in
Section V)

1. Earth. Will the proposal result in: YES MAYBE NO
a. Unstable earth conditions or changes
in geologic substructures?

b. Disruptions, displacements, compaction
or overcovering of the soil? X

¢. Change in topography or ground surface
relief features? X

d. The destruction, covering or modifica-
tion of any unique geologic or physical
features? X

e. Any increase in wind or water erosion
of soils, either on or off the site? X

f. Exposure of people or property to
geologic hazards such as earthquakes,
Tandslides, mudslides, ground failure,
or similar hazards? X

g. Changes in siltation, deposition, or
erosion which may modify the channel
of a river or the bed of a bay or inlet? X

1adapted from Appendix I, California Guidelines for Implementation of
CEQA, December 14, 1976. 2Updated May, 1982; June, 1983

EIA89442 89-FIA-44
SC 1
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MAYBE NO

2. Air. Will the proposai result in:

a. Substantial air emissions or deteriora-
tion of ambient air quality? X

b. The creation of objectionable odors? X

c. Alteration of air movement, moisture
temperature, or any change in climate,
either locally or regional? X

3. Water. Will the proposal result in:
a. Changes in absorption rates, drainage
patterns, or the rate and amount of
surface water runoff?

b. Alterations to the course or flow of X
flood waters?

c. Discharge into surface waters, or in any X
alteration of surface water quality,
including but not limited to temperature,
dissolved oxygen or turbidity?

d. Alteration of the direction of rate of X
flow of ground waters?

e. Exposure of people or property to water ) Shakalal
related hazards such as flooding or
tidal waves?

f. Change in the quantity of ground waters, X
either through direct additions or with-
drawals, or through interceptions of an
aquifer by cuts or excavations?

4. Plant Life. Will the proposal result in:

a. Change in the diversity of species, or . X
number of any species of plants (includ-
ing trees, shrubs, grass, crops, micro-
flora and aquatic plants)?

b. Reduction of the numbers of any unique, - X
rare or endangered species of plants?

¢. Introduction of new species of plants . X
into an area, or in a barrier to the
normal replenishment of existing species?

d. Reduction in acreage of any agricultural
crop?

EIAB9442 89-FIA-44
SC 2





10.

EIAB9442
sC

Animal Life. Will the proposal result in:

a. Change in the diversity of species, or
of any species of animals (birds, land
animals including reptiles, fish and
shellfish, benthic organisms, insects or
microfauna)?

b. Reduction of the numbers of any unigue,
rare or endangered species of animals?

¢. Introduction of new species of animals
into an area, or result in a barrier to
the migration or movement of animals?

d. Deterioration in existing fish or wild-
life habitat?

Noise. Will the proposal result in:
a. Increases in existing noise levels?

b. Exposure of people to severe noise
levels?

Light and Glare. Will the proposal produce
new 1ight glare?

Land Use. Will the proposal result in a
substantial alteration of the present or
planned land use of an area?

Energy/Natural Resources. Will the proposal
result in:

a. Use of substantial amounts of fuel or
enerqgy?

b. Substantial increase in demand upon
existing sources of energy, or require
the development of new sources or
energy?

c. Increase in the rate of use of any
natural resources?

d. Substantial depletion of any nonrenew-
able natural resource?

Risk of Upset. Does the proposal involve a
risk of an explosion or the release of
hazardous substances {(including, but not
limited to, oil, pesticides, chemicals or
radiation) in the event of an accident or
upset?

MAYBE NO

89-EIA-44
3





13.

14.

E1A89442

11. Population/Housing. YES MAYBE NO
a. Will the proposal alter the location, X
distribution, density, or growth rate
of the human population of an area?
b. Will the proposal effect existing I
housing, or create a demand for addi-
tional housing?
12. Transportation/Circulation. Will the proposal
result in:
a. Generation of substantial additional . B Shieie
vehicular movement?
b. Effects on existing parking facilities, ___ X
or demand for new parking?
¢. Alterations to present patterns of . X
circulation or movement of people and/
or goods?
d. Increase in traffic hazards to motor X
vehicles, bicyclists or pedestrians?
Public Services. Will the proposal have an
effect upon, or result in a need for new or
altered governmental services in any of the
following areas:
a. Fire protection? - X
b. Police protection? o X
¢. Schools? _ X
d. Parks or other recreational facilities? _ X
e. Maintenance of public facilities, X
including roads?
f. Other governmental services? _ X
Utilities. Will the proposal result in a need
for new systems, or substantial alterations to the
following utilities:
a. Power or natural gas? _ X
b. Communications systems? - X
B9-EIA-44

SC

4





15.

16.

17.

18.

EIAB9442
SC

d.
e.

f.

Water?
Sewer or septic tank?
Storm water drainage?

Solid waste and disposal?

Human Health. Will the proposal result in:

a.

Aesthetics. Will the proposal result in the

Creation of any health hazard or
potential health hazard (excluding
mental health)?

Exposure of people to potential health
hazards?

obstruction of any scenic vista or view
open to the public, or will the proposal
result in the creation of an aesthetically
offensive site open to public view?

Recreation.

ing recreational opportunities?

Cultural Resources.

a.

Will the proposal result in the altera-
tion of/or the destruction of a
prehistoric or historic archaeological
site?

Will the proposal result in adverse
physical or aesthetic effects to a
prehistoric or historic building,
structure, or object?

Does the proposal have the potential
to causes a physical change which would
affect unique cultural values?

Will the proposal restrict existing
religious or sacred uses within the
potential impact area?

Will the proposal result in an
impact upon the quality or quantity of exist-

MAYBE

|
b b e B

[

|

X * k%

89-EIA-44
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19. Mandatory Fiﬁaings of Significance. YES MAYBE NO

a. Does the project have the potential to X
degrade the quality of the environment,
substantially reduce the habitat of a
fish or wildiife species, cause a fish
or wildlife population to drop below
self-sustaining levels, threaten to
eliminate a plant or animal community,
reduce the number of restrict the range
of a rare or endangered plant or animal or
eliminate important examples of the major
periods of California history or prehistory?

b. Does the project have the potential to o X
achieve short-term, to the disadvantage
of long-term, environmental goals. (A
short-term impact on the environment is
one which occurs in a relatively brief,
definitive period of time while long-term
impacts will endure well into the future.)

c. Does the project have impacts which are X
individually limited, but cumulatively
considerable? (A project may impact on
two or more separate resources where the
impact on each resource is relatively
small, but where the effect of the total
of those impacts on the environment is
significant.)

d. Does the project have envircnmental X
effects which will cause substantial
adverse effects on human beings, either
directly or indirectly?

V. Explanation of "yes" and "maybe" answers in environmental checklist.

"No***" answers related to Traffic, Flood Hazard and Cultural Impacts
are also provided.

See attached.

EIAB9442 89-E1A-44
SC 6





1. (b.) Earth. The Comprehensive Plan and zone changes proposed will not
result in a direct impact on each sites soil conditions, or increase exposure
to seismic risks. A1l four sites being considered for Comprehensive Plan and
zoning designation changes from commercial or industrial designations to
residential designations are developed and located in a seismic area of low to
moderate risk. Under the proposed residential designations all of the uses
now existing will either be permitted as conditional uses, or are proposed to
be "grandfathered" to allow them to remain indefinitely. No immediate changes
in use are expected to result from the proposed designation changes. Should
the existing uses terminate and the sites be redeveloped some soil disruption
and overcovering will occur. However, such impacts are not expected to be
significant as the sites are already developed, are nearly level and will not
require any substantial regrading. Future redevelopment on these sites will
be subject to further environmental review and compliance with the provisions
of the current Uniform Building Code, portions of which are directed at
reducing seismic risk and loss of life or property in the event of an
earthquake.

3 (e.) Water. A1l four sites proposed for zoning and Comprehensive Plan
changes are located within Zone X as identified on the National Flood
Insurance Rate Maps. This means that they are located outside of the 100 year
flood zone, and are not likely to be exposed to flooding.

6 (b.) Noise. Al1 four of the project sites are located along or near major
traffic corridors and are subject to high traffic noise levels. Any multiple
family projects to occur on the 1515 E1 Camino Real site or the 531 Stanford
Avenue site under the proposed RM-15 zoning (low density multiple family
residential) must comply with the established State standard for new
multiple-family residential development and achieve an maximum interior noise
level of 45 dBs (decibels). No similar standard exists for single family
residential development or the existing commercial or recreational
development. However, noise mitigation measures may be desirable for any
redevelopment proposal for each site. Such measures do include increasing
setbacks from the noise source which could be more easily achieved on the 3277
and 3351 Miranda Avenue sites. Further analysis of potential noise impacts
would have to be addressed at the time of a specific development proposal.

8 Land Use. The proposed Comprehensive Plan and zone changes will not result
in a substantial alteration of the existing uses of each site, as such uses
are to be allowed to continue in operation. The designation changes will
change the planned land use of each site to reflect the community’s desire to
increase opportunities for additional housing should such properties
redevelop.

11 (a) Population/Housing. Should the existing uses terminate and the sites
be redeveloped with housing, the changes will provide a slight increase in the
housing supply.

12 (a) Transportation/Circulation. The proposed Comprehensive Plan and zone
changes will not result in a substantial increase in traffic. Such changes
will allow the existing uses to continue. Should the sites be redeveloped it
is 1ikely that traffic generation would decrease as the permitted uses under
the proposed residential zoning designations are less intense uses than those
that would be permitted on the sites under the existing Neighborhood
Commercial and Limited Industrial/Research Park designations.

E1A89442 89-FIA-44
SC 7
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17 Recreation. Two of the sites under consideration for Comprehensive Plan
and zone changes are occupied by swim and tennis clubs. Though privately
owned and operated these sites do contribute to recreational opportunities in
the community. It is the intent of the proposed zone change for these
properties to change the designations of the parcels to those that better
reflect the existing recreational uses to encourage them to remain and to
prevent redevelopment of the sites with office, or research and development
uses. The proposed changes should act as an incentive to retain the existing
recreational uses on these sites.

18 Cultural Resources. The two swim and tennis clubs located at 3277 and 3351
Miranda Avenue are Jocated by a creek. Creek-side parcels have a greater
1ikelihood of having underlying archaeological deposits than other areas.

City staff contacted the Stanford University Archaeologist to determine if
these sites had any known archaeological finds or if redevelopment of these
sites would be likely to affect archaeological artifacts. City staff was
informed that there are no known or suspected archaeological deposits on these
sites. However, should such sites be redeveloped and archaeological ,
artifacts be encountered during demolition or construction activities, the
California Archaeological Inventory, the City Department of Planning and
Community Environment and the Stanford University’s Campus Archaeologist must
be notified, and all construction within a 50-meter radius of the resource
halted to allow a qualified archaeologist to examine the find and recommend
any necessary mitigations.

EIA89442 89-EIA-44
sC 8





ATTACHMENT 8

= ity of Paloflte  —

P. O. BOX 10250
PALO ALTO, CALIFORNLA 94307

June 23, 1989

PLANNING COMMISSION
Palo Alto, California

1515 EJ CAMINO REAL - CONSIDERATION OF MULTIPLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL
DESIGNATIONS

Members of the Commission:

Consideration for initiating (1) a Comprehensive Plan change from Neighborhood
Commercial to Multiple-Family Residential and (2) a Zone Change from CN
Neighborhood Commercial to RM-15 Low-Density, Multiple-Family for the former
Ober property at 1515 E1 Camino Real was originally requested by the Pianning
Commission on November 30, 1989. On April 26, 1989, the Planning Commission
voted to continue discussion of this item until all Commission members could
be present. (A 2/17/89 repori to the Planning Commission on this subject and
a 4/14/89 letter to the Planning Commission from the current owner, Ernest N.
Kaplan, M.D., are attached.)

SITE CONTEXT

The Ober property is an jrregularly-shaped lot located at the corner of El
Camino Real and Churchill Avenue. The property is zoned CN (Neighborhood
Commercial), which allows for housing at an RM-30 density (Medium-Density,
Multiple-Family Residential). As part of the Citywide Study review process,
the Planning Commission has recommended changing the housing provision in the
CN zone from allowing housing at an RM-30 density to an RM-15 density
(Low-Density, Multiple-Family Residential). This action was taken because it
was felt that the lower RM-15 density was more compatible with the
single-family areas adjoining most CN zones.

Properties to the east of the site are zoned RM-15 and are developed with
single-family homes. Properties to the south are zoned R-1 and are developed
with single-family homes. To the north is the Palo Alto High School site,
which is zoned PF (Public Facilities}. Redevelopment of a portion the Palo
Alto Unified School District site with an alternate use may be a possibility
in the future. The buildings to the immediate north of the Ober property are
now occupied by the School District’s administrative offices. Stanford
University is located to the west.

CURRENT STATUS

The existing structure on the site is residential in character and blends well
with the surrounding residential uses. The site has been sold and has
received an Architectural Review Board approval to convert the existing one-
and two-story structure into medical offices and outpatient surgery for a
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group of plastic surgeons (88-ARB-90 approved June 7, 1988 and 99-ARB-208
approved October 11, 1988). In compliance with the office limitation in the
CN zone, only 5,000 square feet of the existing 7,600 square-foot structure
will be used for offices. The remainder will be used as a second-floor
residential unit for employees, and storage and sales of products related to
services provided on site {post-surgical devices, prostheses, medical and
beauty products, primarily for the doctors’ patients). Currently, the
building is undergoing major remodeling in accordance with the plans approved
by the Architectural Review Board.

REZONING OPTIONS

The Ober parcel is approximately 20,693 square feet in size. Under RM-30
zoning, 12 units would be permitted on the site. Under RM-15 zoning, 7 units
would be permitted on the site. The RM-30 and RM-15 zones also differ in
height requirements and permitted floor area ratfos. The RM-15 zone allows a
maximum height of 35 feet (three stories), while the RM-15 zone would allow a
maximum height of 30 feet (two stories). The FAR in the RM-15 zone is 0.5:1,
while the FAR in the RM-30 zone is either 0.6:1 or 0.75:1, depending on
whether the parking is above or below grade, and attached or detached from the
main structure. Please refer to Table 1 (attached) for further comparisons of
the differences between the two zones.

DEVELOPMENT CONSTRAINTS

Provision of required parking could limit the number of units that could
actually be built on the site. The RM-15 zone would theoretically allow for
seven 1,400 square-foot units. The RM-30 zone would allow for twelve 1,000 to
1,100 square-foot units (depending on whether or not the parking was attached
or below grade). Assuming that all of the units were two or more bedrooms,
the seven units would require 16 parking spaces (including two guest spaces),
and the twelve units would require 27 parking spaces (including three guest
spaces). Assuming approximately 400 square feet for every parking space, 27
parking spaces could require up to 10,800 square feet or roughly half the site
area. As no required parking may be lTocated in a required front or street
?ide ygrd setback, the lot area available for parking would be further

imited. '

The corner location and configuration of the site would also present design
constraints for redevelopment. The corner location, adjoining R-1 zone and
irregular parcel shape, will require greater setbacks than a typical
rectangular mid-block parcel. The site also has no direct access to El Camino
Real but instead has access from a parallel frontage road. The main vehicular
access to the site is located along the Churchill Avenue frontage, It is
Jikely that the same location would be favored for access to any redevelopment
proposal because of the restricted E1 Camino Real access, and because the site
is so close to the intersection.

DISCUSSION

Of the two multiple-family designations considered, the Tower RM-15 density
would be the more appropriate in this location because of the type and scale
of surrounding development. Further analysis, subsequent to the February 17,
1989 report, has shown that RM-15 zoning, with a grandfather clause for
medical office uses, would be consistent with the treatment of other medical
office sites in Palo Alto that have been rezoned to residential since 1978.
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The grandfather provision has permitted continuation, remodeling, and
replacement, but not expansion, of such medical office uses. Staff believes
application of a similar grandfather provision would be appropriate for this
site if it is rezoned from CN Neighborhood Commercial to RM-15 Low-Density,
Multiple-Family Residential.

If the Planning Commission directs staff to initiate a rezoning of this
property, the Planning Commission public hearing will be held on September 17,
1989.

Recommendation

Direct staff to initiate a Comprehensive Plan change from Neighborhood
Commercial to Multiple-Family Residential and a Zone change from CN
Neighborhood Commercial to RM-15, with a grandfather clause allowing
continuation of medical office uses.

Respectfully submitted,

W/M/Wm ()M dnatr,
GEORGE ZIMMERMAN e CAROL JANSEN

Associate Planning Official _ Chief Planning Official

Attachments: (1) 2/17/89 Report to Planning Commission
(2) 4/14/89 Letter from Ernest N. Kaplan, M.D.,
to the Planning Commission
(3) Summary of RM Regulatiomns
(4) Location Map

cc: Ernest N. Kaplan, 1 Vista Verde, Portola Valley, CA 94025
Doctors E. Kaplan, George Commons and D. Laug, 1000 Welch Road,
Palo Alto, CA 94304
Ms. Jo Peterson, c¢/o Gerard Development Co., 141 First Street,
Los Altos, CA 94022
Julia Smith, 1243 Christobal Privada, Mountain View, CA 94040
Edwin L. Dunckel, Star Route P.0. Box 1173, Sonora, CA 95370
Michael A. & Jacqueline G. Etemad, 15 Venado Drive, Tiburon, CA 94920
Mary W. Lawrence, 80 South Street, Williamstown, MA 01267
Harold T. & Rachel Treacy, P.0. Box 554, Sausalito, CA 94965
Marvin Neben, et al., c/o Bruce S. Neben, 1525 E1 Camino Real, Palo Alto,
CA 94306
C.D. & Elba D. Petersen, ¢/o Kristen Petersen, 1655 Middlefield Road,
Palo Alto, CA 94301
Owen E. Teeple Trustee, c/o Gwen Teeple, 719-A Jasmine Avenue, Corona
Del Mar, CA 92625
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February 17, 1989

PLANNING COMMISSION
Pajo Alto, California

1515 E1 CAMINO REAL - CONSIDERATION OF MULTIPLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL
DESIGNATIONS

Members of the Commission:

At the Planning Commission meeting of November 30, 1989, the Planning
Commission directed staff to examine zoning at 1515 El Camino Real, the former
Ober property, for consideration of a Comprehensive Plan Change and Zone
Change from Commercial to Residential designations. The following has been
provided in response to this request.

SITE CONTEXT

The Ober property is an irregularly-shaped ot located at the corner of El
Camino Real and Churchill Avenue. The property is zoned CN (Neighborhood
Commercial), which allows for housing at an RM-30 density (Medium-Density,
Multiple-Family Residential). As part of the Citywide Study review process,
the Planning Commission has recommended changing the housing provision in the
CN zone from allowing housing at an RM-30 density to an RM-15 density
(Low-Density, Multiple-Family Residential). This action was taken because it
was felt that the lower RM-15 density was more compatible with the
single-family areas adjoining most CN zones.

Properties to the east of the site are zoned RM-15 and are developed with
single-family homes. Properties to the south are zoned R-1 and are developed
with single-family homes. To the north is the Palo Alto High School site,
which is zoned PF (Public Facilities). Redevelopment of a portion the Palo
Alto Unified School District site with an alternate use may be a possibility
in the future. The buildings to the immediate north of the Ober property are
now occupied by the School District’s administrative offices. Stanford
University is located to the west.

CURRENT STATUS

The existing structure on the site is residential in character and blends well
with the surrounding residential uses. The site has been sold and has
received an Architectural Review Board approval to convert the existing one-
and two-story structure into medical offices and outpatient surgery for a
group of plastic surgeons (88-ARB-90 approved June 7, 1988 and 99-ARB-208
approved October 11, 1988). In compliance with the office limitation in the
CN zone, only 5,000 square feet of the existing 7,600 square-foot structure
will be used for offices. The remainder will be used as a second-floor
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residential unit for employees, and storage and sales.of products related to
services provided on site (post surgical devices, prostheses, medical and
beauty products, primarily for the doctors’ patients). The Building Permit
for this application has been filed and an interior demolition permit has ?een
issued. The owners have contracted for services from a private plan checking
firm to expedite the plan check process.

REZONING OPTIONS

The Ober parcel is approximately 20,693 square feet in size. Under RM-30
zoning, 12 units would be permitted on the site. Under RM-15 zoning, 7 units
would be permitted on the site. The RM-30 and RM-15 zones also differ in
height requirements and permitted floor area ratios. The RM-15 zone allows a
maximum height of 35 feet (three stories), while the RM-15 zone would allow a
maximum height of 30 feet (two stories). The FAR in the RM-15 zone is 0.5:1,
while the FAR in the RM-30 zone is either 0.6:1 or 0.75:1, depending on
whether the parking is above or below grade, and attached or detached from the
main structure. Please refer to Table 1 {attached) for further comparisons of
the differences between the two zones.

DEVELOPMENT CONSTRAINTS

Provision of required parking could 1imit the number of units that could
actually be built on the site. The RM-15 zone would theoretically allow for
seven 1,400 square-foot units. The RM-30 zone would allow for twelve 1,000 to
1,100 square-foot units (depending on whether or not the parking was attached
or below grade). Assuming that all of the units were two or more bedrooms,
the seven units would require 16 parking spaces (including two guest spaces),
and the twelve units would require 27 parking spaces (including three guest
spaces). Assuming approximately 400 square feet for every parking space, 27
parking spaces could require up to 10,800 square feet or roughly half the site
area. As no required parking may be located in a required front or street
side yard setback, the lot area available for parking is further Timited.

The corner location and configuration of the site will also present design
constraints for redevelopment. The corner location, adjoining R-1 zone and
irregular parcel shape, will require greater setbacks than a-typical
rectangular mid-block parcel. The site also has no direct access to E1 Camino
Real but instead has access from a parallel frontage road. The main vehicular
access to the site is located along the Churchill Avenue frontage. It is
1ikely that the same location would be favored for access to any redevelopment
proposal because of the restricted E1 Camino Real access, and because the site
is so close to the intersection.

DISCUSSION

Of the two multiple-family designations considered, the lTower RM-15 density
would be the more appropriate in this location because of the type and scale
of surrounding development. However, construction of new multiple-family
housing on this site could be more intrusive to adjoining neighbors than
continuation of the existing medical office use. This is because the existing
structure has a residential appearance and scale that will be maintained. The
approved conversion of the structure to medical offices will maintain the
existing structure, making only minimal exterior changes and no additions. A
new multiple-family housing project would 1ikely be a minimum of two stories
under the RM-15 zoning and could be higher under the RM-30 zone. Clearly,

OBER 2/17/89
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traffic generated by the multiple-family uses would be Tower than either the
previous retail or proposed medical office uses, but the traffic generated by
the medical office use will be similar to that of the previous retail use and
will not be significant. Given the site location, the traffic patterns of the
medical office use are not expected to affect the neighborhood. The following
table shows the estimated trip generation of the previous use, the new medical
use and the multiple-family alternatives.

COMPARISON OF TRIP GENERATION

Use Trip Rate Average Daily PM Peak Hour
Trips Trips

Retail 60/1000 s.f. 474 . 52

7,917 s.f. 11% in Peak Hr.

Medical Offices 64/1000 s.f. 486 49

7,623 sq. ft. 10% in Peak Hr.

RM-30 zoning 6.8/unit 75 7

11 units 9% in Peak Hr.

RM-15 zoning 6.8/unit 48 4

7 units 9% in Peak Hr.

There appears to be no immediate need to pursue a rezoning and redesignation
of the Ober property at this time. The approved building conversion is for
highly specialized offices and surgery for plastic surgeons, and it has been
designed to meet stringent state licensing requirements. The current owners
have made a considerable investment to reach this point. Because of the
substantial investment and specialization of the existing structure, it is not
expected that the site would be converted to an alternate commercial use in
the near future.

In recognition of the facts that the medical office is compatible with
surrounding uses, that continuation of such an operation within the existing
structure could be preferred by adjoining property owners and that substantial
improvements to the site are underway, staff recommends that the existing
Neighborhood Commercial, Comprehensive Plan and zoning designations for the
1515 E1 Camino Real site be retained.

RECOMMENDATION

Retain existing Neighborhood Commercial Comprehensive Plan and zoning
designations.

Respectfully submitted,

S Cheasy (ol Uppaere

SARAH CHENEY .4 CAROL JANS
Planner Chief Planning Official
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Attachments: Location Map

cC:

OBER

Table 1 - Summary of Two-Family Residential and Multiple-Family
Regulations

Ernest N. Kaplan, 1 Vista Verde, Portola Valley, CA 94025
Doctors E. Kaplan, George Commons and D. Laug, 1000 Welch Road,
Palo Alto, CA 94304
Ms. Jo Peterson, c/o Gerard Development Co., 141 First Street,
Los Altos, CA 94022
Julia Smith, 1243 Christobal Privada, Mountain View, CA 94040
Edwin L. Dunckel, Star Route P.0. Box 1173, Sonora, CA 95370
Michael A. & Jacqueline G. Etemad, 15 Venado Drive, Tiburon, CA 94920
Mary W. Lawrence, 80 South Street, Williamstown, MA 01267
Harold T. & Rachel Treacy, P.0. Box 554, Sausalito, CA 94965
Marvin Neben et al., c/o Bruce S. Neben, 1525 E1 Camino Real, Palo Alto,
CA 94306
C.D. & Elba D. Petersen, c/o Kristen Petersen, 1655 Middlefield Road,
Palo Alto, CA 94301
Owen E. Teeple Trustee, c/o Gwen Teeple, 719-A Jasmine Avenue, Corona
Del Mar, CA 92625
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Plastic and Reconstructive Surgery
Clinical Associate Professor
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MAY 21989
April 14, 1989 CEFROMENT Ut ronin. 5l
CITY OF PALD ALTH

Planning Commission

City of Palo Alto _

250 Hamilton Avenue o o
Palo Alto, CA 94301

ATTN: Joseph Hirsch
Chairman

Dear Mr. Hirsch & Planning Commission Members:

This letter is in regard to the consideration for rezoning of the
office building at 1515 E1 Camino Real (prior Ober property).

4s you know, the property was purchased on February 15, 1988,
with closure of escrow on April 15, 1988. 1 represent a partner-
ship of three phyvsicians now practicing in Palo Altoc on Welch
Road who have purchased that site with the intent of converting
it to medical office space. At the time of purchase it was zoned
CN and there was no record that the property was being considered
for rezoning. This issue of rezoning only came to light approxi-
mately four months later in May of 1988 when the property was
first approved by the Architectural Review Board and was sub-
sequently brought for approval to the Planning Commission. It
was ai that time that the commission notified us of the city wide
plan for reviewing the zoning at that site as well as a number of
other sites presently zoned CN. On the basis of the Planning
Commission's approval of the Architectural Review Board usage we
have since proceeded with the renovations and have been in close
contact with the planning department and have complied with the
city processes. We have also been aware of the sensitivities
regarding the historical nature of this site and the intent to
maintain a subdued low profile compatible with the adjacent
single family homes.

The present issue is first whether a rezoning from CN to RM-15 or
RM-30 will be advised by the Planning Commission and'if a change
ls recommended, whether there should bhe additional statement
regarding the conditions of future use including a “"grandfather"
clause or amortization. It is our intent to have continued use
of this property as a medical office. We have no intent for
future change to other commercial use or to construction of a
larger building. We also recognize the limitations of the pro-
perty and issues regarding parking and its impact on the neigh-
borhood. Therefore it is our suggestion that if rezoning is
advocated, that this would he done with the condition that it
only be used for its present use as medical office. llost
importantly for us is the large investment in this property as

Slantorc Medical Plaza + 1101 Weich Rd.. Suite B-3 « Pzlp Allo, CA « 94304 = (415) 327.5653





City of Palo Alto
Planning Commission
March 14, 1989

Page 2

well as our desire for continued use of the building. Therefore,
a “"grandfather" clause for continued use for this purpose be
included in the rezoning.

As pointed out by the Planning Department staff in their
recommendations in their letter of February 17, 1989, this
property is not well suited for the seven to twelve units in a
two or three story building at that site. Moreover, the impact
of an apartment of that size at that site would be more intru-
sive on the neighborhood than the present use as medical office.
We have made a substantial investment to renovate the building to
medical use which requires extensive plumbing, air conditioning
and electrical changes. We would consider this unfair to
amortize the use over the usual 15 years.

In summary, if rezoning to RM-15 is advised, we suggest that a
"grandfather" clause for its present use be included.

WWe would hope to discuss this further prior to the commission
meeting.

Very truly yours,

E e ——

Ernest N. Kaplan, M.D.

ENK:dk





SUMNARY OF THO-FAMILY

TABLE 1

Attachment
¢

RESIDENTIAL AND MULTIPLE-FARILY REGULATIONS

A [ 4 D E
Open Space
Density Ninimm Lot Area % of Private Setbacks Maximum % Lot Daylight Plane
Zone _Range Lot Ares Per Unit Lot Area Per Unit Frent Side & Rear Meight Coverage FAR feet _Degree
R -2 10/acre 7,500 for 2 unit N/A N/R 20' |6" side 35 35 N/A 10 45
2 units max on 20’ rear
Tots
7,500 sf
and above
R/M-15 6-15/ 8,500 sf 8,500 sf 35 Balcony 20° |10’ 1 story e’ 35 .50:1 5 a5
acre for 3 + 1 unit 50 sf .5 ht of Bldg
uynits feach Patio over ] story
2,850 sf 100 sf or 20 min if
8' min adjacent to
R-1
16’ adj to
collector
2% adj to
arterial
| street
RM-30 16-30/ 8,500 sf B.500 sf 30 Same as  Same asiSame a3 a5’ 40 .60:1 10 4%
acre for 3 +] unit/ RH-15 RM-15  |RM-15 for under-
units each ground or
1,300 sf detached
parking
L1501
including
garage if
semi-
depressed
or surface
parking
RM-40 3)-40/ 8.500 sf 6,500 20 Balcony Average{10’ min 40’ 45 1.1 15 45
acre for & +1 unit/ 50 sf of adj! .5 ht of
units each Patie res struct
1,010 sf 80 sf prop if adj
& min None if| to res
adj to; 25" adj
com to art-
erial
street
A ﬂu}tip\c-family zoned lots under 5,999 square feet are permitted 1 unit, §,000-3,49% square feet are permitted 2
units.
s :f1:ltl open space may be pooled in common areas upon approval of ARE and Directer of Planning and Community
nvironment.
C Meight is measured to the average of a pitched roof from the Yowest grade measured 5 feel from building wall.
: An additional 5 percent of site ared coverage is permilied for covered patios and overhangs,

FAR is based on gross flo

TL WIZAR of

or

area excluding parking,

except in WR-30.
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ATTACHMENT H

STANFORD UNIVERSITY
PLANNING OFFICE

The Old Pavilion
STANFORD, CALIFORNIA 94303

October 20, 1989

Mr. Mark Chandiler, Chair
Palo Alto Planning Commission
250 Hamilton Avenue

Palo Alto, Ca. 94301

Dear Mr. Chandler and Commission Members:

I am writing to you about the proposal to change the zoning on two parcels of leased Stanford
land on Miranda Avenue. The parcels are leased for the next 67 to the Foothills Tennis and Swimming
Club and the University Club. They are zoned LM, having been part of the Stanford Research Park
since that section of the of the Park was developed in the 1950s.

We believe that the proposal to change the zoning to RE (Residential Estates, with a one-acre
minimum) constitutes unrealistic and unncessary spot zoning. First of all, it seems highly unlikely that
the two clubs will abandon their leaseholds, given the high cost of land in the area and the cost of
capital improvements.

More importantly, property in the he midd!le of a research park, fronted by a busy expressway,
does not seem to be an appropriate setting for large homes on one-acre lots. The development of such
expensive estates also would run contrary to the oft-expressed City policy of encouraging Stanford to
develop affordable housing units on its lands.

A third major point is that the proposed rezoning could make it more difficult for the City -
and the University -- to employ the property for mutually-advantageous purposes in the future. The
day could well come when the City and University would welcome the additional research, products
and income that LM-5 facilities could provide on the two parcels - with litile, if any, impact on Palo
Alto residential areas. In fact, a research facility could generate less traffic than the existing
recreational uses. Still another point is that the University itself might wish to recapture the property
one day for academic purposes.

We recognize that those uses would not be precluded if the zoning were changed as proposed,
for the property could be rezoned back again if necessary. But why ask all the parties to go through
such a process when it is not needed? It would be far simpler to let the zoning remain as it is, which is
far more appropriate to the location of the properties in question.

Sincerely yours,

PM\UJM

Phil Williams,
Director of Planning





ATTACHMENT I

10/20/89

To: Palo Alto Planning Commision

From: Foothills Tennis and Swimming Club

Re: Planning Department staff reccmmendation to rezone property
at 3351 Miranda, stanford Industrial Park, from L-M to R-E.

Note:

Subject property consists of two plus acres improved with the
clubhouse , courts and pool of Foothills Tennis and Swimming Club,
which owns a ground lease on the property from Stanford University
with a remaining term of sixty six years.

Dear Members of the Planning Commission,

The Board of Governors of FTSC believes that the intent of the Palo
Alto City Council in asking Staff to recommend appropriate zoning for
this property can best be served by continuing the present L-M zoning,
for the following reasons:

A. The present private club use is specifically permitted as a
conditional use in the L-M zone.

B. L-M zoning is consistent with the contiguous and general area
zoning, with the Comprehensive Plan, and with the community's
desire to encourage close interaction between the
business community and Stanford University.

We oppose the suggested R-E zoning for the following reasons:

1. The R-E zone does not specifically allow a private club as a
conditional use, but only toutdoor recreational services”.
We conduct all normal indoor activities of a private club
at this location, and would be a non-conforming use.

5. R-E zoning would intrude a one acre minimum, single family estate
use {allowing a maximum of two estate-type homes on our parcel),
into the middle of Stanford Industrial Park, an inconsistency
that is spot zoning at its worst.

3. We are considering several options to replace the courts
which we lost to the University Club last fall, all of which
require major refinancing; rezoning our parcel to R-E would make
it impossible to obtain this financing.

Therefore , please retain the L-M zoning for our property.
Thank you.

Yours Very Truly,

/E//éw'/ ”é/ /f»f/ S

enis G. Rabson, President
for the Board of Governors

cc: Stanford - Kirt Pruyne
University Club
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P. O BOX 10250
PALO ALTO, CALFORNIA 94303

October 20, 1989

PLANNING COMMISSION
Palo Alto, California

Citywide Study Follow-up Comprehensive Plan and Zone Changes -
1515 E1 Camino Real, 531 Stanford Avenue and 3277 and 3351 Miranda Avenue

Members of the Commission:

As part of the Commission and Council actions on the Citywide Land Use and
Transportation Study, staff was directed to initiate Comprehensive Plan and
Zoning map changes to designations that more closely reflect the present
and/or desired long term use of the properties at 1515 E1 Camino Real
(MedicaT/Professiona1 Offices), 531 Stanford Avenue (motel), 3277 and 3351
Miranda Avenue (swim and tennis clubs}.

1515 E1 Camino Real

The property at 1515 E1 Camino Real is approximately 20,700 square feet in
size, is zoned CN, Neighborhood Commercial and has a Comprehensive Plan
designation of Neighborhood Commercial. Plans to remodel the existing 7,600
square feet of vacated commercial space for use as a medical office and
surgery (plastic surgery) have been recently approved and are now under
construction. A previous staff report discussing possible multiple family
residential rezoning options was presented to the Commission on June 28, 1989.
At that time the Planning Commission directed staff to initiate a
Comprehensive Plan change for the property from Neighborhood Commercial to
Multiple Family Residential and a zone change from CN, Neighborhood Commercial
to RM-15, Low Density Multiple Family Residential with a grandfather clause
allowing continuation of the medical office uses. The attached Ordinances and
Resolutions (Attachments 1 and 2) reflect this recommendation. A copy of the
Juge 23, 1989 Planning Commission staff Report is attached for additional
reference.

5§31 Stanford Avenue

The Comprehensive Plan and zoning designations of the property located at 531
Stanford Avenue were recently changed from Service Commercial to Neighborhood
Commercial and from CS to CN as part of the Citywide Land Use and
Transportation Study. The 31,440 square-foot site is developed with a 22,130
square foot, 80 room hotel, and has a site floor area ratio of 0.7:1. A
grandfather clause was included with the rezoning action to allow the hotel to
continue operation indefinitely.

During the Commission’s final review of the Citywide Study Comprehensive Plan
and zoning changes, the Commission recommended, and Council later concurred
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unincorporated stanfor 1ands o the west.

The possibie zones considered by staff snciude the RMD(NP)» the RM-15, Low
Density Multiple Family Residentia\ pistrict, and the RM-30, Medium Density
Multiple Family Residentia1 pistrict. The existing hotel use would be a
nonconforming use under all of these zones.

The RMD(NP) zone was not considered appropriate for this site pecause Of its
size, and pecause the RMD zone only allows for two units under the same
ownership. Appiication of the RMD zone does not make the best use_of.a site
which could support 3 greater number of residentia1 units. The majority of
the sites within the pordering RMD(NP) zOME are much smalier than the
gtanford site.

The appiication of the fM-15 or RM-30 zoning designations to this site.wouid
result in approximateiy the same number of new units which could be built on
the 1515 E1 Camino Real site pecause they are of similar size. However, this
site is not a corner 1ot and therefore does not require as great 2 side yar
setback. Under the RM-15 zone 7 units could be puilt on the site. Assuming
the units were all two-bedroom units, 16 parking spaces would be vequired
(including two guest spaces). The new structure could be built to 2 max imum
height of 30 feet and up 1o 2 site floor area ratio (FAR) of 0.5:1

Under RM-30 zoning 15 units could be puilt. Again, assuming all two bedroom
units, 33 parking spaces would be required (inciuding three guest spaces) .

The new structure could be built up to a height of 35 feet, and either 3 0.6:1
or 0.75:1, depending on whether the parking was above or below grade.

In determining which of the two zomnes would be most appropriate for this site,
ctaff believes that the RM-15 zone is most appropriate in areas pordering
single family or ower density residentia1 sones, because of its lower
density, lower FAR and reduced height. ppplication of RM-15 zoning is also
consistent with recent Commission and Council actions on the Fiesta Lanes
{Palo Alto Bowling Company) and Elks Club sites. Therefore, staff recommends
that the 531 stanford Avenue site be rezoned from CN to RM-15, and
redesignated from & Comprehensive Plan designation of Neighborhood Commercial
1o Low Density Multiple Family Residential. As there is N0 desire 1o
terminate the hotel use, iy is recommended that a grandfather clause again be
included in the rezoning action to allow the hotel use to continue
indefinitely. (Other motels located on £1 Camino Real in mu]tipie-famiiy
zones have similar grandfather clauses.)

3277 and 3351 Miranda Avenue

The University Club and Foothills Tennis and swim Club properties at 3277 and
3351 Miranda Avenue are Jocated north of Foothill Expressway and west of
Hillview Avenue. These sites are discussed in greater detail as they have not
preViously peen before the Commission and/or Council for specific changes.
These sites are occupied by two separately operated private swim and tennis
clubs. These properties and surrounding properties are now zoned LM, Limited
Industria\/Research park and are designated as Research/0ffice park in the
Comprehensive Plan. Adjoining uses are Research and pevelopment facilities in

cwZe
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the Research Park. Matadero Creek crosses the property at 3277 Miranda and
establishes the boundary of the 3351 Miranda site. The presence of the creek
is considered a unique feature which presents development constraints.

3277 Miranda is a 6.6 acre site with ten tennis courts, two pools and 7,600

square feet of building area. seven of the tennis courts are located south of

the creek. The club building, pools, parking area and three additional courts
are located to the north of the creek. Using aerial photographs, the amount
of impervious coverage on the site is estimated at roughly 40 percent. The
existing site floor area ratio is a negligibie 0.026:1. The University Club
began operation in 1958 before a use permit was required. A use permit was
obtained in 1973 (73-UP-20) to allow construction of three additional temnis
c?ugts on a portion of the site to be leased to the adjoining Foothills tennis
club.

335] Miranda is a 1.7 acre site with five tennis courts, two pools and 3,600
square feet of building area. This facility previously had use of the three
tennis courts located to the north across the creek, but lost the right to use
the courts when the lease from the adjoining tennis club terminated last year.
Parking for the facility borders Miranda Avenue. Using aerial photographs,
the amount of impervious coverage on the site is estimated at between 50 to 60
percent. The existing floor area ratio for the site is 0.05:1. The Foothills
Tennis and Swim Club began operation on this site in 1957 before a use permit
was required. The operation obtained a use permit in May 1961, when changed
regulations required a use permit for any expansions (61-UP-10). A board
member of the Foothills Tennis Club has informed staff that due to loss of use
of the three tennis courts on the adjoining site, they have recently been
considering possible redevelopment of the site as a means of funding
relocation of the club to a larger site.

The direction from Council was to consider alternate Comprehensive Plan and
zoning designations for these sites which were appropriate for the existing
recreational uses. The intent was to encourage continued operation of the
tennis clubs and prevent redevelopment of the sites with more intensive
commercial or industrial uses.

The swim and tennis clubs are classified as "outdoor recreation service” which
is defined as a "privately owned or operated use providing facilities for
outdoor recreation activities, jncluding golf, tennis, swimming, riding, or
other outdoor sport or recreation, operated predominantly in the open, except
for accessory or incidental enclosed services or facilities".

The only non-commercial or non-industrial zones where an outdoor recreation
service is a conditional use are the PF (Public Facilities), R-1 (Single
Family), RE (Residential Estates), and 0S (Open Space Controlled Development)
districts. Of these, the RE zone s considered the most appropriate for the

tennis club sites because it presents the fewest use and site development
constraints.

The 0S zone was originally considered because its specific district purpose to
", .. permit reasonable use of open space land, while at the same time
preserving and protecting its inherent open space characteristics to assure
its continued availability for ..... recreation land...". However, the 0S
district 1imits the amount of impervious surface area on each site to 3.5
percent of the site area. As noted above, the two tennis clubs have
impervious coverages ranging from 40 to §0 percent of the site area. Rezoning

CwWZC 10/20/89
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these sites to 05 would make them become noncomplying facilities in terms of
impervious coveragé and require approval of variances for even the most minor
addition. This requirement would place a constraint on the operators ability
to expand and upgrade their facilities and seems to work against the desire to
encourage their continued operation.

The PF zone and R-1 Zones were not considered appropriate for these sites
because they are not intended for public ownership or use, nor are considered
appropriate for single family development at a density of 7 units per acre.

Since the zoning ordinance does not have a specific zone focusing on outdoor
recreation, the RE zone is considered the most appropriate zone to accomplish
the two goals of encouraging the tennis clubs to remain, and prohibiting
redevelopment of the sites with industrial or office uses. The intent of the
RE district reflects the desire to "provide for locations for activities most
suitably located in areas of very low density or vural qualities”. The RE
district allows outdoor recreation as a conditional use, does not establish a
limit on impervious coverage, and allows for site coverage of 25 percent
[current LM zone allows site coverage of 30 percent]. Both clubs fall well
below this 1imit because site coverage calculations include only structures or
exterior decks or other improvements which are a foot or more above grade, and
do not count swimming pools and tennis courts unless they are elevated. A
provision in the zoning ordinance allows uses which became a conditional use
as a result of a zone change to be grandfathered. additional use permits
would only be required for the tennis clubs if they wish to expand.

Should the tennis clubs close, the RE zoning would allow the sites to be
developed with single family homes on one acre lots. The properties at 3277
and 3351 Miranda Avenue could theoretically provide six, and one single family
lots respectively, if developed separately, or eight lots if combined.
However, the area within the lines of the creek or any new street right of way
could not be counted as lot area for the purposes of any subdivision and would
Jower the number of potential Tlotis.

Other lands in the City zoned RE have a Comprehensive Plan designation of
Single Family Residential. However, the Comprehensive Plan designation
considered most appropriate for the tennis club sites is "Open
Space...Controlled Development", because it most accurately reflects the
intent to encourage use of the sites for outdoor recreational purposes. Open
Space...Controlied Development is defined as "Jand having all the
characteristics of open space but upon which some development can be allowed,
groviding that the open space amenities are retained". The proposed RE zoning
is considered consistent with this Yand use designation because it is a rural
residential zone intended to "create and maintain development compatible with
natural terrain and native vegetative environment®. Single family uses are

considered consistent with the Open Space designation where they can occur on
larger lots.

RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the Commission recommend the Council, adopt the attached
draft ordinances and resolutions to accomplish the following:

1. Change the the zoning designation of property at 1515 E1 Camino Real from
CN, Neighborhood Commercial to RM-15, Low Density Multiple Family

cwze 10/20/89
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Respech,fully submitted,

A

Residential, and the Comprehensive Plan designation from Neighborhood
Commercial to Multiple Family Residential (Attachments 1 and 2);

Change the zoning designation of property at 531 Stanford Avenue from CN,
Neighborhood Commercial to RM-15, Low Density Multiple Family
Residential, and the Comprehensive Plan designation from Neighborhood
Commercial to Multiple Family Residential (Attachments 3 and 4); and

Change the zoning designation of properties at 3277 and 3351 Miranda
Avenue from LM, Limited Industrial/Research Park to RE, Residential
Estates, and the Comprehensive Plan designation from Research/Office Park
to Open Space...Controlled Development (Attachments 5 and 6).

;,,t/;,(/ (1278 QM/ 2137 J

CHENEY CAROL JANSEN

Senior Planner Chief Planning Official

Attachments: Attachment 1 - Resolution Amending Comprehensive Plan

cC:
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designation for 1515 El Camino Real

Attachment 2 - Ordinance Rezoning 1515 €1 Camino Real

Attachment 3 - Resolution Amending Comprehensive Plan
designation for 531 Stanford Avenue

Attachment 4 - Ordinance Rezoning 531 Stanford Avenue

Attachment 5 - Resolution Amending Comprehensive Plan
designation for 3277 and 3351 Miranda Avenue

Attachment 6 - Ordinance Rezoning 3277 and 3351 Miranda
Avenues

Attachment 7 - Environmental Assessment

Attachment 8- Planning Commission Staff Report dated
June 23, 1989

Margaret Cornell, c¢/o University Club of Palo Alto
Patrick King, c/c Foothills Tennis and Swim Club
Stanford Manor, c¢/o Hare, Brewer and Kelly
Stanford University
Andy Doty
Julia Fremon
Zera Murphy
Kent Petersen
Phil Williams
Dr. Ernest N. Kaplan
Dr. George Commons
Dr. D. Laug
Julia Smith
Richard Tipton
Denny Bapson
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ATTACHMENT 1 -

RESOLUTION NO.

RESOLUTION OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF PALO ALTO

AMENDING THE LAND USE MAP OF THE PALO ALTO COMPRE-

RENSIVE PLAN FOR PROPERTY AT 1515 EL CAMINO REAL,

IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE CITYWIDE LAND USE AND
TRANSPORTATION STUDY

WHEREAS, the planning Commission, after duly noticed public
hearing held on October 25, 1989, has recomnmended that the Council
amend the Palo Alto cOmprehensive plan; and

WHEREAS, upon consideration of said recommendation after
duly noticed public hearing, the council desires to amend said plan
as hereinafter set forth;

NOW, THEREFORE, the Council of the city of Palo Alto does
hereby RESOLVE as follows:

539119&_1. The City Council finds that the findings of
the Citywide Land Use and Transportation study (the ngtudy") and
the public jnterest, health, gafety and welfare an require
amendment to the Palo Alto Comprehensive plan as set forth in
section 2 hereof.

. The City council hereby amends the Palo Alto
Comprehensive Pian Land Use Map as follows:

The land use designation of the property at
1515 E1 Camino Real is hereby changed from
nNeighborhood commercial" to sMultiple Fanily
Residential®, as shown on Exhibit "A%, attached
hereto and incorporated herein by reference.

) . The Council finds that the adoption of this
resolution will have no significant adverse environmental impact.

INTRODUCED AND PASSED:

AYZS:

NOES:

ABSENT:

ABSTENTIONS:

ATTEST: AFPPROVED:

City Clerk Mayor

APPROVED AS TO FORM: €ity Manager

Er Assistant City Attorney pirector of Flanning anc

Community Environment
swc:10/18/89
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ATTACHMENT 2 -

ORDINANCE NO.
ORDINANCE OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF PALO ALTO
AMENDING SECTION 18.08.040 OF THE PALO ALTO
MUNICIPAL CODE (ZONING MAP) TO CHANGE THE ZONE
CLASSIFICATION OF PROPERTY AT 1515 EL CAMINO REAL,
IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE CITYWIDE LAND USE AND
TRANSPORTATION STUDY

The Council of the city of Palo Alto does ORDAIN as
follows:

. Section 18.08.040 of the Palo Alto Municipal
code, the "“Zoning Map", is hereby amended by changing the zone
classifications of the property known as 1515 E1 Camino Real from
the "CN (Neighborhood commercial)", zoning classification to the
"RM-15 (Low Density Multiple-family Residence)" zoning
classification, as shown on Exhibit "A", attached hereto and
incorporated herein by reference.

. Notwithstanding the effect of the rezoning
action of Section 1 hereof, the use existing on said property, i.e.
nmedical and professional offices, as of the effective date of this
ordinance, may remain and shall not be subject to termination
pursuant to Chapter 18.94 [Nonconforming Uses) of the Palo Alto
Municipal Code. The structures housing such uses may be remodeled,
improved or replaced in accordance with applicable site development
regulations, provided, that any such remodeling, improvement or
replacement shall not result in increased floor area oOr number of
offices.

SECTION 3. The Council finds that this Proect will
have no significant adverse environmental effect.

This Ordinance shall become effective upon
the commencement of the thirty-first day after the day of its
adoption.

INTRODUCED:
PASSED:
AYES:

NOES:





ABSTENTIONS:

ABSENT:

ATTEST:

City Clerk

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

Sr. Assistant City Attorney

swc:10/18/89

APPROVED:

Mayor

City Manager

Director of Planning and
Community Environment
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—  ATTACHMENT 4 o

ORDINANCE NO.

ORDINANCE OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF PALO ALTO

AMENDING SECTION 18.08.040 OF THE PALO ALTO

MUNICIPAL CODE (ZONING MAP) TO CHANGE THE ZONE

CLASSIFICATION OF THE PROPERTY AT 531 STANFORD

AVENUE, IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE CITYWIDE LAND USE
AND TRANSPORTATION STUDY

The Council of the City of Palo Altc does ORDAIN as
follows:

. Section 18.08.040 of the Palo Alto Municipal
Code, the "Zoning Map", is hereby amended by changing the zone
classifications of the property known as 531 stanford Avenue, from
the "CN (Neighborhood Commercial)", zoning classification to the
WRM-15 {Low Density Multiple-family Residence)" zoning
classification, as shown on Exhibit "A", attached hereto and
incorporated herein by reference. Notwithstanding the effect of
such rezoning action, the use existing on said property as of the
effective date of this ordinance, i.e., hotel, may remain and shall
not be subject to termination pursuant to Chapter 18.94
(Nonconforming Uses)] of the Palo Alto Municipal Code. The
structures housing such use may be remodeled, improved or replaced
in accordance with applicable site development regulations,
provided, that any such remodeling, improvement or replacement
shall not result in increased floor area.

EQQIIQE 2. The Council finds that this Project will have
no significant adverse environmental effect.

N 3. This Ordinance shall become effective upon the
commencement of the thirty-first day after the day of its adoption.

INTRODUCED:

PASSED:

AYES:

NOES:

ABSTENTIONS:

ABSENT:

ATTEST: APPROVED:

City Clerk Mayor
APPROVED AS TO FORM:

City Manager

Br. Assistant city Attorney

Pirector of Planning and
sEwc:10/18/89 Community Environment





EXHIBIT A

il cs |&
_"‘

§ —
- izr

47Te

24 %0

=atly | i

alsj?

SITE LOCATION
LH{L $3/ SANFOCO AENUE
il _ —

— esc

3
15 § prusiey w7
| PF |38

- [

d_n ”e

ol 2 la] e
GiEE
LL

‘3 15

LM

a0
B
L d
.
8

N alk
A | 330
b )
er 4 187
- 2
ggn
’
; . )
)
» a
183 El
REW FEs 11 [
[T}

'g 2 e
m e
e EC 4
HEEER

GRAPHIC ATTACHMENT | DATE: /0--87

TO STAFF REPORT [ FILE NO. 89-2C-/¢
PROJECT: 0O 5 Fron) .. CN | NEIGHESHYD
_CoMHEEUA,. TO EBM- MLl Yy Esasi
LOCATION MAP: Zone e (€ N° &






_ ATTACHMENT 5

RESOLUTION NO.
RESOLUTION OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF PALO ALTO
AMENDING THE LAND USE MAP OF THE PALO ALTO COMFRE-
BENSIVE PLAN FOR PROPERTIES AT 3277 AND 3351
MIRANDA AVENUE IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE CITYWIDE
LAND USE AND TRANSPORTATION STUDY

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission, after duly noticed public
hearing held on October 25, 1989, has recommended that the Council
amend the Palo Alto Comprehensive plan; and

WHEREAS, upeon consideration of said recommendation after
duly noticed public hearing, the Council desires to amend said plan
as hereinafter set forth:

NOW, THEREFORE, the Council of the city of Palo Alto does
hereby RESOLVE as follows:

SECTION 1. The City Council finds that the findings of
the Citywide Land Use and Transportation sStudy (the wgtudy") and
the public interest, health, safety and welfare require an
amendment to the Palo Alto comprehensive Plan as set forth in
Section 2 hereof.

The City Council hereby amends the Palo Alto
Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map as follows:

a. The land use designation of the groperties
at 3277 and 3351 Miranda Avenue is hereby changed
from "Research/Office Park" to "Open Space...
Controlled Development", as shown on Exhibit "a",
attached hereto and incorporated herein by
reference.

SECTION 3. The Council finds that the adoption of this
resolution will have no significant adverse environmental impact.

INTRODUCED AND PASSED:

AYES:

NOES:

ABSENT:

ABSTENTIONS:

ATTEST: APPROVED:

City Clerk ~Mayor

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

City Manager

8r. Assistant City Attorney

: Pirector of Planning and
BwC:10/18/89 Community Environment
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ATTACHMENT 6

ORDINANCE NO.
ORDINANCE OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF PALO ALTO
AMENDING SECTION 18.08.040 OF THE PALO ALTO
MUNICIPAL CODE (2ONING MAP) TO CHANGE THE ZONE
CLASSIFICATIONS OF THE PROPERTIES KNOWN AS 3277
AND 3351 MIRANDA AVENUE IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE
CITYWIDE LAND USE AND TRANSPORTATION STUDY

The Council of the City of Palo Alto does ORDAIN as
follows:

. Section 18.08.040 of the Palo Alto Municipal
Code, the "Zoning Map", is hereby amended by changing the zone
classification of the properties known as 3277 and 3351 Miranda
Avenue, respectively, from the “IM (Limited Industrial/Research
Park)" zoning classification, to the "RE (Residential Estate)"
zoning classification, as shown on Exhibit "A", attached hereto and
incorporated herein by reference.

0 . The Council finds that this Project will have
no significant adverse environmental effect.

SECTION 3. This Ordinance shall becone effective upon the
commencement of the thirty-first day after the day of its adoption.
INTRODUCED:

PASSED:

AYES:

NOES:

ABSTENTIONS:

ABSENT:

ATTEST: APPROVED:
City Clerk Mayor
APPROVED AS TO FORM: City Manager

Sr. Assistant City Attorney

Director of Planning and
swc:10/18/89 Community Environment
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ATTACHMENT 7

L —

Environmental Documents - City of Palo Alto

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

Project Description/Title: Comprehensive Plan land Use Map changes and
zZone Map changes

Location/Address: 1515 E1 Camino Real, 531 Stanford Avenue, 3277 and

ol

3351 Miranda Avenue, Palo Alto

Sponsoring Agency/Applicant: City of Palo Alto

Address and Telephone of Applicant: 250 Hamilton Avenue, Palo Alto CA
{415) 329-2149

Application for: Comprehensive Plan Change, Zoning Change
(e.g., zoning change, subdivision of property, architectural review, use
permit) ‘

Zoning at Project Location: varies, CN & IM Fee Receipt No.: =====--

NOTICE OF DETERMINATION

Based upon review of the project files, the undersigned member of the Plan-
ning Department has concluded:

|X| Negative Declaration: The project has no significant environmental im-
pact. No Environmental Impact Report is required. The reasons for a

Negative Declaration are: in the attached initial study. A record
of project action is available for review at the Palo Alto Department
of Planning and Community Environment, located at 250 Bamilton Avenue,
Sth Floor, Palo Alto, california.

|_| The project may have a significant environmental impact. An Environ-

mental Impact Report will be prepared.

Planning Department Official: ﬂv" %FC;;Qk*gﬁ

Planning Director: W&_ / Date: _/u/20 [#F
The project has been approved. Date:
The project has been denied. Date:

File No.: 85-EIA-44

89~-EIA-44
p





ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTS - PALD ALTO ~  ElA-2a
INITIAL STUDY1.2

I. Project Title/Address: Comprehensive Plan and Zone Changes 1515 £
Camino Real, 53] Stanford Avenue, 3277 and 3351 Miranda Avenue

1I. Project Description;_properties at 1515 E1 Camino Real and 531 Stanford
Avenue proposed for cEange of Com?reﬁensive Plan aesi?nation of
eighborhood Commercial to Multiple ami esidential and zone change
Trom CN to RM-15; properties at 327/ and 3351 Miranda Avenue proposed
For change of Comprehensive Plan designation of Research/Office Park
To Open Space...tontrolled Development and zone change from LM to RE.

11I. Environmental Setting: all sites are developed - 1515 E1 Camino Real
is being remodeled into a medical office; 531 Stanford Avenue has an
B0 unit hotel; two separate tennis and swim clubs are located at 3277
and 3351 Miranda Avenue.

IV. Environmental Impact Checklist (Explanation of all "yes" answers are in
Section V)

1. Earth. Will the proposal result in: YES MAYBE NO
a. Unstable earth conditions or changes
in geologic substructures? X

b. Disruptions, displacements, compaction
or overcovering of the soil? X

c. Change in topography or ground surface
relief features? X

d. The destruction, covering or modifica-
tion of any unique geologic or physical
features? X

e. Any increase in wind or water erosion
of soils, either on or off the site? X

f. Exposure of people or property to
geologic hazards such as earthquakes,
lands1ides, mudstides, ground failure,
or similar hazards? X

g. Changes in siltation, deposition, or
erosion which may modify the channel
of a river or the bed of a bay or inlet? X

1adapted from Appendix I, California Guidelines for Implementation of
CEQA, December 14, 1976. 2Updated May, 1982; June, 1983

EIABS442 B9-EIA-44
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Air.

Will the proposal result in:

Substantial air emissions or deteriora-
tion of ambient air quality?

The creation of objectionable odors?
Alteration of air movement, moisture

temperature, or any change in climate,
either locally or regional?

Water. Will the proposal result in:

Changes in absorption rates, drainage
patterns, or the rate and amount of
surface water runoff?

Alterations to the course or flow of
flood waters?

Discharge into surface waters, or in any
alteration of surface water quality,
including but not limited to temperature,
dissolved oxygen or turbidity?

Alteration of the direction of rate of
flow of ground waters?

Exposure of people or property to water
related hazards such as flooding or
tidal waves?

Change in the quantity of ground waters,
either through direct additions or with-
drawals, or through interceptions of an
aquifer by cuts or excavations?

Plant Life. Will the proposal result in:

Change in the diversity of species, or
number of any species of plants (includ-
ing trees, shrubs, grass, crops, micro-
flora and aquatic plants)?

Reduction of the numbers of any unique,
rare or endangered species of plants?

Introduction of new species of plants
into an area, or in a barrier to the

normal replenishment of existing species?

Reduction in acreage of any agricultural
crop?

MAYBE

13
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10.

E1AB9442
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Animal Life. Will the proposal resuit in: YES MAYBE NO

a. Change in the diversity of species, or L X
of any species of animals (birds, land
animals including reptiles, fish and
shellfish, benthic organisms, insects or
microfauna)?

b. Reduction of the numbers of any unigue, | X
rare or endangered species of animals?

c. Introduction of new species of animals . X
into an area, or result in a barrier to
the migration or movement of animals?

d. Deterioration in existing fish or wild- ___ X
life habitat?

Noise. Will the proposal result in:

a. Increases in existing noise levels? _ X

b. Exposure of people to severe noise X
Tevels?

Light and Glare. Will the proposal produce ___ X

new light glare?

Land Use. Will the proposal result in a _ X _

substantial alteration of the present or

planned land use of an area?

Ener?y/Natural Resources. Will the proposal

result in:

a. Use of substantial amounts of fuel or X
energy?

b. Substantial increase in demand upon X
existing sources of energy, or require
the development of new sources or
energy?

c. Increase in the rate of use of any X
natural resources?

d. Substantial depletion of any nonrenew- X
able natural resource?

Risk of Upset. Does the proposal involve a X

risk of an explosion or the release of

hazardous substances (including, but not

limited to, oil, pesticides, chemicals or

radiation) in the event of an accident or

upset?

89-E]A-44
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13.

14.

11. Population/Housing. YES MAYBE NO

a. Wil the proposal alter the location, X
distribution, density, or growth rate
of the human population of an area?

b. Will the proposal effect existing X
housing, or create a demand for addi-
tional housing?

12. Transportation/Circulation. Wil1 the proposal

resuit in:

a. Generation of substantial additional . X e
vehicular movement?

b. Effects on existing parking facilities, _ X
or demand for new parking?

c. Alterations to present patterns of X
circulation or movement of people and/
or goods?

d. Increase in traffic hazards to motor X
vehicles, bicyclists or pedestrians?

Public Services. Will the proposal have an

effect upon, or result in a need for new or

altered governmental services in any of the

following areas:

a. Fire protection? X

b. Police protection? _ X

c. Schools? . X

d. Parks or other recreational facilities? X

e. Maintenance of public facilities, _ X
including roads?

f. Other governmental services? X

Utilities. Wil the proposal result in a need

for new systems, or substantial alterations to the

following utilities:

a. Power or natural gas? X

b. Communications systems? X

EIAB9442
SC
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15.

16.

17.

18.

E1AB9442
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Solid waste and disposal?

Human Health. Will the proposal result in:

Aesthetics. Will the proposal result in the
obstruction of any scenic vista or view

Creation of any health hazard or
potential health hazard (excluding

Exposure of people to potential health

MAYBE

‘2
be be < < 1B

|>

open to the public, or will the proposal
result in the creation of an aesthetically
offensive site open to public view?

Recreation. Will the proposal result in an
impact upon the quality or quantity of exist-

ing recreational opportunities?

Will the proposal result in the altera-

) S

tion of/or the destruction of a
prehistoric or historic archaeological

Will the proposal result in adverse
physical or aesthetic effects to a
prehistoric or historic building,

Does the proposal have the potential

to causes a physical change which would
affect unique cultural values?

Will the proposal restrict existing
religious or sacred uses within the

c. Water?
d. Sewer or septic tank?
e. Storm water drainage?
f.
a.
mental health)?
b.
hazards?
Cultural Resources.
a.
site?
b.
structure, or object?
c.
d.
potential impact area?

89-E1A-44
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19. Mandatory Finding. of Significance. YES —MAYBE NO

a. Does the project have the potential to _ X
degrade the quality of the environment,
substantially reduce the habitat of a
fish or wildlife species, cause a fish
or wildlife population to drop below
self-sustaining levels, threaten to
eliminate a plant or animal community,
reduce the number of restrict the range
of a rare or endangered plant or animal or
eliminate important examples of the major
periods of California history or prehistory?

b. Does the project have the potential to _ X
achieve short-term, to the disadvantage
of long-term, environmental goals. (A
short-term impact on the environment is
one which occurs in a relatively brief,
definitive period of time while long-term
impacts will endure well into the future.)

c. Does the project have impacts which are ___ X
individually limited, but cumulatively
considerable? (A project may impact on
two or more separate resources where the
impact on each resource is relatively
small, but where the effect of the total
of those impacts on the environment is
significant.)

d. Does the project have environmental X
effects which will cause substantial
adverse effects on human beings, either
directly or indirectly?

V. Explanation of "yes" and "maybe" answers in environmental checklist.
"No***" answers related to Traffic, Flood Hazard and Cultural Impacts
are also provided.

See attached.
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1. (b.) Earth. The Comprehensive Plan and zone changes proposed will not
result in a direct impact on each sites soil conditions, or increase exposure
to seismic risks. A1) four sites being considered for Comprehensive Plan and
zoning designation changes from commercial or industrial designations to
residential designations are developed and located in a seismic area of low to
moderate risk. Under the proposed residential designations all of the uses
now existing will either be permitted as conditional uses, or are proposed to
be "grandfathered" to allow them to remain fndefinitely. No tmmediate changes
in use are expected to result from the proposed designation changes. Should
the existing uses terminate and the sites be redeveloped some soil disruption
and overcovering will occur. However, such impacts are not expected to be
significant as the sites are already developed, are nearly level and will not
require any substantial regrading. Future redevelopment on these sites will
be subject to further environmental review and compliance with the provisions
of the current Uniform Building Code, portions of which are directed at
reducing seismic risk and loss of life or property in the event of an
earthquake.

3 (e.) Water. A1) four sites proposed for zoning and Comprehensive Plan
thanges are located within Zone X as identified on the National Flood
Insurance Rate Maps. This means that they are located outside of the 100 year
flood zone, and are not 1ikely to be exposed to flooding.

6 _(b.) Noise. A1l four of the project sites are located along or near major
trafftic corridors and are subject to high traffic noise levels, Any multiple
family projects to occur on the 1515 E1 Camino Rea) site or the 531 Stanford
Avenue site under the proposed RM-15 zoning (low density multiple family
residential) must comply with the established State standard for new
multiple-family residential development and achieve an maximum interior noise
level of 45 dBs (decibels). No similar standard exists for single family
residential development or the existing commercial or recreational
development. However, nofse mitigation measures may be desirable for any
redevelopment proposal for each site. Such measures do include increasing
setbacks from the noise source which could be more easily achieved on the 3277
and 3351 Miranda Avenue sites. Further analysis of potential noise impacts
would have to be addressed at the time of a specific development proposal.

8 Land Use. The proposed Comprehensive Plan and zone changes will not result
in a substantial alteration of the existing uses of each site, as such uses
are to be allowed to continue in operation. The designation changes will
change the planned land use of each site to reflect the community’s desire to
1ngrea§e opportunities for additional housing should such properties
redevelop.

11 (a) Po?uTationgHousing. Should the existing uses terminate and the sites
e redeveloped with housing, the changes will provide a slight increase in the
housing supply.

12 (a) Transgortationftirculation. The proposed Comprehensive Plan and zone
changes will not result™¥n a substantial increase in traffic. Such changes
will allow the existing uses to continue. Should the sites be redeveloped it
1s 1ikely that traffic generation would decrease as the permitted uses under
the proposed residential zoning designations are less intense uses than those
that would be permitted on the sites under the existing Neighborhood

Commercial and Limited Industrial/Research Park designations.

EIAB9442 89-EIA-44
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17 Recreation. Two of the Sites under consideration for Comprehensive Plan
and zone changes are occupied by swim and tennis clubs. Though privately
owned and operated these sites do contribute to recreational opportunities in
the community. It is the intent of the proposed zone change for these
properties to change the designations of the parcels to those that better
reflect the existing recreational uses to encourage them to remain and to
prevent redevelopment of the sites with office, or research and development
uses. The proposed changes should act as an incentive to retain the existing
recreational uses on these sites.

18 Cultural Resources. The two swim and tennis clubs located at 3277 and 3351
Miranda Avenue are Tocated by a creek. Creek-side parcels have a greater
1ikelihood of having underlying archaeological deposits than other areas.

City staff contacted the Stanford University Archaeologist to determine if
these sites had any known archaeclogical finds or if redevelopment of these
sites would be likely to affect archaeological artifacts. City staff was
informed that there are no known or suspected archaeological deposits on these
sites. However, should such sites be redeveloped and archaeological ,
artifacts be encountered during demolition or construction activities, the
California Archaeological Inventory, the City Department of Planning and
Community Environment and the Stanford University'’s Campus Archaeologist must
be notified, and all construction within a 50-meter radius of the resource
halted to allow a qualified archaeologist to examine the find and recommend
any necessary mitigations.

EIA89442 B9-EIA-44
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ATTACHMENT &

-(ity of Palo Rlto

P. O BOX 10250
PALO ALTO, CALIFORNIA 94202

June 23, 1989

PLANNING COMMISSION
Palo Alto, California

1515 E1 CAMINO REAL - CONSIDERATION OF MULTIPLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL
DESIGNATIONS

Members of the Commission:

Consideration for initiating (1) a Comprehensive Plan change from Neighborhood
Commercial to Multiple-Family Residential and (2) a Zone Change from CN
Neighborhood Commercial to RM-15 Low-Density, Multiple-Family for the former
Ober property at 1515 E1 Camino Real was originally requested by the Planning
Commission on November 30, 1989. On April 26, 1989, the Planning Commission
voted to continue discussion of this item until all Commission members could
be present. (A 2/17/89 report to the Planning Commission on this subject and
a 4/14/89 letter to the Planning Commission from the current owner, Ernest N.
Kaplan, M.D., are attached.)

SITE CONTEXT

The Ober property is an irregularly-shaped 1ot located at the corner of E}
Camino Real and Churchill Avenue. The property is zoned CN (Neighborhood
Commercial), which allows for housing at an RM-30 density (Medium-Density,
Multiple-Family Residential). As part of the Citywide Study review process,
the Planning Commission has recommended changing the housing provision in the
CN zone from aliowing housing at an RM-30 density to an RM-15 density
(Low-Density, Multiple-Family Residential). This action was taken because it
was felt that the lower RM-15 density was more compatible with the
single-family areas adjoining most CN zones.

Properties to the east of the site are zoned RM-15 and are developed with
single-family homes. Properties to the south are zoned R-1 and are developed
with single-family homes. To the north is the Palo Alto High School site,
which is zoned PF (Public Facilities). Redevelopment of a portion the Palo
Alto Unified School District site with an alternate use may be a possibility
in the future. The buildings to the immediate north of the Ober property are
now occupied by the School District’s administrative offices. Stanford
University is located to the west.

CURRENT STATUS

The existing structure on the site is residential in character and blends well
with the surrounding residential uses. The site has been sold and has
received an Architectural Review Board approval to convert the existing one-
and two-story structure into medical offices and outpatient surgery for a





group of plastic surgeons (88-ARB-90 approved June 7, 1988 and 99-ARB-208
approved October 11, 1988). In compliance with the office Timitation in the
CN zone, only 5,000 square feet of the existing 7,600 square-foot structure
will be used for offices. The remainder will be used as a second-floor
residential unit for employees, and storage and sales of products related to
services provided on site (post-surgical devices, prostheses, medical and
beauty products, primarily for the doctors’ patients). Currently, the
building is undergoing major remodeling in accordance with the plans approved
by the Architectural Review Board.

REZONING OPTIONS

The Ober parcel is approximately 20,693 square feet in size. Under RM-30
zoning, 12 units would be permitted on the site. Under RM-15 Zoning, 7 units
would be permitted on the site. The RM-30 and RM-15 zones also differ in
height requirements and permitted floor area ratios. The RM-15 zone allows a
maximum height of 35 feet (three storfes), while the RM-15 zone would allow a
maximum height of 30 feet (two stories). The FAR in the RM-15 zone is 0.5:1,
while the FAR in the RM-30 zone is either 0.6:1 or 0.75:1, depending on
whether the parking is above or below grade, and attached or detached from the
main structure. Please refer to Table 1 (attached) for further comparisons of
the differences between the two zones.

DEVELOPMENT CONSTRAINTS

Provision of required parking could 1imit the number of units that could
actually be built on the site. The RM-15 zone would theoretically allow for
seven 1,400 square-foot units., The RM-30 zone would allow for twelve 1,000 to
1,100 square-foot units (depending on whether or not the parking was attached
or below grade). Assuming that all of the units were two or more bedrooms,
the seven units would require 16 parking spaces (including two guest spaces),
and the twelve units would require 27 parking spaces (including three guest
spaces). Assuming approximately 400 square feet for every parking space, 27
parking spaces could require up to 10,800 square feet or roughly half the site
area. As no required parking may be located in a required front or street
{jd?ty;rd setback, the lot area available for parking would be further

imited.

The corner location and configuration of the site would also present design
constraints for redevelopment. The corner location, adjoining R-1 zone and
irregular parcel shape, will require greater setbacks than a typical
rectangular mid-block parcel. The site also has no direct access to E1 Camino
Real but instead has access from a parallel frontage road. The main vehicular
access to the site is located along the Churchill Avenue frontage. It is
likely that the same location would be favored for access to any redevelopment
proposal because of the restricted FI Camino Real access, and because the site
s so close to the intersection.

DISCUSSION

Of the two multiple-family designations considered, the lower RM-15 density
would be the more appropriate in this location because of the type and scale
of surrounding development. Further analysis, subsequent to the February 17,
1989 report, has shown that RM-15 zoning, with a grandfather clause for
medical office uses, would be consistent with the treatment of other medical
office sites in Palo Alto that have been rezoned to residential since 1978.

OBERREV 6/23/89
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The grandfather provision has permitted continuation, remodeling, and
replacement, but not expansion, of such medical office uses. Staff believes
application of a similar grandfather provision would be appropriate for this
site if it is rezoned from CN Neighborhood Commercial to RM-15 Low-Density,
Multiple-Family Residential.

If the Planning Commission directs staff to initiate a rezoning of this
property, the Planning Commission public hearing will be held on September 17,
1989.

Recommendation

Direct staff to initiate a Comprehensive Plan change from Neighborhood
Commercial to Multiple-Family Residential and a Zone change from CN
Neighborhood Commercial to RM-15, with a grandfather clause allowing
continuation of medical office uses.

Respectfully submitted,

@/, %,wmw (ol Enats;
GEORGE” ZIMMERMAN

» CAROL JANSEN
Associate Planning Official ‘ Chief Planning Official

Attachments: (1) 2/17/89 Report to Planning Commission
(2) 4/14/89 Letter from Ernest N. Kaplan, M.D.,
to the Planning Commission
(3) Summary of RM Regulatiomns
(4) Location Map

cc: Ernest N. Kaplan, 1 Vista Verde, Portola Valley, CA 94025
Doctors E. Kaplan, George Commons and D. Laug, 1000 Welch Road,
Palo Alto, CA 94304
Ms. Jo Peterson, c/o Gerard Development Co., 141 First Street,
Los Altos, CA 94022
Julia Smith, 1243 Christobal Privada, Mountain View, CA 94040
Edwin L. Dunckel, Star Route P.0. Box 1173, Sonora, CA 95370
Michael A. & Jacqueline G. Etemad, 15 Venado Drive, Tiburon, CA 94920
Mary W. Lawrence, 80 South Street, Williamstown, MA 01267
Harold T. & Rachel Treacy, P.0. Box 554, Sausalito, CA 94965
Marvin Neben, et al., c/o Bruce S. Neben, 1525 E1 Camino Real, Palo Alto,
CA 94306
C.D. & Elba D. Petersen, c/o Kristen Petersen, 1655 Middlefield Road,
Palo Alto, CA 94301
Owen E. Teeple Trustee, c/o Gwen Teeple, 719-A Jasmine Avenue, Corona
Del Mar, CA 92625
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February 17, 1989

PLANNING COMMISSION
Palo Alto, California

1515 E1 CAMINO REAL - CONSIDERATION OF MULTIPLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL
DESIGNATIONS

Members of the Commission:

At the Planning Commission meeting of November 30, 1989, the Planning
Commission directed staff to examine zoning at 1515 E1 Camino Real, the former
Ober property, for consideration of a Comprehensive Plan Change and Zone
Change from Commercial to Residential designations. The following has been
provided in response to this request.

SITE CONTEXT

The Ober property is an irregularly-shaped 1ot located at the corner of El
Camino Real and Churchill Avenue. The property is zoned CN (Neighborhood
Commercial), which allows for housing at an RM-30 density (Medium-Density,
Multiple-Family Residential). As part of the Citywide Study review process,
the Planning Commission has recommended changing the housing provision in the
CN zone from allowing housing at an RM-30 density to an RM-15 density
{(Low-Density, Multiple-Family Residential). This action was taken because it
was felt that the Tower RM-15 density was more compatible with the
single-family areas adjoining most CN zones.

Properties to the east of the site are zoned RM-15 and are developed with
single-family homes. Properties to the south are zoned R-1 and are developed
with singie-family homes. To the north s the Palo Alto High School site,
which is zoned PF (Public Facilities). Redevelopment of a portion the Palo
Alto Unified School District site with an alternate use may be a possibility
in the future. The buildings to the immediate north of the Ober property are
now occupied by the School District’s administrative offices. Stanford
University is located to the west.

CURRENT STATUS

The existing structure on the site is residential in character and blends well
with the surrounding residential uses. The site has been sold and has
received an Architectural Review Board approval to convert the existing one-
and two-story structure into medical offices and outpatient surgery for a
group of plastic surgeons (88-ARB-90 approved June 7, 1988 and 99-ARB-208
approved October 11, 1988). In compliance with the office limitation in the
CN zone, only 5,000 square feet of the existing 7,600 square-foot structure
will be used for offices. The remainder will be used as a second-floor





residential unit for employees, and storage and sales .of products related to
services provided on site (post surgical devices, prostheses, medical and
beauty products, primarily for the doctors’ patients). The Building Permit
for this application has been filed and an interior demolition permit has been
issued. The owners have contracted for services from a private plan checking
firm to expedite the plan check process.

REZONING OPTIONS

The Ober parcel is approximately 20,693 square feet in size. Under RM-30
zoning, 12 units would be permitted on the site, Under RM-15 zoning, 7 units
would be permitted on the site. The RM-30 and RM-15 zones also differ in
height requirements and permitted floor area ratios. The RM-15 zone allows a
maximum height of 35 feet (three stories), while the RM-15 zone would allow a
maximum height of 30 feet (two stories). The FAR in the RM-15 zone is 0.5:1,
while the FAR in the RM-30 zone s either 0.6:1 or 0.75:1, depending on
whether the parking is above or below grade, and attached or detached from the
main structure. Please refer to Table I (attached) for further comparisons of
the differences between the two zones.

DEVELOPMENT CONSTRAINTS

Provision of required parking could 1imit the number of units that could
actually be built on the site. The RM-15 zone would theoretically allow for
seven 1,400 square-foot units. The RM-30 zone would allow for twelve 1,000 to
1,100 square-foot units (depending on whether or not the parking was attached
or below grade). Assuming that ail of the units were two or more bedrooms,
the seven units would require 16 parking spaces (including two gquest spaces),
and the twelve units would require 27 parking spaces (including three guest
spaces). Assuming approximately 400 square feet for every parking space, 27
parking spaces could require up to 10,800 square feet or roughly half the site
area. As no required parking may be located in a required front or street
side yard setback, the 1ot area available for parking is further limited.

The corner location and configuration of the site will also present design
constraints for redevelopment. The corner location, adjoining R-1 zone and
irregular parcel shape, will require greater setbacks than a -typical
rectangular mid-block parcel. The site also has no direct access to E1 Camino
Real but instead has access from a parallel frontage road. The main vehicular
access to the site 1s located along the Churchill Avenue frontage. It is
Tikely that the same locatfon would be favored for access to any redevelopment
proposal because of the restricted E1 Camino Real access, and because the site
is so close to the intersection.

DISCUSSION

Of the two multiple-family designations considered, the lower RM-15 density
would be the more appropriate in this location because of the ty?e and scale
of surrounding development. However, construction of new multiple-family
housing on this site could be more intrusive to adjoining neighbors than
continuation of the existing medical office use. This is because the existing
structure has a residential appearance and scale that will be maintained. The
approved conversion of the structure to medical offices will maintain the
existing structure, making only minimal exterior changes and no additions. A
new multiple-family housing project would Tikely be a minimum of two stories
under the RM-15 zoning and could be higher under the RM-30 zone. Clearly,
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traffic generated by the multiple-family uses would be lower than either the
previous retail or proposed medical office uses, but the traffic generated by
the medical office use will be similar to that of the previous retail use and
will not be significant. Given the site location, the traffic patterns of the
medical office use are not expected to affect the neighborhood. The following
table shows the estimated trip generation of the previous use, the new medical
use and the multiple-family alternatives.

COMPARISON OF TRIP GENERATION

Use Trip Rate Average Daily PM Peak Hour
Trips Trips

Retail 60/1000 s.f. 474 . 52

7,917 s.f. 11% in Peak Hr.

Medical Offices 64/1000 s.f. 486 49

7,623 sq. ft. 10% in Peak Hr.

RM-30 zoning 6.8/unit 75 7

11 units 9% in Peak Hr.

RM-15 zoning 6.8/unit 48 4

7 units 9% in Peak Hr.

There appears to be no immediate need to pursue a rezoning and redesignation
of the Ober property at this time. The approved building conversion is for
highly specialized offices and surgery for plastic surgeons, and it has been
designed to meet stringent state licensing requirements. The current owners
have made a considerabie investment to reach this point. Because of the
substantial investment and specialization of the existing structure, it is not
expected that the site would be converted to an alternate commercial use in
the near future.

In recognition of the facts that the medical office §s compatible with
surrounding uses, that continuation of such an operation within the existing
structure could be preferred by adjoining property owners and that substantjal
improvements to the site are underway, staff recommends that the existing
Neighborhood Commercial, Comprehensive Plan and zoning designations for the
1515 ET Camino Real site be retained,

RECOMMENDATION

Retain existing Neighborhood Commercial Comprehensive Plan and zoning
designations.

Respectfully submitted,

e;fikidzzafa C:14L£4L227p- C1123¢i1f, ;9:14,::,

SARAH CHENEY v CAROL JANS
Planner Chief Planning Official
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Attachments: Location Map
Table 1 - Summary of Two-Family Residential and Multiple-Family
Regulations

cc: Ernest N. Kaplan, 1 Vista Verde, Portola Valley, CA 94025

Doctors E. Kaplan, George Commons and D. Laug, 1000 Welch Road,
Palo Alto, CA 94304

Ms. Jo Peterson, c/o Gerard Development Co., 141 First Street,
Los Altos, CA 94022

Julia Smith, 1243 Christobal Privada, Mountain View, CA 94040

Edwin L. Dunckel, Star Route P.0. Box 1173, Sonora, CA 95370

Michael A. & Jacqueline G. Etemad, 15 Venado Drive, Tiburon, CA 94920

Mary W. Lawrence, BO South Street, Williamstown, MA 01267

Harold T. & Rachel Treacy, P.0. Box 554, Sausalito, CA 94965

Marvin Nebeg et al., ¢/o Bruce S. Neben, 1525 E) Camino Real, Palo Alto,
CA 94306

C.D. & Elba D. Petersen, c/o Kristen Petersen, 1655 Middlefield Road,
Palo Alto, CA 94301

Owen E. Teeple Trustee, c/o Gwen Teeple, 719-A Jasmine Avenue, Corona
Del Mar, CA 92625
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| ERNE<T N. KAPLAN M.D, INC. ~ 1~ = - .
/ Plasiic and Reconstructive Surgery R E @ E U ?j E @
Clinical Associate Professor

' MAY 21080
April 14 , 1989 GEF!:-JTF"I"E!'” Ul ronive ookl

CITY OF Pptg pLTS

Planning Commission

City of Palo Alto .

250 Hamilton Avenue o L
Palo Alto, cCa 94301

ATTN: Joseph Hirsch
Chairman

Dear Mr. Hirsch & Planning Commission Members:

A5 you know, the Property was purchased oq February 15, 1988,
with closure of €scrow on April 15, 1988. 1 represent a partner-
ship of three Physicians now practicing in Palo Alto on VWelch
Road who have Purchased that site with the intent of converting
it to medical office space. At the time of purchase it was zoned
CN and there was no record that the Property was being considereq
for rezoning. This issue of rezoning only came to light approxi-
mately four months later in May of 1988 when the property was
irst approved by the Architectural Review Board ang vas sub-

was at that time that the commission notified us of the city wide
plan for reviewing the zoning at that site as well as a number of
Other sites presently zoned CN. oOn the basis of the Planning
Cominission'sg approval of the Architectural Review Board usage we
have since proceeded with the renovations and have been in close
contact with the pPlanning department and have complied with the
City processes. Ye have also beep avare of the sensitivities

The present issue is first vhether a rezoning from CN to Ri-13 or
RM~30 will be advised by the Planning Commission and'if a change
is recommended, whether there should be additional statement
regarding the conditions of future Use including a "grandfather"
Clause or amortization. It jg our intent to have continued use
of this Property as a medical office. We have no intent for
future change to other commercial use or to construction of a
larger building. vye also recognize the limitations of the pro-

borhood. Therefore it is our Suggestion that if rezoning is
advocated, that this would be done with the condition thart it
only be used for 1tS present use as medical office. \ost
importantly for us is the large investiment in this property as

Stanforc Medical Plaza » 1101 Vieich Re., Suite 8-3 Palo Alo. CA » 94304 {415) 327-56223





City of Palo Alto
Planping Commission
sarch 14, 1989

Page 2

well as our desire for continued use of the building. Therefore,
a "grandfather"” clause for continued use for this purpose be
included in the rezoning.

As pointed out by the Planning Department staff in their
recommendations in their letter of February 17, 1989, this
property is not well suited for the seven to twelve units in a
two or three story building at that site. iloreover, the impact
of an apartment of that size at that site would be more intru-
sive on the neighborhood than the present use as medical office.
We have made a substantial investment to renovate the building to
medical use which requires extensive plumbing, air conditioning
and electrical changes. We would consider this unfair to
amortize the use over the usual 15 years.

In summary, if rezoning to RM-15 is advised, we suggest that a
"grandfather" clause for its present use be included.

We would hope to discuss this further prior to the commission
meeting.

Very truly yours,

Ernest N. Kaplan, M.D.

ENK:dk
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C
TABLE }
SUMMARY OF TWO-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL AMD MULTIPLE-FAMILY REGULATIONS
A 1 t -] 3
Open Space
Density Mintmm Lot Ares % of Private Setbacks Raximm % Lot Daylight Plane
.Jene _Range Lot Ares  Per Unit Lot Area Per Unit Front Side § Resr  |eight Coverage FAR  Feet Degres
R -2 10/acre  71.500 for 2 wnit N/A N/R 20° |&' side 35 3% K/A 10 45
2 units max on 20" rear
Tots
1,500 sf
and above
AM-1% 6-15/ 8.500 sf 8,500 sf 35 Balcony 200 |10’ 1 story 30’ 3% .50:) L3 45
acre for 3 + ] unit 50 sf .5 bt of bldg
ynits Jeach Patio over ] story
2,050 sf 100 sf or 20 min if
8 min adjacent to
k-]
16’ adj te
collector
35 adj to
arterial
street
"M-30 16-30/ B,%00 3f  B.%00 sf 30 Same as  Same as|Same as e 40 60 10 as
acre for 3 o) unmiy/ RM-15 RM-15  [RM-15 for under-
units [ 114, ground or
1,300 sf detached
parking
T80
including
garage if
sem) -
depressed
or surface
parking
RM-4D 3140/ 8.500 sT B,500 20 Balcony Averagelld’ win 40’ (19 1.1 15 45
acre for 6 *] unit/ 80 sf of adj! .5 M of
units each Patio res struct
1,030 sf 80 sf prop if adj
6 min None if] to res

com to art-
erial

adj to) 25 adj
l street

!u}:ipln-fa-ily 2oned lots under 5,999 square feet are permitted 1 wnit, §,000-3.499 square feat are permitted 2

wnits.

:ri:a(o spen space may be pooled fn common areas upon approval of ARD and Diractor of Planning and Community
nvironment .

Height 15 measured to the average of & pitched roof from the Towest grade measured 5 feet from building wll.

An addittonal § percent of site ares coverage is permitted for coversd paties and everhangs.

FAR {3 based on gress floor srea excluding parking, except in MN-30.
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~ Tity of Jalo Alto i -

p, O. BOX 10250
PALO ALTO, CALIFCRNIA 94303

June 23, 1989

PLANNING COMMISSION
Palo Alto, California

1515 E1 _CAMINO REAL - CONSIDERATION OF MULTIPLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL
DESIGNATIONS

Members of the Commission:

Consideration for jnitiating (1) a Comprehensive Plan change from Neighborhood
Commercial to Multiple-Family Residential and (2) a Zone Change from CN
Neighborhood Commercial to RM-15 Low-Density, Multiple-Family for the former
Ober property at 1515 E1 Camino Real was originally requested by the Planning
Commission on November 30, 1989. On April 26, 1989, the Planning Commission
voted to continue discussion of this item until all Commission members could
be present. (A 2/17/89 report to the Planning Commission on this subject and
a 4/14/89 letter to the Planning Commission from the current owner, Ernest N.
Kaplan, M.D., are attached.)

SITE CONTEXT

The Ober property is an irregular1y-shaped 1ot located at the corner of El
camino Real and Churchill Avenue. The property is zoned CN (Neighborhood
Commercial), which allows for housing at an RM-30 density (Medium—Density,
Multiple-Family Residential). As part of the Citywide Study review process,
the Planning Commission has recommended changing the housing provision in the
CN zone from allowing housing at an RM-30 density to an RM-15 density
(Low-Density, Multiple-Family Residential). This action was taken because it
was felt that the lower RM-15 density was more compatible with the
single-family areas adjoining most CN zones.

Properties to the east of the site are zoned RM-15 and are developed with
single-family homes. Properties to the south are zoned R-1 and are developed
with single-family homes. To the north is the Palo Alto High School site,
which is zoned PF (Public Facilities). Redevelopment of a portion the Palo
Alto Unified School District site with an alternate use may be a possibility
in the future. The buildings to the immediate north of the Ober property are
now occupied by the School District’s administrative offices. Stanford
University is located to the west.

CURRENT STATUS

The existing structure on the site is residential in character and blends well
with the surrounding residential uses. The site has been sold and has
received an Architectural Review Board approval to convert the existing one-
and two-story structure into medical offices and outpatient surgery for a
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group of ptastic surgeons (88-ARB-90 approved June 7, 1988 and 99-ARB-208
approved October 11, 1988). In compliance with the office limitation in the
CN zone, only 5,000 square feet of the existing 7,600 square-foot structure
will be used for offices. The remainder will be used as a second-floor
residential unit for employees, and storage and sales of products related to
services provided on site (post-surgical devices, prostheses, medical and
beauty products, primarily for the doctors’ patients). Currently, the
building is undergoing major remodeling in accordance with the plans approved
by the Architectural Review Board.

REZONING OPTIONS

The Ober parcel is approximately 20,693 square feet in size. Under RM-30
zoning, 12 units would be permitted on the site. Under RM-15 zoning, 7 units
would be permitted on the site. The RM-30 and RM-15 zones also differ in
height requirements and permitted floor area ratios. The RM-15 zone allows a
maximum height of 35 feet (three stories), while the RM-15 zone would allow a
maximum height of 30 feet (two stories). The FAR in the RM-15 zone is 0.5:1,
while the FAR in the RM-30 zone is either 0.6:1 or 0.75:1, depending on
whether the parking is above or below grade, and attached or detached from the
main structure. Please refer to Table 1 (attached) for further comparisons of
the differences between the two zones.

DEVELOPMENT CONSTRAINTS

Provision of required parking could 1imit the number of units that could
actually be built on the site. The RM-15 zone would theoretically allow for
seven 1,400 square-foot units. The RM-30 zone would allow for twelve 1,000 to
1,100 square-foot units (depending on whether or not the parking was attached
or below grade). Assuming that all of the units were two or more bedrooms,
the seven units would require 16 parking spaces (including two guest spaces),
and the twelve units would require 27 parking spaces (including three guest
spaces). Assuming approximately 400 square feet for every parking space, 27
parking spaces could require up to 10,800 square feet or roughly half the site
area. As no required parking may be located in a required front or street
?1de yard setback, the lot area available for parking would be further

imited. '

The corner location and configuration of the site would also present design
constraints for redevelopment. The corner Tocation, adjoining R-1 zone and
irregular parcel shape, will require greater setbacks than a typical
rectangular mid-block parcel. The site also has no direct access to E1 Camino
Real but instead has access from a parallel frontage road. The main vehicular
access to the site is located along the Churchill Avenue frontage. It is
Tikely that the same location would be favored for access to any redevelopment
proposal because of the restricted E1 Camino Real access, and because the site
is so close to the intersection.

DISCUSSION

Of the two multiple-family designations considered, the lower RM-15 density
would be the more appropriate in this location because of the type and scale
of surrounding development. Further analysis, subsequent to the February 17,
1989 report, has shown that RM-15 zoning, with a grandfather clause for
medical office uses, would be consistent with the treatment of other medical
office sites in Palo Alto that have been rezoned to residential since 1978.

OBERREV | 6/23/89
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The grandfather provision has permitted continuation, remodeling, and
replacement, but not expansion, of such medical office uses. Staff believes
application of a similar grandfather provision would be appropriate for this
site if it is rezoned from CN Neighborhood Commercial to RM-15 Low-Density,
Multiple-Family Residential.

If the Planning Commission directs staff to initiate a rezoning of this
property, the Planning Commission public hearing will be held on September 17,
1989.

Recommendation

Direct staff to initiate a Comprehensive Plan change from Neighborhood
Commercial to Multiple-Family Residential and a Zone change from CN
Neighborhood Commercial to RM-15, with a grandfather clause allowing
continuation of medical office uses.

Respectfully submitted,

W/&%&Mﬁw (JM brats,
GEORGE” Z IMMERMAN Z CAROL JANSEN

Associate Planning Official , Chief Planning Official

Attachments: (1) 2/17/89 Report to Planning Commission
(2) 4/14/89 Letter from Ernest N. Kaplan, M.D.,
to the Planning Commission
(3) Summary of RM Regulatiomns
(4) Location Map

cc: Ernest N. Kaplan, 1 Vista Verde, Portola Valley, CA 94025
Doctors E. Kaplan, George Commons and D. Laug, 1000 Welch Road,
Palo Alto, CA 94304
Ms. Jo Peterson, c/o Gerard Development Co., 141 First Street,
Los Altos, CA 94022
Julia Smith, 1243 Christobal Privada, Mountain View, CA 94040
Fdwin L. Dunckel, Star Route P.0. Box 1173, Sonora, CA 95370
Michael A. & Jacqueline G. Etemad, 15 Venado Drive, Tiburon, CA 94920
Mary W. Lawrence, 80 South Street, Williamstown, MA 01267
Harold T. & Rachel Treacy, P.0. Box 554, Sausalito, CA 94965
Marvin Neben, et al., c/o Bruce S. Neben, 1525 E1 Camino Real, Palo Alto,
CA 94306
C.D. & Elba D. Petersen, c/o Kristen Petersen, 1655 Middlefield Road,
Palo Alto, CA 94301
Owen E. Teeple Trustee, c/o Gwen Teeple, 719-A Jasmine Avenue, Corona
Del Mar, CA 92625
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February 17, 1989

PLANNING COMMISSION
Palo Alto, california

1515 E1 CAMINO REAL - CONSIDERATION OF MULTIPLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL
DESTGNATIONS

Members of the Commission:

At the Planning Commission meeting of November 30, 1989, the Planning
Commission directed staff to examine zoning at 1515 El Camino Real, the former
Ober property, for consideration of a Comprehensive Plan Change and Zone
Change from Commercial to Residential designations. The following has been
provided in response to this request.

SITE CONTEXT

The Ober property is an irregularly-shaped Jot located at the corner of E1
Camino Real and Churchill Avenue. The property is zoned CN (Neighborhood
Commercial), which allows for housing at an RM-30 density (Medium-Density,
Multiple-Family Residential). As part of the Citywide Study review process,
the Planning Commission has recommended changing the housing provision in the
CN zone from allowing housing at an RM-30 density to an RM-15 density
(Low-Density, Multiple-Family Residential). This action was taken because it
was felt that the lower RM-15 density was more compatible with the
single-family areas adjoining most CN zones.

Properties to the east of the site are zoned RM-15 and are developed with
single-family homes. Properties to the south are zoned R-1 and are developed
with single-family homes. Yo the north is the Palo Alto High School site,
which is zoned PF (Public Facilities). Redevelopment of a portion the Palo
Alto Unified School District site with an alternate use may be a possibility
in the future. The buildings to the immediate north of the Ober property are
now occupied by the School District’s administrative offices. Stanford
University is located to the west.

CURRENT STATUS

The existing structure on the site is residential in character and blends well
with the surrounding residential uses. The site has been sold and has
received an Architectural Review Board approval to convert the existing one-
and two-story structure into medical offices and outpatient surgery for a
group of plastic surgeons (88-ARB-90 approved June 7, 1988 and 99-ARB-208
approved October 11, 1988). 1In compliance with the office limitation in the
CN zone, only 5,000 square feet of the existing 7,600 square-foot structure
will be used for offices. The remainder will be used as a second-floor





residential unit for employees, and storage and sales .of products related to
services provided on site {(post surgical devices, prostheses, medical and
beauty products, primarily for the doctors’ patients). The Building Permit
for this application has been filed and an interior demolition permit has been
issued. The owners have contracted for services from a private plan checking
firm to expedite the plan check process.

REZONING OPTIONS

The Ober parcel is approximately 20,693 square feet in size. Under RM-30
zoning, 12 units would be permitted on the site. Under RM-15 zoning, 7 units
would be permitied on the site. The RM-30 and RM-15 zones aiso differ in
height requirements and permitted floor area ratios. The RM-15 zone allows a
maximum height of 35 feet (three stories), while the RM-15 zone would allow a
maximum height of 30 feet (two stories). The FAR in the RM-15 zone is 0.5:1,
while the FAR in the RM-30 zone is either 0.6:1 or 0.75:1, depending on
whether the parking is above or betow grade, and attached or detached from the
main structure. Please refer to Table 1 (attached) for further comparisons of
the differences between the two zones.

DEVELOPMENT CONSTRAINTS

Provision of required parking could 1imit the number of units that could
actually be built on the site. The RM-15 zone would theoretically allow for
seven 1,400 square-foot units. The RM-30 zone would allow for twelve 1,000 to
1,100 square-foot units (depending on whether or not the parking was attached
or below grade). Assuming that all of the units were two or moré bedrooms,
the seven units would reguire 16 parking spaces (including two guest spaces),
and the twelve units would require 27 parking spaces (including three guest
spaces). Assuming approximately 400 square feet for every parking space, 27
parking spaces could require up to 10,800 square feet or roughly half the site
area. As no requirved parking may be located in a required front or street
side yard setback, the 1ot area available for parking is further limited.

The corner location and configuration of the site will also present design
constraints for redevelopment. The corner location, adjoining R-1 zone and
jrregular parcel shape, will require greater setbacks than a-typical
rectangular mid-block parcel. The site also has no direct access to El Camino
Real but instead has access from a parallel frontage road. The main vehicular
access to the site is located along the Churchill Avenue frontage. It is
1ikely that the same location would be favored for access to any redevelopment
proposal because of the restricted El Camino Real access, and because the site
js so close to the intersection.

DISCUSSION

Of the two multiple-family designations considered, the lower RM-15 density
would be the more appropriate in this location because of the type and scale
of surrounding development. However, construction of new multiple-family
housing on this site could be more intrusive to adjoining neighbors than
continuation of the existing medical office use. This is because the existing
structure has a residential appearance and scale that will be maintained. The
approved conversion of the structure to medical offices will maintain the
existing structure, making only minimal exterior changes and no additions. A
new multiple-family housing project would 1ikely be a minimum of two stories
under the RM-15 zoning and could be higher under the RM-30 zone. Clearly,

OBER 2/17/89
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traffic generated by the multiple-family uses would be lower than either the
previous retail or proposed medical office uses, but the traffic generated by
the medical office use will be similar to that of the previous retail use and
will not be significant. Given the site location, the traffic patterns of the
medical office use are not expected to affect the neighborhood. The following
table shows the estimated trip generation of the previous use, the new medical
use and the multiple-family alternatives.

COMPARISON OF TRIP GENERATION

Use Trip Rate Average Daily PM Peak Hour
Trips Trips

Retail 60/1000 s.f. 474 : 52

7,917 s.f. 11% in Peak Hr.

Medical Offices 64/1000 s.f. 486 49

7,623 sq. ft. 10% in Peak Hr.

RM-30 zoning 6.8/unit 75 7

11 units 9% in Peak Hr.

RM-15 zoning 6.8/unit 48 4

7 units 9% in Peak Hr.

There appears to be no immediate need to pursue a rezoning and redesignation
of the Ober property at this time. The approved building conversion is for
highly specialized offices and surgery for plastic surgeons, and it has been
designed to meet stringent state licensing requirements. The current owners
have made a considerable investment to reach this point. Because of the
substantial investment and specialization of the existing structure, it is not
expected that the site would be converted to an alternate commercial use in
the near future.

In recognition of the facts that the medical office is compatible with
surrounding uses, that continuation of such an operation within the existing
structure could be preferred by adjoining property owners and that substantial
improvements to the site are underway, staff recommends that the existing
Neighborhood Commercial, Comprehensive Plan and zoning designations for the
1515 E1 Camino Real site be retained.

RECOMMENDATION

Retain existing Neighborhood Commercial Comprehensive Plan and zoning
designations.

Respectfully submitted,

anah CRewee K 5%"/ Hots—
WJ <

SARAH CHENEY CAROL JANS
Planner Chief Planning Official

OBER 2/17/89
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Attachments: Location Map

cc:

OBER

Table 1 - Summary of Two-Family Residential and Multiple-Family

Regulations

Ernest N. Kaplan, 1 Vista Verde, Portola Valley, CA 94025
Doctors E. Kaplan, George Commons and D. Laug, 1000 Welch Road,
Palo Alto, CA 94304
Ms. Jo Peterson, ¢/o Gerard Development Co., 141 First Street,
Los Altos, CA 94022
Julia Smith, 1243 Christobal Privada, Mountain View, CA 94040
Edwin L. Dunckel, Star Route P.0. Box 1173, Sonora, CA 95370
Michael A. & Jacqueline G. Etemad, 15 Venado Drive, Tiburen, CA 94320
Mary W. Lawrence, 80 South Street, Williamstown, MA 01267
Harold T. & Rachel Treacy, P.0. Box 554, Sausalito, CA 94965
Marvin Neben et al., c/o Bruce S. Neben, 1525 EI Camino Real, Palo Alto,
CA 94306
C.D. & Elba D. Petersen, c/o Kristen Petersen, 1655 Middlefield Road,
Palo Alto, CA 94301
Owen E. Teeple Trustee, c/o Gwen Teeple, 719-A Jasmine Avenue, Corona
Del Mar, CA 92625

2/17/89
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Plastic and Reconstructive Surgery -
Clinical Associate Protessor

_ MAY 21989
April 14, 1989 GEFROTMENT Ur o,
CITY OF PALQ ALT

Planning Commission

City of Palo Alto :

250 Hamilton Avenue S
Palo Alto, CA 94301

ATTN: Joseph Hirsch
Chairman

Dear Mr. Hirsch & Planning Commission AMembers:

This letter is in regard to the consideration for rezoning of the
office building at 1515 El Camino Real (prior Ober property).

As you know, the property was purchased on February 15, 1988,
vith closure of escrow on April 15, 1988. I represent a partner-
ship of three physicians now practicing in Palo Alto on VWelch
Road who have purchased that site with the intent of converting
it to medical office space. At the time of purchase it was zoned
CN and there was no record that the property was being considered
for rezoning. This issue of rezoning only came to light approxi-
mately four months later in May of 1988 when the property was
first approved by the Architectural Review Board and was sub-
sequently brought for approval to the Planning Commission. It
was at that time that the commission notified us of the city wide
plan for reviewing the zoning at that site as well as a number of
other sites presently zoned CN. On the basis of the Planning
Commission's approval of the Architectural Review Board usage we
have since proceeded with the renovations and have been in close
contact with the planning department and have complied with the
city processes. We have also been aware of the sensitivities
regarding the historical nature of this site and the intent to
maintain a subdued low profile compatible with the adjacent
single family homes.

The present issue is first whether a rezoning from CN to RM-15 or
EM-30 will be advised by the Planning Commission and'if a change
is recommended, whether there should be additional statement
regarding the conditions of future use including a "grandfather"
clause or amortization. It is our intent to have continued use
of this property as a medical office. We have no intent for
future change to other commercial use or to construction of a
larger building. Ve also recognize the limitations of the pro-
perty and issues regarding parking and its impact on the neigh-
borhood. Therefore it is our suggestion that if rezoning is
advocated, that this would he done with the condition that it
only be used for its present use as medical office. Most
importantly for us is the large investiment in this property as

Stanford Medical Plaza « 1101 Weich Rd., Suite B-3 » Palo Alto, CA = 94304 « (315) 327-5633





City of Palo Alto
Planning Commission
March 14, 1989

Page 2

well as our desire for continued use of the building. Therefore,
a "grandfather" clause for continued use for this purpose be
included in the rezoning.

As pointed out by the Planning Department staff in their
recommendations in theilr letter of February 17, 1989, this
property 1is not well suited for the seven to twelve units in a
two or three story building at that site. sioreover, the impact
of an apartment of that size at that site would be more intru-
sive on the neighborhood than the present use as medical office.
We have made & substantial investment to renovate the building to
medical use which requires extensive plumbing, air conditioning
and electrical changes. Ve would consider this unfair to
amortize the use over the usual 15 years.

In summary, if rezoning 1O RM-15 is advised, we suggest that a
"grandfather" clause for its present use be included.

We would hope to discuss this further pribr to the commission
meeting.

Very truly yours,
(7 hGeE—

Ernest N. Kaplan, M.D.

ENK:dk





SUMMARY OF TWO-FAMIL

TABLE 1

Y RESIDENTIAL AMD MULTIPLE- FARILY REGULATIONS

Attachment

] [ b 3
Open Space
Density Minimum Lot Area % of Private Setbacks Maximum % Lot Daylight Plane
Zone Range Lot Area Per Unit Lot Area per Unit Front Side & Rear Meight Coverage FAR Feet Degree
R -2 107acre 7,500 for 2 unit N/A N/A 200 16' side 35’ 15 N/A 10 45
2 units max on 20’ rear
Tots
7,500 sf
and above
RM-15 6-15/ 8,500 sf 8,500 sf 15 Balcony 20° {107 1 story 3o’ 35 .50:] 5 45
acre for 3 + 1 unit 50 sf .5 ht of bldg
units Jeach Patio over 1 story
2,850 sf 100 sf or 20 min if
8’ min adjacent to
R-1
16* adj to
collector
25" adj to
arterial
street
RM-30 16-30/ B,500 sf 8,500 sf 10 Same as  Same as|Same as 35 40 .60:1 10 a5
acre for 3 +1 unit/ AM-15 RM-15  |RM-15 for under-
units each ground or
1,300 sf detached
parking
151
including
garage if
semi-
depressed
or surface
parking
RM-40 31-40/ 8.500 sf 8,500 20 Balcony Averagell0® min 40’ 45 1.1 15 45
acre for 6 +1 unit/ 50 sf of adj! .5 ht of
units each Patio Tes struct
1,030 sf 80 sf prop if adj
§' min None if| to res
adi tog 25 ad)
com to art-
erial
street
A Myltiple-family zoned lots under 5,999 square feet are permitted 1 unit, §,000-1,459 square feet are permitted 2
units.
8 :ri:nte open space may be pooled in common areas upon approval of ARB and Director of Planning and Community
nvironment.
C Height is measured 10 the average of 2 pitched roof from the lowest grade measured 3 feet from building wall.
E An additiona) 5 percent of site ared coverage s permitted for covered patins and overhangs.

FAR {5 based on gross f

TEMTRLY SO

loor area excluding parking, except in m-30.
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~ City of Palo Alto " =

p. 0. BOX 10250
PALO ALTO, CALIFORNIA 94303

April 21, 1989

TO: palo Alto Planning Commission
FROM: Carol Jansen(f;gb

SUBJECT: Consideration of Rezoning of Property at 1515 El Camino Real -
Continuance to May 31, 1989

At the request of the Planning Commission Chairman, consideration of rezoning
the property at 1515 F1 Camino Real from CN, Neighborhood Commercial to RM-15,
Low Density Muitiple-Family Residential, has been continued to the Planning
Commission meeting of May 31, 1989 so that all Commissioners will be in
attendance. Staff responses to questions concerning possible grandfather
clauses and amortization provisions for the existing medical/professional
office use on the site will be provided in the Planning Commission packet of
May 21, 1989.

€J/SC/cs

cc: Dr. Ernest N. Kaplan (1 Vista Verde, Portola Valley, CA 94025)
Doctors E. Kaplan, George Commons and D. Laug (1000 Welch Road,
Palo Alto, CA 94304)
Ms. Jo Peterson {c/o Gerard Development Company, 141 First Street,
Los Altos, CA 94022)
Julia Smith (1243 Christobal Privada, Mountain View, CA 94040)
Edwin L. Dunckel (Star Route P.0. Box 1173, Sonora, CA 95370)
Michael A. & Jacqueline G. Etemad (15 Venado Drive, Tiburon, CA 94920)
Mary W. Lawrence (80 South Street, Williamstown, MA 01267)
Harold T. & Rachel Treacy (P.0. Box 554, Sausalito, CA 94965)
Marvin Neben et al. (c/o Bruce S. Neben, 1525 E1 Camino Real, Palo Alto,
CA 94306)
C.D. & Elba D. Petersen {(c/o Kristen Petersen, 1655 Middlefield Road,
Palo Alto, CA 94301)
Owen E. Teeple Trustee {c/o Gwen Teeple, 719-A Jasmine Avenue, Corona
Del Mar, CA 92625)

OBER4 4/21/89
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p.O ROY 16250
FALO ALTC, CALIORNA Gailn

April 22, 1988

PLANNING COMMISSION
Palo Alto, California

ZONING OF THE OBER PROPERTY AT 1515 EL CAMINO REAL

Members of the Commission:
BACKGROUND

At the March 30, 1988 meeting of the Planning Commission, staff was asked to
provide some background on the Ober property located at 1515 E1 Camino Real on
the southeast corner of E1 Camino Real and Churchill. The William Ober
furniture and decorating store was a Palo Alto institution that generated very
little traffic and was retained in a commercial zoning designation in 1978 in
order to allow that particular use to continue. Last year the store closed
and the property remains vacant, although there have been many inquiries as to
allowable uses from realtors. An Architectural Review Board (ARB) application
for minor building modifications in order to convert the building to doctors’
offices was received on April 18, 1988.

The property is zoned CN {Neighborhood Commercial), which will have an
underlying multiple-family designation of RM-30 when the new ordinance is
adopted. The property to the east is zoned RM-2 (RM-15), the property to the
south is zoned R-1, and the property to the north and west is zoned PF (Palo
Alto High School and Stanford University). The property is approximately
20,536 square feet and would allow 11 to 12 units if developed under RM-30.

This area was not included in the California Avenue Study. The study area
boundary ended at Park Boulevard. The property is in the Citywide Land Use
and Transportation Study as part of Area 7, which is the CN portion of the
California Avenue area. The CN properties are being reviewed as a group under
the alternatives to lower the floor area ratic to 0.4 and provide incentives
for low-density residential. The Ober parcel has not been analyzed
individually in the Citywide Land Use and Transportation Study alternatives.

Members of the Commission indicated a desire to re-look at the zoning on the
subject parcel since multiple-family was probably a more appropriate use,
given the surrounding zoning and land uses. Since the parcel is part of the
CN parcels in the Citywide Land Use and Transportation Study, staff feels that
it would be more appropriate to evaluate a zone change to multiple-family at
that time rather than as part of the multiple-family rezoning. The major
purpose of the Citywide Land Use and Transportation Study is to look at
alternatives for commercial and industrial properties in terms of intensity
and appropriateness for residential use. The multiple-family rezoning is a
follow-up to the adoption of the new multiple-family regulations in order to





review the appropriateness of the residential density on select parcels that
were already zoned multiple-family.

RECOMMENDATION

staff recommends that the Planning Commission consider the merits of rezoning
the Ober property to multiple-family residential at the hearings for the
Citywide Land Use and Transportation Study,

Respectfully submitted,

TOBY KRAMER CAROL JANSEN
Planning Administrator Chief Planning official

cc: Property Owner

4/22/88
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ORDINANCE NWO. _ 3925
ORDINANCE OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF PALO ALTO
AMENDING SECTION 18.08.040 OF THE PALO ALTO
MUNICIPAL CODE (ZONING MAP) TO CHANGE THE ZONE
CLASSIFICATION OF PROPERTY AT 1515 EL CAMINO REAL,
IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE CITYWIDE LAND USE AND
TRANSPORTATION STUDY

The Council of the City of Palo Alto does ORDAIN as
follows:

SECTION 1. Section 18.08.040 of the Palo Alto Municipal
Code, the "Zoning Map", is hereby amended by changing the zone
classifications of the property known as 1515 E1 Camino Real from
the "CN (Neighborhood Commercial)", zoning classification to the
wRM-15 (Low Density Multiple-family Residence)" zoning classifica~-
tion, as shown on Exhibit "AM, attached hereto and incorporated
herein by reference.

SECTION 2. Notwithstanding the effect of the rezoning
action of Section 1 hereof, the use existing on said property, i.e.
medical offices, as of the effective date of this ordinance, may
remain and shall not be subject to termination pursuant to Chapter
18.94 [Nonconforming Uses] of the Palo Alto Municipal Code. The
structures housing such uses may be remodeled, improved or replaced
in accordance with applicable site development regulations,
provided, that any such remodeling, improvement or replacement
ehall not result in increased floor area.

SECTION 3. The Council finds that this Project will
have no significant adverse environmental effect.

SECTION 4. This Ordinance shall become effective upon
the commencement of the thirty-first day after the day of its
adoption.

INTRODUCED: November 20, 1989
PASSED: December 11, 1989
AYES: Bechtel, Cobb, Fletcher, Klein, Levy, Patitucci, Renzel, Sutorius, Woolley

NOES: None
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RESOLUTION NO,

RESOLUTION OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF PALO ALTOQ
RECOMMENDING AMENDMENT OF THE PALO ALTO COMPREHEN-

SIVE PLAN BY AMENDING THE LAND USE DESIGNATION OF

' THE PROPERTY AT 1681-1691 EL CAMINO REAL FROM
- SERVICE COMMERCIAL TO MULTIPLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission on April 25, 1984, held a prop-
erly-noticed public hearing to consider an amendment of the Palo Alto
Comprehensive Plan.

NOW, THEREFORE, the Council of the City of Palo Alto does RESOLVE
as follows:

SECTION 1. The Council finds that changed conditions and the
public interest, health, safety, and welfare require an amendment to
the Palo Alto Comprehensive Plan as set forth in Section 2 hereof.

SECTION 2. The Council hereby amends the Palo Alto Comprehensive
Plan Land Use Map as follows:

"Land Use Plan Map

a. Change the 1land use designation of the
property at 1681-1691 E1 Camino Real,
from Service Commercial to Multiple-
Family Residential, as shown on a map
attached hereto as Exhibit "A" and incor-
porated herein by this reference,"

SECTION 3. The Council hereby finds that the adoption of this
resolution will not cause any significant environmental impact.
INTRODUCED AND PASSED: May 21, 1984
AYES: Bechtel, Cobb, Fletcher, Klein, Levy, Renzel, Sutorius,

Witherspoon, Woolley
NOES: None
ABSTENTIONS: Mone

ABSENT: None

Vo s = 47
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APPROVED AS TO FORM:

Morpaut 4 Yot

Assistq@t City Attorney

f 00

City Mahdger

of Plénning and
Community Environment






ORDINANCE NO.
ORDINANCE OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF PALO ALTO
AMENDING THE 2ZONING ORDINANCE REGARDING PROFES~-
SIONAL AND MEDICAL OFFICES IN RM-2 ZONES

The Council of the City of Palo Alto does ORDAIN as follows:

SECTION 1, Section 18.23,070(a) [RM-2 Special Requirements] of
the Palo Alto Municipal Code is hereby amended to read:

(a) Professional and medical office uses
existing on the effective date of an ordinance ap-

Plying the RM-2 zon

ing district to a parcel where

such uses are located and which, immediately prior
to such date, were lawful conforming permitted usges

or conditional uses

operating subject to a condi-

tional use permit shall be deemed to be conforming
uses, Such uses shall be permitted to remodel,

improve or replace

site improvements on the same

site, without necessity to comply with site devel-

opment regulations,

for continual use and occupancy

by the same use; provided, that any such remodel-

ing, improvement or

replacement shall not result in

increased floor area, number of offices, height,
length, or any other increase in size of the im-
provement, Any such remodeling, improvement or
repiacement of any buiiding designed and construct-

ed for residential

use shall be subject to the

issuance of a conditional use permit in accord with

Chapter 18,90,

SECTION 2., The Council hereby finds that this change will have no
significant adverse environmental impact.

SECTION 3. This ordinan
encement of the thirty-first
INTRODUCED:

PASSED:
AYES:

NQES :
ABSTENTIO&S:

ABSENT:

Il

ce shall become effective upcn the com-
day after the day of its passage.





APPROVED AS TO FORM:

Assistant City Attorney

APPROVED:

City Manager

Director of Planning and
Community Environment
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RESOLUTION NO. 6260
RESOLUTION OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF PALO ALTO
RECOMMENDING AMENDMENT OF THE PALO ALTO COMPREHEN-
SIVE PLAN BY AMENDING THE LAND USE DESIGNATION OF
THE PROPERTY AT 1681-1691 EL CAMINO REAL FROM
SERVICE COMMERCIAL TO MULTIPLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission on April 25, 1984, held a prop-
erly-noticed public hearing to consider an amendment of the Palo Alto
Comprehensive Plan.

NOW, THEREFORE, the Council of the City of palo Alto does RESOLVE
as follows:

SECTION 1. The Council finds that changed conditions and the
public Interest, health, safety, and welfare reguire an amendment toO
the Palo Alto Comprehensive pPlan as set forth in Section 2 hereof.

SECTION 2. The Council hereby amends the Palo Alto Comprehensive
Plan Land Use Map as follows:

»T.and Use Plan Map
a. Change the land use designation of the
property at 1681-1691 E1 Camino Real,
from Service Commercial to Multiple-
Family Residential, as shown on a map
attached hereto as Exhibit "AY and incor-
porated herein by this reference.”

SECTION 3. The Council hereby finds that the adoption of this
resolution will not cause any significant environmental impact.
INTRODUCED AND PASSED: May 21, 1984
AYES: Bechtel, Cobb, Fletcher, Klein, Levy, Renzel, Sutorius,

Witherspoon, Woolley
NOES: None
ABSTENTIONS: None

ABSENT: None

City Cle{ﬁ/ “Mayor (iS' /
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APPROVED AS TO FORM:

ot 4 Youo

A551stqyt City Attorney
APPRO
o,

Directof of Planning and
Community Environment
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RESOLUTION NO.
RESOLUTION OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF PALO ALTO
RECOMMENDING AMENDMENT OF THE PALO ALTO COMPREHEN-
SIVE PLAN BY AMENDING THE LAND USE DESIGNATION OF
THE PROPERTY AT 1681-1691 EL CAMINO REAL FROM
SERVICE COMMERCIAL TO MULTIPLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission on April 25, 1984, held a prop-

erly-noticed public hearing to consider an amendment of the Palo Alto
Comprehensive Plan,

NOW, THEREFORE, the Council of the City of Palo Alto does RESBOLVE
as follows: .

SECTION 1. The Council finds that changed conditions and the
public interest, health, safety, and welfare require an amendment to
the Paloc Alto Comprehensive Plan as set forth in Section 2 hereof.

SECTION 2. The Council hereby amends the Palo Alto Comprehen51ve
Plan Land Use Map as follows:

“Land Use Plan Map

a. Change the land use designation of the
property at 1681-1691 El1 Camino Real,
from Service Commercial to Multiple-
Family Residential, as shown on a map
attached hereto as Exhibit "A" and incor-
porated herein by this reference.”

SECTION 3, The Council hereby finds that the adoption of this
resolution will not cause any significant environmental impact.
INTRODUCED AND PASSED:

AYES:
NOES:
ABSTENTIONS:

ABSENT:

ATTEST: | APPROVED:

City Clerk Mayor





APPROVED AS TO FORM:

Assistant City Attorney

APPROVED:

City Manager

Director of Planning and
Community Environment





ORDINANCE NO.
ORDINANCE OF THE COUNCIL OF THE C1TY OF PALO ALTO

AMENDING THE

The Council of the City ©

ZONING ORDIRANC
SIONAL AND MEDICAL OFFICES IN RM-

E REGARDING PROFES-
2 ZONES

f Palo Alto does ORDAIN as follows:

SECTION 1, Section 18.23.070(a) [RM-2 Special Requirements] of
the Palo Alto Municipal Code is hereby amended to read:
(a) Professional and medical office uses

existing on th
plying the RM-
such uses are
to such date,
or conditional uses
tional use permi
uses. Such uses

improve OF replace
site, without necess
opment regulations,

by the same use€; pro

ing, improvement Or

increased floor are
length, or any othe
provement. Any Su
repiacemen
ed for residential

issuance of a condit
Chapter 18.90.

SECTION 2.
significant agverse envir

SECTION 3.

oELLiVY =
mencement of the thirty-first

INTRODUCED:
PASSED:
AYES:

NOES:
ABSTENTIO&S;

ABSENT:

e effective

were lawful conform

t shall
shall be permi

t of any building designe

The Council hereby finds that th
onmental impact.

This ordinance shall

date of an ordinance ap~

ict to a parcel where
jmmediately prior
in, permitted uees
bject to a condi-
deemed to be conforming
tted to remodel,
site improvements on the same
ity to comply with site devel-
for continual use and occupancy
vided, that any such remodel-
replacement shall not result in
a, r of offices, height,
r increase in size of the im-~
ch remodeling. improvement O
d and construct-
use shall be subject to the
jonal use permit in accord with

operating su
be

is change will have no

i

become effective upon the com-

day after the day of its passage.
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ORDINANCE NO,
ORDINANCE OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF PALO ALTO
AMENDING SECTION 18.08.040 OF THE PALO ALTO MUNICI-
PAL CODE (THE ZONING MAP) TO CHANGE THE ZONE CLAS-
SIFICATION OF THE PROPERTY KNOWN AS 1681-1691 EL
CAMINO REAL FROM CN TO RM=2(T)

The Council of the City of Palo Alto does ORDAIN as follows:

SECTION 1. Section 18.08,040 of the Palo Alto Municipal Code, the
*zoning Map," is hereby amended by changing the zoning of a portion of
the property Kknown as 1681-1691 El Camino Real from CS (Service ~“om-
mercial District) to RM=2(T) (Low Density Multiple-Family Residence
Neighborhood Transition Combining District) as shown the the map at-

tached hereto, marked Exhibit "a* and inccrporated bherein by this
reference.,

SECTION 2. The Council finds that the rezoning of the above prop-
erty is consistent with the adopted Comprehensive Plan of the City of
Palo Alto.

SECTION 3. The Council hereby finds that this change will have no
significant adverse environmental impact.

SECTION 4. This ordinance shall become effective upon the com-
mencement of the thirty-first day after the day of its passage.

INTRODUCED:
PASSED:
AYES:

NOES:
ABSTENTIONS:

ABSENT:

ATTEST: APPROVED:

City Clerk Mayor

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

City Manager

Assistant City Attorney

Director of Planning and
Community Environment





ATTEST:

City Clerk

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

i

assistant Clty

APPROVED:

Attorney

Tity Manager

Directo
Community Envi

T of Planning and

ronment

APPROVED:

-

Mayor

i
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May 17, 1984

HONORABLE CITY COUNCIL
palo Alto, California

Suppliemental information on 1681-1691 E1 Camino Real
Regarding the Setback Requirement

Members of the Council:

The staff and Planning Commission have both recomended that the zoning of
property at 1681-1691 E1 Camino Real be changed to RM-2(T). An RM-2(T) zone
would establish a 20 foot front yard setback on Park Boulevard and a 16 foot
setback on E1 Camino Real. Park is considered the front of the lot because it
has the narrower frontage of the two street lot lines.

1n addition to the zoning ordinance setbacks, the property is subject to a 25
foot special setback which applies only to this property. The present CS
zoning establishes no other setback requirement. The property owner's
representatives have challenged this special setback in the attached letter to
Bruce Freeland. Staff has reviewed the letter and agrees that it might be
appropriate to remove the setback if an RM zone is applied, since the RM zone
will provide setbacks compatible with the residential surroundings.

Recommendation

Staff recommends that if an RM zone is applied to property at 1681-1691 El
Camino Real, staff be instructed to prepare an ordinance rescinding the 25 foot
special setback for consideration by the Council.

Respectfully submitted,

“tuee Fulinde

BRYCE FREELAND

tistant City Manage
BF:cs
Attachment

cc: Charles Rigg
Ernest Weeks

CMR:293:4






HAROLE ROPERS
(1904-1966)

BUGENE ], MAJESKI
KYHN M. BENTLEY

BRUCE D. WAGNER
ROBERT 5. LUFT

WALTER . KOHN
MICHAEL ROPERS
ROBERT F. KANE
JOHN M. RUBENS
JAMES H. McKIBBEN MICHAEL ]. BRADY
DAMIEL ). LANAHAN CHARLES G. RIGG
FRANK . PAGLIARO, JR. W, BYRON LEVY
JOHN §. SIMONSON FRANK L. HANNIG
ROBERT ]. COSTELLO STEPHEN A, SCOTT
JOHN A XOEPPEL CHARLES M. RIFFLE
DANIEL E. ALBERT] EMMET G. WARD
JAMES H. THOMPSON, JR. MARK G. BONINO
GARY R. NAGLE STEPHEN M. HAYES
TUDITH 4. FIELDING DENNIS . WARD
RCHARD XK. WILSON JAMES E. GALLAGHER
CHARLES M. LOUDERBACK ~ DAVID SHEUERMAN
LS4 M. DUGONI JAMES 1. DEERINGER
KATHERINE 8. CLARK DAVID L. HALL
MICHAEL ]. 10ANNOU JAMES E. KEMP
ALAN L MARTINL JOHN A. ROWLAND
[EFFREY W. ALLEN BARRY (.. MARSH
GAlL ¥ NORTOR MARTIN T. RETLLEY
MICHAEL G, DESCALSO LAWRENCE M. GUSLANI
PaUL E. SMITHERS NEYTER BEN LOUIE
MARK A, MELTON ROBERT E. WALL, 1
MARLA J. GIARDINA KEVIN P. CODY
RICHARD J. FINN

LAW OFFICES
ROPERS, MAJESKI, KOHN, BENTLEY,
WAGNER & KANE

A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION
1125 MARSHALL STREET
" REDWOOQD CITY, CALIFORNIA t40r620

415) 364-8200
TWX 8103785211
CABLE ROPERS

April 26, 1984

Mr. Bruce Freeland

PALO ALTO CITY ATTORNEY'S OFFICE

260 Himilton Avenue
Palo Alto, CA 94301

Re: 1681-1691 E1 Cami

no Real, Palo Alto

Dear Mr. Freeland:

It is my understandin
Maynor forwarded a copy of
regarding the legality of
property. I have enclosed

After you have had an
‘memorandum, would you plea

Thank you.

CGR/eg
Enclosure

‘ce: Mr. Weeks

LAW OFFICE OF

RON W. FIELDS
235 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 620
sAN FRANCISCO. CALIFORNIA #4104

OF COUNSEL
HAROLD CLINTON BROWN

SAN JOSE QFFICE

80 NORTH FIRST STREET. SUITE 300
SAN JOSE. CALIFORNIA hs5113
TELEPHONE (408) 2RY-6262

SAN FRANCISCQ OFFICE

235 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 620
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 04104
TELEPHONE (415) 7AR-2600

g that on or about March 2, 1984, Don
the enclosed memorandum to you

the setback require
another copy for vy

ment on the above
our easy reference.

opportunity to look over the

se give me a callr

Charles G.ﬁLigg

OEPAETHENT UF DLANNING

clTY Gr PALU ALTE





HAROLD ROPERS
(1908 (908}

mwu MAJESKS
JOHN M

MUCE D. WAUNER
AOBEAT 5. LUFT
JAMES W ucmuu
DANIEL §. uummu
mul u.o n
JOHN

mn l wﬂm.o
JOMM A, KORPPEL
DANIEL & ALRERTL
IAMES N THOMPSON,
CARY & NAGLE
LOITH L. FIELDING
MCHARD K. WILSON
CHARLES M

U3A W DUGON
KATHELING 5. CLARK
EFFREY W ALLEN

MARK A MELTON
MANA §. GIARDINA
RCHARD | FiNN

TO:

LAW OFFICES

ROPERS, MAJESK], XOHN, BENTLEY,

WAGNER & KANE

A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION

1125 MARSHALL STREET
REDWOOD CITY, CALIFORNIA 04063

WALTER C KOHN
MICHAEL BOPERS
BORERT F. KANE
JOHN id. RUBENS
MICHAEL | BRADY
CHABLES U MGG
V. SYRON LEVY
FRANK L. HANNIG
STEPHEN A. SCOTT

“i5) 648200
TWX Qi037852114
CABLE ROPERS

DENNIS ). WARD
JAMES € GALLAGHER
DAVID SHEUERMAN
JAMES {. DEERINGER
DAVIO L Hall
JAMES E. KEMP

JOHN A ROWLAND
BARRY C. MARSH
MARTIN T. REILLEY
LAWRENCE M GUSLANT
DEXTER BEN LOUIE
ROBERT £ WALL. M|
KiVIN P CODY

March 2, 1984

The Weeks Estate

Re: Legality of 25-Foot Setback Requirement
on 1681-1691 E1 Camino Real, Palo Alto

LAW OFFICE OF

RON W. FIELDS
235 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 620
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA Y4104

OF COUNSEL
HAROLD CLINTON BROWN

SAN JOSE OFFICE

80 NORTH FIRST STREET, SUITE 300
SAN JOSE, CALIFORNIA B5113
TELEFHONE (40 38T 6267

SAN FRANCISCO OFFICE
235 MONTGUMERY STREET. SUITE 620

SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA DeiL4
TELEFHONE 14 15) TAR-1600

You have requested that I research the history of the 25-foot
setback on the property located at 1681-169%91 E1 Camino Real. You

have also asked that I advise you of the legality of this setback
requirement since similarly-situated properties on El Camino have
no setback requirement. :

I. BACKGROUND

A. BSubject Property. The subject property is located at the
northeasterly corner of Park Boulevard and El Camino Real, and is
zoned CS. Present use of the property is professional offices.
The northern and eastern portions of the property are adjacent to
residential zones (Southgate and Evergreen Subdivisions) and
properties fronting El Camino to the south (Evergreen Park
Subdivision) are zoned CS. 1In 1939, the subject property was
rezoned from First Residential to Third Re51dent1a1. in 1953 to
R-3-P, and in 1978 to CS.

B. Palo Alto Setback Map. The present City of Palo Alto
Setback Map is established by ordinance (Palo Alto Municipal Code
Section 20.08.020), and refers to a setback map dated October 12,
1959. The 1959 Map has been amended by ordinance on numerous
occasions. Prior to 1959, the City adopted several setback maps,
which were also frequently amended. The earliest and only setback
map that I have been able to locate prior to 1959 is a 1927 map.
For purposes of this memo, I have attached pertinent portions of
the present Setback Map, the 1959 map, and the 1927 map. It also






LAY OFFICES

ROPERS, MAJESK], KOHN, BENTLEY.
WAGNER 8 KANE

A PROFEMIONAL CORPORATION

Legality of 25-Foot Setback Requirement
on 1681-1691 E1 Caminc Real, Palo Alto
March 2, 1984 Page 2

should also be noted that to the extent that the Setback Map does
not establish a setback line on property, the front yard
requirements (if any) of Title 18 of the Palo Alto Zoning Code
would apply (PAMC Section 20.08.020).

C. History of Setback Requirements For Evergreen Park
Properties (Including Subject Property) Along El Camino Real. The
original deeds for properties located in Evergreen Park contain a
restriction that "no building, structure, habitation or place of
residence be constructed within 25 feet of the sidewalk line of
the various properties, except in those blocks designated for
business use." (Emphasis added.} Since 169] El1 Camino Real was
originally zoned residential, the 25~foot setback deed restriction
was therefore applicable to that property. The 1927 Palo Alto
Setbhack Map, which is the oldest map that I have been able to
locate, shows a 25-foot setback for the residentially-zoned
properties in Evergreen Park, including 1691 El Camino Real., It
also reflects the "business use" exception in the deed restriction
for the commercially-zoned properties (see Blocks 14, 15 and 16 of
the 1927 Setback Map}. It therefore appears that at least one
basis for the 25-foot setback on Evergreen properties along El
Camino Real in the 1927 Setback Map was to raflect the setback
requirements previously established by deed restriction. A review
of the zoning history of the Evergreen properties along El Camino
Real demonstrates the clear relationship between the setback
requirement (established by deed and ordinance) and the zoning
designation. Consider the following:

1, On December 12, 1938, the zoning of Block 8 of
Evergreen Park (Lots 1 through 6) was amended from residential to
commercial (see Palo Alto Ordinance No. 766). In the following
year, on September 11, 1939, the 25-foot setback set forth on the
Palo Alto 1927 Setback Map was removed by amendment (see Palo Alto
Ordinance No. 802).

2., On December 10, 1945, the 25-foot setbacks on Block
1 (Lots 1 through 4) and Block 2 {(Lots 1 through 5) of Evergreen
Park, were removed by amendment to the Palo Alto Setback Map (see
Ordinance No. 995). By 1957 (and probably much earlier), these
properties were no longer residential, but were zoned commercial.

3. On May 28, 1930, Block 9 of Evergreen Park was
rezoned from residential to commercial {see Ordinance No. 502).
Although this property originally contained a 25-foot setback
restriction in 1927, according to the Palo Alto 1959 Setback Map,
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Legality of 25-Foot Setback Requirement
on 1681-1691 El1 Caminoc Real, Palo Alto
March 2, 1984 Page 3

this setback restriction was eliminated sometime after the
rezoning to commercial.

Based on the foregoing, it appears that the City of Palo Alto
followed a policy, which was in conformance with the Evergreen
Park deed restrictions, of removing the 25-foot setback as such
properties changed their use from residential to commercial. If
that was the City policy, then the 25-foot setback for the subject
property arguably should have been removed when the subject
property was no longer zoned for a strict residential use in 1953
(R-3~-P zoning), and certainly in 1978 when the subject property
was rezoned to CS.

D. “Right of Way" Function of Palo Alto Setback Ordinance.
Originally, citics adopted building setback lines so that when
land had to be taken for street-widening, it could be acquired
without the necessity of taking buildings. (See 25 OPS
Cal.Atty.Gen. S1 (1955). The 1927 Palo Alto Setback Map, for
instance, specifically refers to the City's "Highway Widening
Procedure". In 1978, the Palo Alto Planning Staff acknowledged
this "right of way" function of the Palo Alto Setback Map when it
made the following comments:

MTwo sections in Title 20 related to setbacks, one on setback
lines, the other an offical [sic] plan on regulations. Any
road-widening should have been dealt with under Plan 9
regulations, but they may have been dealt with under the
Setback Map ... and perhaps a period of 20-25 years later.
The purpocse of that Setback Map had been to protect against
encroachment of possible future rights of way for widening
City streets." {Planning Commission Minutes, July 24, 1978,
Naphtali Knox, Director of Planning and Community
Environment., ) '

"However, some of the setbacks adopted at an earlier time
related to previously-existing rights of way which have since
been widened. Those setbacks no longer serve any viable
purpose. Currently, obsolete portions of the Map (e.qg.,
setbacks in effect where widening has occurred) impose an
unnecessary hardship on property owners (required to apply
for a variance) and are wasteful of valuable staff time
required to process such applications. The solution of this
problem is to eliminate the obsolete setbacks." (Palo Alto
Planning Staff Report, June 6, 1978, Stan J. Nowickl, Chief
Building Inspector, Naphtali H. Knox, Director of Planning
and Community Environment.)
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Legality of 25-Foot Setback Requirement
on 1681-1691 El Camino Real, Palo Alto
March 2, 1984 page 4

gince the early 1900s, the right-of-way that defines El
camino Real in the vicinity of the subject property has been
widened from 60 feet in 1930, to 100 feet in 19393, and to 120 feet
at present (according to Jim Abler of the City's Engineering
pepartment). In March 1930, a strip of land approximately 16 feet
wide was sold by the owners of 1681-1691 El camino Real to the
state of california, to accommodate a widening of El camino Real.
This 16-foot styip was ctaken out of the area of the 25-foot
setback imposed by the 1927 map and the prior deed restrictions oOn
the subject property. since 1930, additional widenings of .
El Camino Real have apparently encroached only onto Stanford lands
to the west. According to Mr. Abler, the last widening of
pavement along this portion of El1 Camino Real occurred in the
1950s, and no further widening 18 contemplated. Mr. Ted Noguchi,
Director of Transportation, also verified that no street-widening
is planned.

1t is therefore apparent that the "right of way" function of
the Palo Alto Setback Map is no longer applicable to the subject
property since that property has already contributed 16 feet toO
the widening of El Camino Real, and no future widening of El
Camino is intended. Therefore, the 25-fcoot setback on the subject
property should have been eliminated for the reasons mentioned DY
the City Planning staff in 1978.

11. LEGAL ANALYSIS

Throughout my review of Palo Alto's setback ordinances
(including City Council minutes), I have peen unable to uncover
any discussion, Or discern any rationale, in support of the
continuation of the 25-foot setback on the subject property. 1
can only speculate that the City's failure to remove the 25-foot
setback at the time of the rezonings in 1953 and 1978, was the
result of an oversignt. Regardless of the reason for this failure
to remove the setback, the fact remains that the subject property
has not been treated in the same manner as similarly-situated
properties along El1 Camino (i.e., cs-zoned Evergreen Park
properties). In my opinion, the City's 25~-foot setback
requirement for this property violates the well-established common
jaw and statutory principles that zoning regulations must be
uniform for each class of building or use of land.

First, it 1s clearly established that a setback map 1is a
zoning regulation. in the case of Goreib v. Fox, S. ct. 675, 677
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(1926), the U.S. Supreme Court recognized a setback ordinance as
an appropriate use of a city's police power. The Supreme Court
noted that there was no real difference betwesn a setback map and
the side-yard regulations contained in a typical zoning ordinance.
In the case of Town of Atherton v. Templeton (1961) 198 Cal.App.2d
146, the California Appellate Court also found that there was no
real difference between a setpack requirement and the
side-yard/back-yard regulations contained in a zoning ordinance.
Finally, California Government Code Section 65850(e) authorizes
countries and cities to adopt zoning regulations by ordinance
which establish and maintain building setback lines.

With respect to zoning regulations, Government Code Section
65852 provides: "all such regulations shall be uniform for each
class or kind of building or use of land throughout each zoneg."
Referring to Goverament Code Section 65852, a respected California
land-use commentator stated: "rhis is but another way of stating a
rule prohibiting unreasonable discrimination against particular
properties within a similar zone classification.” Longtin,
California Land Use Regulations, page 97. 1t is obvious that the
City of Palo Alto sotback ordinance does not treat the subject
property in the same manner as similarly-situated cs-zoned
properties on El Camino.

The legal principle of uniform, non-discriminatory treatment
of properties within zones is also established by California case
law and the California and U.S. Constitutions {(equal
protection/due process). For instance, in the case of Reynolds V.
Barrett (1938) 12 Cal.2d 244, the California Supreme Court
established the rule that a city cannot unfairly discriminate
against a particular parcel of land by a zoning ordinance. In G&D
Holland Construction Co. v. City of Marysville (1970} 91 Cal. 227,
the appellate court restated the Reynolds Tule as follows:

"A city cannot unfairly discriminate against a particular
parcel of property and the courts may properly inguire as to
whether the scheme of classification has been applied fairly
and impartially in each instance."

There have been numerous other appellate court decisions involving
a variety of factual situations that have followed this rule:
Arnel Development v. City of Costa Mesa (1981) 178 cal, 723; Hill
V. Manhattan Beach (1971) 98 Cal. 785; Wilkins v. City of San
Bernardino (1946) 29 Cal.2d 332: Hagenburger V. City of Los
Angeles T1942) 51 cal.App.2d 161, l64.
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In my opinion, the case law makes it abundantly clear that
the 25-foot setback, which is a zoning regulation applicable to
1681-1691 El1 Camino Real, violates the rule of uniform treatment
of similarly~-situated property within a zone,

ROPERS, MAJESKI, KOHN, BENTLEY,
WAGNER & KANE
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TO: PALO ALTO PLANNING COMMISSION
FILE NO.: 84-7C-21

GENERAL INFORMATION

Prepared by: Bob Brown
Date: April 20, 1984

Location:
Applicant:

Property Owner:

Requested Action:

Purpose:

Existing Zoning:

Parcel Size:

Assessor's Parcel Number:

Existing Land Use:

Surrounding Land Use:

Comprehensive Plan Designation:

1681-1691 E1 Camino Real
City of Palo Alto

Ernest F. Weeks, Trustee
P.0. Box 1441
San Mateo, CA 94401

Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map
redesignation from Service
Commercial to Multiple Family
Residential and zoning change
from CS (Service Commercial) to
a multiple family residential
zone or such other zone as the
Commission deems suitable.

To change allowable Tand use
from commercial to residential.

¢S (Service Commercial)
31,588.7 square feet
124-25-44

Professional offices

North: Single family
residential

East; Single family
residential

South: Strip commercial

West: E1 Camino Real, Stanford
University

Service Commercial





Applicable Regulations:

18.98.070 Action by Commission.

(d) 1f, from the facts presented at the public nearing, including public
testimony and reports and recommendations from the Director of Planning and
Community Environment or other appropriate city staff, the commission finds
that a change of district boundaries would be in accord with the purposes of
this title and in accord with the Palo Alto comprehensive plan, the commission
may recommend such change as it deems appropriate to the council.

{e} If the commission finds that a change of district boundaries, either
as requested by an application or as modified by the commission pursuant to
this section, would not be in accord with the purposes of this title, or would
not be in accord with the Palo Alto comprehensive plan, the commission shall

recommend against any such reclassification.

(f) The decision of the commission shall be rendered within a reasonable
time following the close of any public hearing or hearings, and the written
recormendation of the commission shall be forwarded to the council within
thirty days thereof. The recommendation of the commission shall set forth
fully the findings and determinations of the commission with respect to the
application (Ord. 3048 (part), 1978).

No Departmental comments.

ANALYSIS

History:

1978: Zoning changed from R-3-P to CS, reflecting use of the property by
professional and medical offices.

February, 1984: Comprehensive Plan change from Service Commercial to
Neighborhood Commercial plus zone change from CS to CN recommended by the
planning Commission.

March, 1984: City Council decided not to change the Comprehensive Plan
designation and zoning but to refer the l1and use and zoning to the Planning
Commission for further study including consideration of a residential land use.
A moritorium on development was placed on the property to allow this study to
proceed. The moratorium runs from March 19, 1984 until July 19, 1984.

Drawbacks to Changing Land Use Regulations

Three principle drawbacks are evident in a change of land use designation and
zoning from commercial to residential for this property: the property's

location adjacent to two major streets, traffic noise and vehicular emissions.
The site is located at the corner of a collector street (Park Boulevard} and 2

4/20/84
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major arterial {E1 Camino Real), and is opposite from a vacated commercial
building. E1 Camino Real has six lanes of traffic, the eastern-most lane being
located seventeen feet from the property 1ine. E1 Camino carries a daily
traffic volume of 34,000 vehicles. Park Boulevard has two traffic lanes and is
estimated to carry 2,000 daily trips since the addition of street barriers
throughout Evergreen Park.

The site location adjacent to two major streets is 1ikely to create impacts on
future residents of noise and vehicular emissions. El Camino Real is indicated
as a major noise source in the Comprehensive Plan. Noise levels along El
Camino are approximately 72dBA, as compared with typical nei ghborhood levels of
50-60dBA. The Comprehensive Plan cites 65dBA as an acceptable exterior noise
level.

Yehicular emissions, particularly carbon monoxide and hydrocarbons, are found
in higher concentrations along major arterials, but may be particularly high at
intersections where vehicles must idle for extended periods. The intersection
of E1 Camino and Park is functioning at Level of Service C, which means that
vehicles traveling through the intersection are not caused significant delays
at this location. In addition, the queuing of vehicles on E1 Camino occurs
from the southeast corner of the intersection, which is across Park Boulevard
from the subject property. Predominant wind patterns from the north serve to
blow the emissions away from the property.

Comparison with Other Residential Projects

In considering this property for residential land use it is appropriate to
compare this location with others which have been developed with residences.
With the twenty-five foot setback on E1 Camino for this property, residences
could be built as close as forty-two feet to the nearest travel lane. Other
properties on El Camino which have been developed with condominium projects,
principally as a result of the 1978 rezonings, are substantially larger sites
with greater flexibility in the location of the units away from El Camino. For
example, the closest units to E1 Camino at Villas De Las Plazas are fifty-four

feet, at Barron Square one hundred and twenty feet, and at The Redwoods one
hundred and forty feet.

A better example of a smaller project built on an arterial with an even higher
noise level than E1 Camino Real is the Harrington-Kulakoff development at
1327-1335 Alma Street. Alma Street has a noise level of 74 dBA as compared
with 72 dBA on E1 Camino Real. At 1327-1335 Alma, the closest unit is forty
feet from the right-of-way. Many of the single family residences and apartment
buildings on Alma are substantially closer to the street than this new
condominium project. 1In addition, it should be noted that the property at

390 Page Mill Road, which is of similar size and is located at the corner of
Page Mi11 and Ash, was recently rezoned from a commercial designation to
multiple family residential.

4/20/84
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Advantages to Changing Land Use Regulations

The principle advantage to rezoning of this site to residential use would be
the greater compatibility of a future development with the surrounding
neighborhood. Properties to the north and east are single family residences,
one and two stories in height. A smal scale .commerciai development, such as
that presently on the site or that at the corner of E1 Camino and Churchitt,
has been viewed as unobtrusive by the neighborhood, However, an increase in
the size of commercial development of the site would have a significant impact
on the neighborhood in terms of building scale and traffic.

The second advantage to the rezoning would be the potentia]kgain in housing
supply, which is a major City goal.

Development Potential

The following table summarizes the development potentia] of the site under the
present CS zoning, the CN zone and the various multiple family residential
zones.

Maximum Daily
Commercial Sq. Ftge./ Setbacks Yehicular
Zone Dwelling Units Front Int, Side §t. Side Rear Height Trips*
cS 63,176 sq.ft. 25" 10! 0 10'  35¢ 1,010
CN 31,588 sq.ft. 25' 10' 20" 10' 25! 505
RM-1 8 d.u. 25' 6' 16' 20' 35 41
RM-2 14 d.u 25' 6' 16' 20" 35! 71
RM-3 19 d.u. 25' 6' 16' 20' 35! 97
RM-4 24 d.u 25° 6' 16' 20' 35" - 122
RM-5 33 d.u 25! 6' 16’ 20" 35! 168.3

* based on office development

generation would also be significant]y less for residential developments under
the multiple family districts..

A major Timiting factor to residential development of the site 1s the height of
buildings to be permitted. A development of up to thirty-five feet would
visually dominate the site and would tower over adjofning single family.
residences. Staff would therefore suggest the imposition of the (T) combining
district which would 1imit the height of future residential development to two
4/20/84
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floors. If this height 1imitation were adopted, the RM-2 Zone would probably
be the most suited for the site. RM-2 would allow adequately sized units to be
built on the site. RM-3 would allow up to nineteen units, but the units would
be constrained to very small living area by the (T) Combining District. Based
on preliminary examination, the large site setbacks, two-story height 1imit and
required usable open space would 1imit unit sizes under RM-3 to below 900
square feet,

Existing Uses and Grandfather Clause

The site ig presently, and has for some time been, used for professional
offices. The City has had a policy of grandfathering in office-type uses which
are rendered non-conforming due to rezonings to multiple family districts. The
scale of the buildings existing on the property, and the level of activity
generated by potential occupants, is not viewed as detrimental to the
neighborhood. The grandfather clause which is normally imposed, however, would

desire of the Commission and Counci) to grandfather the professional offices,
the existing grandfather clause in the zoning ordinance would have to be
modified to encompass this rezoning, since it is presently written to include
only those properties impacted by the 1978 rezonings.

Comprehensive Plan Compliance

Rezoning of the subject property from commercial to multiple family residential
would be in compliance with a number of Comprehensive P1an policies including
the following:

Housing Policy 1: Preserve the general Tow-density character of existing
single family areas.

Housing Policy 3: Protect and enhance those qualities which make Palo
Alto's neighborhoods especially desirable,

Employment Objective: Reduce employment potential,

Policy 11 of the Environmental Resources Element states: "Ensyre compliance
with existing noise laws and protection of residents from unnecessary noise,”
The noise environment along E1 Camino at this Tocation exceeds the acceptable
outdoor noise levels by approximately 7dBA, Effective architectural design
could reduce outdoor noise levels within the project by placing building walls
towards E1 Camino with outdoor court yards in the interior of the project.

since exterior noise levels exceed 60 dBA. Interior sound Tevels could easily
be reduced by structural measures such as double pane windows and sealed window

4/20/84
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RECOMMENDATION

1. That the Planning Commission approve the attached resolution and recommend
that the City Council change the land use map designation of the
Comprehensive Plan from Service Commercial to Multiple Family Residential.

2. That the Commission recommend that the City Council change the zoning of
the property at 1681-1691 £1 Camino Real from CS, Service Commercial, to
RM-2(T) Low Density Multiple Family Residential District combined with the
Neighborhood Transition Combining District, and f1nd that the change will
not adversely effect the environment.

3. That the Commission recommend that the City Council approve the attached
amendment to Section 18.23.070(a) of the Zoning Ordinance to allow for the
continued use of pre-existing professional and medical uses in the RM-2
District and find that the change will not adversely effect the
environment.

ATTACHMENTS

EIA

Location Map
Resolution
Ordinance

COPIES SENT TO

Ernest F. Weeks

Don Maynor

Naphtali Knox

Beverley Wood-Smith

Audrey Polter

Anne Ercolani (Evergreen Park Homeowners Association)

4/20/84
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: “RECEIVED

M. H. WEEKS ESTATE APR 191084
P, O. BOX 1441
SAN MATEO, CA 94401 DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING

(415) 574-5757

CITY OF PALO ALTO

ERNEST F. WEEKS, TRUSTEE

April 18, 1984

City of Palo Alto

Council and Planning Commission
250 Hamilton Avenue

Palo Alto, CA 94301

Agenda Item, April 25, 1984
1681 - 1691 El Camino Real

Honorable Councilmembers and Commissioners:

As Trustee of the M. H, Weeks Estate, recognizing my father and my grandfather
as Palo Alto residents and property owners for several generations, we respect-
fully request the above referenced property be recinded from the moratorium
action recently and specifically imposed; that the estate property be uniformly
designated for similar adjacent appropriate land use as neighboring property in
the California Avenue rezoning study, namely from CS to CN, along with applic-
able uniform set backs for the administration of the CN zone.

With this request, we hope the council and commisgion may understand our intent
is to continue and to maintain the property in ite present land use catagory, either
as lessor or seller, in keeping with fiduciary responsibilities, prudent estate
planning goals, and preparation for estate termination, Since the City Council
resolution of March 26 has clarified the issues relative to the proposed CN zone,
we are pleased to endorse the commission's recommendation and request the
council approve it.

Sincerely,

I sy

/’

-~ f
<" Ernest F. Weeks, Trustee

Of The Maggie H. Weeks
Testamentary Trust
Dated January 4, 1944





ORDXNAN ) 10
IMPOSING .
CESSING PP ICATIONS FOR R
ROPERTIES AT 1681-1622 L CAMIN
NG AN E ERGbNCY
. 1 e € roper Z%° to
WHEREAS, the city Counc11 is exrn it} hF; H cred the
1ace ON - property at 1681—1691 g1 camin® eal ;gl o ad
plannind Commission o conduct a stud of the propP yi
. on the
WHEREAS ¢ the CitY council wishes © prevent any developmer\t
properties yrindg gaid study -
i ORDAIN
NOW HEREFORE s the council ¢ tnhe CitY of Pal° alto 00€S
as gollows?
gECTION 1. B morat i is imposed on the proce551ng C;fy
of all applications for planning appr 1s and for bul aing re fOI
construction or remodeling of an puildingd 1681~ 621 camino
rReals ghown oD the ma attached hereto E nibit A, as the ef-
fective date of this ordinance:
gECTION 2. puring this moratorium. i planning ommission shall
study the zoning of the property and ™a e ecomme rions roikh Ccity
councile :

gECTION 3, This moratorium shall be in effect for four (4
months commencing on the eftective date of the ordinance.

SECTION The council ginds that this project is exenpt from th
requirements of the jifornia Environmental gQuality Act and does nc
yegquire an environmental assessment.

gECTION pased ©On reasons ¢ forth abover Counf
declares that tne enactment the mWOY rium 1imP 4 hereby ig nece
sary 28 mergency ure rotec he Pu lic peacer nealth

cafety 3 a shall pe eff ctive ediately on doption.
This ordinance was introduced at regular meetingd of the coun
of the city of palo Alto on rc ' g4 and was passed on 2 4/
gyote of all council members resen t the meeti as £ollows?
Sutorius,

AYES:® Bechte\, Cobb Fletcher. Kiein,
Woolley
NOESS None
ABSTENTIONS: Nitherspoon
ARSENT? None '
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ORDINANCE NO. 3518
ORDINANCE OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF PALO ALTO
IMPOSING A MORATORIUM FOR FOUR MONTHS ON THE PRO-
CESSING OF APPLICATIONS FOR DEVELOPMENT OF THE
PROPERTIES AT 1681-1691 EL CAMINO REAL AND DECLAR~
ING AN EMERGENCY

WHEREAS, the City Council is concerned about the proper zone to
pPlace on the property at 1681-1691 E] Camino Real and has directed the
Planning Commission to conduct a study of the property; and

WHEREAS, the City Council wishes to prevent any develcpment on the
properties during said study.

NOW, THEREFORE, the Council of the City of Palo Alto does ORDAIN
as follows:

SECTION 1. A moratorium is imposed on the processing by the City
of all applications for planning approvals and for building permits for
construction of or remodeling of any building at 1681-1691 El Camino
Real, as shown on the map attached hereto as Exhibit A, as of the ef-
fective date of this ordinance.

SECTION 2. During this moratorium, the Planning Commission shall
study the zoning of the property and make recommendations to.:the City
Council.

SECTION 3. This moratorium shall be in effect for four (4)
months, commencing on the effective date of the ordinance.

SECTION 4. The Council finds that this project is exempt from the
requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act and does not
require an environmental assessment.,

SECTION 5. Based on the reasons set forth above, the Council
declares that the enactment of the moratorium imposed hereby is neces-
Sary as an emergency measure to protect the public peace, health and
safety and shall be effective immediately upon adoption, '

This ordinance was introduced at a regular meeting of the Council

of the City of Palo Alto on March 19, 1984 and was passed on a 4/5ths
vote of all Council members present at the meeting as follows:

AYES: Bechtel, Cobb, Fletcher, Klein, Levy, Renzel, Sutorius,
Woolley _

NOES: None

ABSTENTIONS: Witherspoon

ABSENT: None
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RESOLUTICON NO.
RESOLUTION OF THE COUNCIL OF HE CITY OF PALO ALTO
RECOMMENDING AMENDMENT OF THI 2ALO ALTO COMPREHEN-
SIVE PLAN BY AMENDING THE L210 USE DESIGNATION OF
THE PROPERTY AT 1681-16%1 = CAMINO REAL FROM
SERVICE COMMERCIAL TO MULTIPLI-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL

WHESZAS, the Planning Commissioa o1 April 25, 1984, held a prop-
erly-notized public hearing to consider an amendment of the Palo Altc
Comprehensive Plan. o

%OW, THEREFORE, the Council of ths Zity of Palo Alto does RESOLVZ
as follows: .

SECTON 1. The Council finds thz changed conditions and ths
public 1imerest, health, safety, and wlfare require an amendment €C
the Pzlo xlto Comprehensive Plan as set Zorth in Section 2 hereof.

SECTON 2. The Council hereby amstds the Palo Alto Comprehensiwvz
Plan Lam? Use Map as follows:

~ "Land Use Plan Map

a. Change the land wus: designation of the
property at 1681-2:21 El1 Camino Real,
from Service Commrcial to Multiple-
Family Residential, as shown on a map
attached hereto as Izhibit "A" and incor-
porated herein by #r.s reference.”

r
=
} 4
13}

SECTON 3. The Council hereby f£iids that the adoption of
resolutiol will not cause any significar environmental impact.
INTRODUCTI AND PASSED:

AYES:

NOES:
ABSTENTINNS:
ABSENT:

ATTEST: ‘ APPROVED:

City Clexx 4ayor
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ity Manager

lirector of Planning and
ommunity Environment






Planning & Transportation Commission Emails 1-31-18

office uses to remain on the sites as long as they did not expand.”

Do you have 1) the document stating this action and 2) the number of employees working at
the offices at that time?

If not, how did you get thisinformation and what is the method to check to seeif the offices
are expanding? Isit based on employees, square footage, customer base? What is meant by
"expand"?

Two other quick points, which | will expand on in a more detailed email, 1) Y ou continue to
guote 70 employees. | understand you qualify that with "many" are part-time, but the report
still throws out a number that has no meaning. It'sirresponsible to say there are 70 employees
asaway to sway council into thinking there's a huge need for permits, when in fact, there are
only 25 -30 employees at both addresses on a consistent basis. | know this, because | counted
cars for 2 weeks and took down license plate numbers. So, | have arecord of all cars that
showed up more than once over that span. 2) Y ou also continue to tout a 30 - 40% show rate
of employee permits. A quick walk around the offices and you'll find all 10 employee permits
every day, that's 100% a show rate.

Now that you are presenting false information to council, | find it necessary to attend the
council meeting on January 29th. | had hoped to travel to visit my father for his birthday
during that time, but that will have to wait.

| find it frustrating and still can't get my head around the fact that this type of misinformation
isallowed to pass through staff and onto council where they are to make an informed

decision. In order to make an informed decision, there must be an accurate representation of
the facts, and this report does not have that. Even worse, you are more than aware that you are
presenting false information and yet you continue to do so.

Keith Ferrell



Planning & Transportation Commission Emails 1-31-18

From: Jason Matlof

To: cindy.chavez@bos.sccgov.org; mike.wasserman@bos.sccgov.org; supervisor.simitian@bos.sccgov.org;
supervisor.cortese@bos.sccgov.org; supervisor.yeager@bos.sccgov.org; david.rader@pln.sccgov.org; Council
City; Planning Commission

Cc: Jason"s Gmail

Subject: Fwd: Opposition to the Stanford 2018 GUP from Palo Alto Resident

Date: Monday, January 22, 2018 1:17:05 PM

Dear County Supervisors and Staff,

As a 22-year tax-paying Santa Clara County and City of Palo Alto resident (as well aslifelong
Northern Californian), I'm deeply disturbed by the implications of the Stanford 2018 GUP
proposal.

While the community recognizes the University's great intellectual and cultural contribution to
the broader SF. Bay Area community, our small city (Palo Alto) can not be expected to
endure the impact and costs of the dramatic infrastructure requirements that would be required
to sustain the proposed growth at acceptable traffic, environment and safety levels. Stanford
must pay for the requisite infrastructure improvements prior to the approval of the 2018 GUP.
The institution is growing well beyond our means. | urge you to stop all further development
by Stanford until infrastructure and impact analysis is completed and requirements are placed
upon Stanford to fund the necessary infrastructure improvements that would make their GUP
proposals truly " no net impact” to our community.

Specifically, | find the following concerns with the 2018 GUP:

« Stanford's proposal should not be considered in isolation of the significant existing
transportation and traffic congestion problems that the City of Palo Alto is already
experiencing given the large imbalance between local jobs vs. locally employed
residents. Thisratio is one of the highest in the country, and contributes to an aready
existing traffic dilemmain our small residential community.

o University growth should not be considered in isolation given that it istied to the
Stanford University Medical Center (SUMC), the Stanford Research Park (SRP),
Stanford Shopping Mall, SLAC, including the development proposed for 500 El
Camino Real in Menlo Park (429,000 SF of office, retail and housing). Looking at each
sitein isolation does not provide afull picture of the cumulative impacts to Palo Alto.

e The GUP claim of "No Net New Commuter Trips' is naive given the millions of square
feet of development proposed. [Many reports detail the naive and poorly formed aspects
of these claims.]

e The GUP claimsthat Caltrain usage will offset growth in daily employee road
commuting are naive given that Caltrain is already at full capacity and can only
practically address a fraction of total employee commuters.

o The GUP totally disregards the looming and alarming transportation and traffic
congestion problems that will be created by imminent Caltrain electrification, increased
traffic stops, and the likelihood of grade separation construction at various intersections,
which will only add to the City's financial and traffic burdens.

e The GUP is absent any rigorous traffic impact analysis along the impacted main and
secondary impacted corridors already strained by Stanford-bound traffic, including
Embarcadero and University, as well as Churchill and Kellogg avenues.

We need to stop giving Stanford carte blanche rights to development in our community
without making them carry the fair share of the financial burden needed to fund Palo Alto's


mailto:jmatlof@gmail.com
mailto:cindy.chavez@bos.sccgov.org
mailto:mike.wasserman@bos.sccgov.org
mailto:supervisor.simitian@bos.sccgov.org
mailto:supervisor.cortese@bos.sccgov.org
mailto:supervisor.yeager@bos.sccgov.org
mailto:david.rader@pln.sccgov.org
mailto:city.council@cityofpaloalto.org
mailto:city.council@cityofpaloalto.org
mailto:Planning.Commission@cityofpaloalto.org
mailto:jmatlof@gmail.com

Planning & Transportation Commission Emails 1-31-18

transportation infrastructure that their growth requires. | propose that the County require
Stanford to fund the following specific projects to offset their impact prior to the approval of
the Stanford 2018 GUP:

1. Stanford should be required to work with the City on mutually agreeable traffic
mitigation solutions.

2. Stanford should be required to fund Caltrain grade separation projects at the Churchill
and Embarcadero intersections with Alma given that they're already at capacity and will
become unmanageabl e with the proposed Stanford expansions.

3. Stanford should be required to fund the construction of pedestrian underpasses at
Embarcadero Rd and Palo Alto H.S. given the already precarious danger facing students
by Stanford-bound traffic, as well as the traffic congestion caused by the existing light.

4. Stanford should be required to fund the expansion from 3-lanes to 4-lanes on the 300
yard stretch of the Embarcadero Road underpass, which already causes gridlock at rush
hour and will only be further exacerbated with more traffic flowing inbound/outbound
of Stanford.

5. Stanford should be required to pay for the addition of left-turn traffic signals at the
intersection of the Embarcadero Road Underpass and Almaroad to facilitate the safe
onramp/offramp of inbound/outbound traffic to Stanford along the Alma corridor.

Please hold Stanford accountable for these significant infrastructure investments prior to any
approval consideration for the 2018 GUP. The City and County can not endure the proposed
growth without holding firm to that requirement.

Regards
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From: Jason Matlof

To: supervisor.simitian@bos.sccgov.org; supervisor.wasserman@bos.sccgov.org; supervisor.chavez@bos.sccgov.org;
supervisor.cortese@bos.sccgov.org; supervisor.yeager@bos.sccgov.org; david.rader@pln.sccgov.org; Council
City; Planning Commission

Cc: Jason"s Gmail

Subject: Opposition to the Stanford 2018 GUP from Palo Alto Resident

Date: Monday, January 22, 2018 1:14:19 PM

Dear County Supervisors and Staff,

As a 22-year tax-paying Santa Clara County and City of Palo Alto resident (as well aslifelong
Northern Californian), I'm deeply disturbed by the implications of the Stanford 2018 GUP
proposal.

While the community recognizes the University's great intellectual and cultural contribution to
the broader SF. Bay Area community, our small city (Palo Alto) can not be expected to
endure the impact and costs of the dramatic infrastructure requirements that would be required
to sustain the proposed growth at acceptable traffic, environment and safety levels. Stanford
must pay for the requisite infrastructure improvements prior to the approval of the 2018 GUP.
The institution is growing well beyond our means. | urge you to stop all further development
by Stanford until infrastructure and impact analysis is completed and requirements are placed
upon Stanford to fund the necessary infrastructure improvements that would make their GUP
proposals truly " no net impact” to our community.

Specifically, | find the following concerns with the 2018 GUP:

« Stanford's proposal should not be considered in isolation of the significant existing
transportation and traffic congestion problems that the City of Palo Alto is already
experiencing given the large imbalance between local jobs vs. locally employed
residents. Thisratio is one of the highest in the country, and contributes to an aready
existing traffic dilemmain our small residential community.

o University growth should not be considered in isolation given that it istied to the
Stanford University Medical Center (SUMC), the Stanford Research Park (SRP),
Stanford Shopping Mall, SLAC, including the development proposed for 500 El
Camino Real in Menlo Park (429,000 SF of office, retail and housing). Looking at each
sitein isolation does not provide afull picture of the cumulative impacts to Palo Alto.

e The GUP claim of "No Net New Commuter Trips' is naive given the millions of square
feet of development proposed. [Many reports detail the naive and poorly formed aspects
of these claims.]

e The GUP claimsthat Caltrain usage will offset growth in daily employee road
commuting are naive given that Caltrain is already at full capacity and can only
practically address a fraction of total employee commuters.

o The GUP totally disregards the looming and alarming transportation and traffic
congestion problems that will be created by imminent Caltrain electrification, increased
traffic stops, and the likelihood of grade separation construction at various intersections,
which will only add to the City's financial and traffic burdens.

e The GUP is absent any rigorous traffic impact analysis along the impacted main and
secondary impacted corridors already strained by Stanford-bound traffic, including
Embarcadero and University, as well as Churchill and Kellogg avenues.

We need to stop giving Stanford carte blanche rights to development in our community
without making them carry the fair share of the financial burden needed to fund Palo Alto's
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transportation infrastructure that their growth requires. | propose that the County require
Stanford to fund the following specific projects to offset their impact prior to the approval of
the Stanford 2018 GUP:

1

2.

Stanford should be required to work with the City on mutually agreeable traffic
mitigation solutions.

Stanford should be required to fund Caltrain grade separation projects at the Churchill
and Embarcadero intersections with Alma given that they're already at capacity and will
become unmanageabl e with the proposed Stanford expansions.

Stanford should be required to fund the construction of pedestrian underpasses at
Embarcadero Rd and Palo Alto H.S. given the already precarious danger facing students
by Stanford-bound traffic, as well as the traffic congestion caused by the existing light.
Stanford should be required to fund the expansion from 3-lanes to 4-lanes on the 300
yard stretch of the Embarcadero Road underpass, which already causes gridlock at rush
hour and will only be further exacerbated with more traffic flowing inbound/outbound
of Stanford.

Stanford should be required to pay for the addition of left-turn traffic signals at the
intersection of the Embarcadero Road Underpass and Almaroad to facilitate the safe
onramp/offramp of inbound/outbound traffic to Stanford along the Alma corridor.

Please hold Stanford accountable for these significant infrastructure investments prior to any
approval consideration for the 2018 GUP. The City and County can not endure the proposed
growth without holding firm to that requirement.

Regards

Jason Matlof

Palo Alto, CA 94301
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From: Keith Ferrell

To: Kamhi, Philip

Cc: Council, City; Planning Commission; City Mar; Shikada, Ed
Subject: Re: Clarification on Report #8763

Date: Friday, January 19, 2018 6:18:03 PM

Philip,

What was the method used to calculate the 581 parking spaces in Southgate? We hand
measured the neighborhood prior to the RPP and came up with 470 usable parking spaces.
Our method used a 21' parking space, per the city, and took into account no parking zones,
curb cuts, etc... Asan example, if there was 35 feet on one side of adriveway and 28 feet on
the other, that would be only two usable spaces, as you could only feasibly park one car on
each side of the driveway. However, if you merely added those measurements and divided by
21', you could come up with 63 feet total and three 21' spaces. The former method is an
accurate reflection of parking availability while the latter method overcounts spaces by 50%.
Can you provide me with the method used and also the supporting documentation? If you
would like, I can walk you through our measurements and you can confirm our counts. |
would hate for more misinformation to go to council. | am starting to realize that one reason
why residents could be constantly frustrated with some of the decisions made by council is
due to the poor quality of information given to them. Asthe saying goes, "garbage in, garbage
out”.

Please provide me with this information as soon as you can given the January 28th meeting
date.

Thanks
Keith

On Fri, Jan 19, 2018 at 12:00 PM, Keith Ferrell <ferrell keith@gmail.com> wrote:
Phllip,
In your report to council, there's afootnote on 1515 and 1681 EI Camino Real which states,
"The two commercial properties at 1515 and 1681 El Camino Rea we rezoned RM-15
(multifamily housing) in the 1980s and the Council’ s action at that time allowed medical
office uses to remain on the sites as long as they did not expand.”

Do you have 1) the document stating this action and 2) the number of employees working at
the offices at that time?

If not, how did you get thisinformation and what is the method to check to seeif the offices
are expanding? Isit based on employees, square footage, customer base? What is meant by
"expand"?

Two other quick points, which I will expand on in amore detailed email, 1) Y ou continue to
guote 70 employees. | understand you qualify that with "many" are part-time, but the report
still throws out a number that has no meaning. It'sirresponsible to say there are 70
employees as away to sway council into thinking there's a huge need for permits, when in
fact, there are only 25 -30 employees at both addresses on a consistent basis. | know this,
because | counted cars for 2 weeks and took down license plate numbers. So, | have a
record of all carsthat showed up more than once over that span. 2) Y ou also continue to
tout a 30 - 40% show rate of employee permits. A quick walk around the offices and you'll
find al 10 employee permits every day, that's 100% a show rate.
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Now that you are presenting false information to council, | find it necessary to attend the
council meeting on January 29th. | had hoped to travel to visit my father for his birthday
during that time, but that will have to wait.

| find it frustrating and still can't get my head around the fact that this type of
misinformation is allowed to pass through staff and onto council where they are to make an
informed decision. In order to make an informed decision, there must be an accurate
representation of the facts, and this report does not have that. Even worse, you are more
than aware that you are presenting false information and yet you continue to do so.
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From: Keith Ferrell

To: Kamhi, Philip

Cc: Council, City; Planning Commission; City Mar; Shikada, Ed
Subject: Clarification on Report #8763

Date: Friday, January 19, 2018 12:00:43 PM

Philip,

In your report to council, there's afootnote on 1515 and 1681 EI Camino Real which states,
"The two commercial properties at 1515 and 1681 EI Camino Real we rezoned RM-15
(multifamily housing) in the 1980s and the Council’s action at that time alowed medical
office usesto remain on the sites as long as they did not expand.”

Do you have 1) the document stating this action and 2) the number of employees working at
the offices at that time?

If not, how did you get thisinformation and what is the method to check to seeif the offices
are expanding? Isit based on employees, square footage, customer base? What is meant by
"expand"?

Two other quick points, which | will expand on in a more detailed email, 1) Y ou continue to
guote 70 employees. | understand you qualify that with "many" are part-time, but the report
still throws out a number that has no meaning. It'sirresponsible to say there are 70 employees
as away to sway council into thinking there's a huge need for permits, when in fact, there are
only 25 -30 employees at both addresses on a consistent basis. | know this, because | counted
cars for 2 weeks and took down license plate numbers. So, | have arecord of all cars that
showed up more than once over that span. 2) Y ou aso continue to tout a 30 - 40% show rate
of employee permits. A quick walk around the offices and you'll find all 10 employee permits
every day, that's 100% a show rate.

Now that you are presenting false information to council, | find it necessary to attend the
council meeting on January 29th. | had hoped to travel to visit my father for his birthday
during that time, but that will have to wait.

| find it frustrating and still can't get my head around the fact that this type of misinformation
isallowed to pass through staff and onto council where they are to make an informed

decision. In order to make an informed decision, there must be an accurate representation of
the facts, and this report does not have that. Even worse, you are more than aware that you are
presenting false information and yet you continue to do so.

Keith Ferrell
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From: Tom Fitzmorris

To: Planning Commission
Subject: Fw: public comment input for today"s Palo Alto Planning and Transportation Commission Meeting Jan 17 2018

Date: Thursday, January 18, 2018 1:12:29 PM
Attachments: image.pna

Dear Planning and Traffic Commission:

[ inadvertantly dropped your email address off of
this email that I intended for you (and did email to
Chris Carrao).

Attached and below is a copy of the letter that I
read during yesterday's Retreat meeting at the Palo
Alto Forest Avenue public library. Please add this
to the meeting record. Also could please provide a
response to my requests or ensure that Chris does?

You are all welcome to call me as is Chris.
Thank you, Tom Fitzmorris 650-793-1244

On Wednesday, January 17, 2018 1:27 PM, Tom Fitzmorris <tomfitzmorris@sbcglobal.net> wrote:

PLEASE read this into today's Traffic and Planning
Commission meeting, Public Comments section
and enter into the meeting record.

To:
Planning and Transportation Commission
Chris Corrao, Traffic Project Manager

INTRODUCTION:

First thank you all for your generous volunteered
time to perform a tough commission.

My name is Tom Fitzmorris and [ have owned my
house on Ross Road just north of East Meadow
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since 1991. I wholeheartedly support the traffic
calming measures put into place and urge the
commission to be steadfast in executing the plan.
Residents of the area who do not live on Ross may
be frustrated by the inconvenience of slowing
down; they may claim that a "shared-lanes"
calming strategy is dangerous for bicyclists. It is
dangerous to the degree that drivers continue to
flaunt the 25 mph speed limit. Also, residents who
do not live on Ross do not suffer from the effects of
both the volume and the speed of cars traveling on
Ross. Many vehicles speed at 30-40 mph. It has
become unsafe for families and bicyclists. It is
unsafe to even pull out of a drive-way during
morning and afternoon hours. I have a 22 month-
old grandson with us now and he is at risk. I
challenge the attitude of any driver who feels that
they have the right to drive any speed they choose
to.

[ triage drivers on Ross into 3 categories:

1) the "calm, safe" drivers who typically drive within
the posted 25 mph limit.

2) the "in a hurry" drivers who rush around,
perhaps to the Y or to home after a long commute.
They typically drive 30-35 mph.

3) the "I drive as fast as I choose to" bad-attitude
drivers. They typically drive over 35 mph.

For the calm drivers, the Ross road changes are not
needed. For the "in a hurry" drivers the changes
remind this group to calm down, and is working.
But the bad-attitude group continues to drive as
aggressively as the new engineering allows them to.
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They still speed. Therefore I request certain change
orders:

REQUEST:

I request three change-orders to the Phase 1 Ross
Road project to help accomplish its objective to
make Ross a safe, shared roadway:

1) Add an additional speed cushion to be placed
north of East Meadow midway to the first speed
cushion (located between Christine and Talisman).
(See map below for locations.) This is needed
because many drivers continue to speed up Ross
and only slow down minimally when reaching that
first speed cushion located several hundred feet
north of East Meadow. Note that the planned traffic
circle at East Meadow will make that intersection
safer but will be unlikely to reduce the speed of
cars after they exit it. If possible, this speed
cushion should include curb narrowing and other
improvements outlined in item 3) below, but even a
simple speed cushion would help.

2) Modify the first Ross Road speed cushion north
of East Meadow by adding narrowed curbs and
double yellow striping in the same manner as the
other speed cushions.

3) Modify all new speed cushions on Ross to
discourage drivers from driving down the middle of
the street over the cushion in order to avoid
slowing down: add a permanent "Speed Bump" sign
in the middle or large raised reflective "buttons" in
the middle of all speed cushions and on the double
yellow stripe.
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Thank you and I request a formal response to my
requests.

I request a formal response to my requests.

F]l to exit full screen

C“H'P'

# cushlnn spm

. Talisga
‘?V g
Ross Rda d-burpp
cushign spot: |
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“Bump CH.SHIDI'I- sp-ut

Regards, Tom Fitzmorris
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From: Keith Ferrell

To: Kamhi, Philip

Cc: Hur, Mark; Council, City; Planning Commission; City Mgr

Subject: Re: Why a change to 2-hours along Churchill and ECR? Already is 2-hours
Date: Tuesday, January 16, 2018 10:25:55 AM

| also forgot to mention. The only frontage for 1681 EI Camino Redl, is actually not covered
by RPP. Their frontage is along the main ECR and not as it veersinto Southgate.

| have included alink to a map of Southgate. | have highlighted the frontage of 1515 and
1681 El Camino, the beginning of the RPP permit area which is where ECR veersinto
Southgate, the parking available along EI Camino north of Churchill on the eastern side of El
Camino, as well as the area on the western side of EI Camino which is also available for
parking.

Thereisno need for either a separate 2-hour parking zone, nor additional employee permits.

On Tue, Jan 16, 2018 at 9:45 AM, Keith Ferrell <ferrell.keith@gmail.com> wrote:
Phillip,

| see that the Southgate RPP is scheduled to go to city council on February 10. | notice that
thereis still amention of "Establishing a Two-Hour Parking Restriction in the Commercial
Zones Adjacent to 1515 El Camino Real and 1681 El Camino Real". Through the Southgate
RPP, there already is atwo-hour parking restriction in that area. If you would like, | can
take photos of the signage for you.

Prior to the Southgate RPP, the area along Chuchill fronting 1515 EI Camino had two-hour
parking zone. However, the two-hour limit was never enforced and cars parked there al
day. | had even called PAPD to come out to enforce it, and they PAPD parking supervisor
told me that the signs are there but that PAPD does not enforce the signs. They were put up
as a deterrent.

If those areas are, once again, changed to two-hour parking, regardless of a Southgate RPP
permit, it will once again turn into all day parking. If thisiswhat the businesses are hoping
to establish, then | must object. The areais already 2-hour parking as established by the
Southgate RPP.

What is the city hoping to accomplish by changing it from two-hour parking viathe RPP, to
standard two-hour parking. | can also show you that NO residents with permits park along
the frontage of 1515 El Camino Real. If you have proof otherwise, | would love to see it.

For the sake of common logic, | ask that this also be removed from any amendment of the
Southgate RPP.

Thanks
Keith Ferrell
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From: Keith Ferrell

To: Kamhi, Philip

Cc: Hur, Mark; Council, City; Planning Commission; City Mgr

Subject: Why a change to 2-hours along Churchill and ECR? Already is 2-hours
Date: Tuesday, January 16, 2018 9:46:03 AM

Phillip,

| see that the Southgate RPP is scheduled to go to city council on February 10. | notice that
thereis still amention of "Establishing a Two-Hour Parking Restriction in the Commercial
Zones Adjacent to 1515 El Camino Real and 1681 El Camino Real". Through the Southgate
RPP, there already is atwo-hour parking restriction in that area. If you would like, | can take
photos of the signage for you.

Prior to the Southgate RPP, the area a ong Chuchill fronting 1515 ElI Camino had two-hour
parking zone. However, the two-hour limit was never enforced and cars parked there all day.
| had even called PAPD to come out to enforce it, and they PAPD parking supervisor told me
that the signs are there but that PAPD does not enforce the signs. They were put up asa
deterrent.

If those areas are, once again, changed to two-hour parking, regardless of a Southgate RPP
permit, it will once again turn into all day parking. If thisiswhat the businesses are hoping to
establish, then | must object. The areais already 2-hour parking as established by the
Southgate RPP.

What is the city hoping to accomplish by changing it from two-hour parking via the RPP, to
standard two-hour parking. | can aso show you that NO residents with permits park along the
frontage of 1515 El Camino Real. If you have proof otherwise, | would love to seeiit.

For the sake of common logic, | ask that this also be removed from any amendment of the
Southgate RPP.

Thanks
Keith Ferrell
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From: Keith Ferrell

To: Kamhi, Philip

Cc: Hur, Mark; Council, City; City Mar; Planning Commission

Subject: Were the interested parties invited to participate in community meetings?
Date: Monday, January 15, 2018 9:53:25 PM

Philip,

Do you have alist of the Southgate addresses (residents and businesses) that were notified of
the two community meetings regarding the RPP? It looks asif you have to, somehow, sign up
with the city in order to get on the mailing list to be considered an "interested party”. | do not
believe | received an invitation from Madina Kilcheva as some others have. | do know that
the neighborhood as a whole was not invited to the meeting. If the entire neighborhood was
included in the original approval of the RPP, | believe they should all be notified of any
changes the city is discussing in changing the RPP.

Given that any increase in permits will affect, to some degree, the entire Southgate
neighborhood and to a greater degree the residences closest to 1515 ECR and 1681 ECR, |
would think that any community meeting would be broadcasted to the entire neighborhood in
the same way that the original notification was done as well asthe survey. At aminimum, the
following blocks should have been notified:

0-25 Churchill

1500 Portola

1600 Portola

1500 El Camino Real
1600 El Camino Real
200 Sequoia

200 Manzanita

1500 - 1521 Madrono

If notifications were not sent to these addresses, how were they to find out about the
meetings? If they were not notified, why were they not notified?

Y ou mentioned that notifications were sent viaemail. What is the process to sign up to
receive emails?

If notifications were not sent to these addresses, how can you state that there was true outreach
to the stakeholders? The residence that would be most affected by a change were not even
notified that a change was being discussed.

If residents were not notified, | request that nothing be put forward until after the residents of
the above mentioned streets, in addition to any residents and business owners that attended
one or both of the previous meetings. The definition of stakeholder is, "a person with an
interest or concern in something”. Yet, not all stakeholders have been informed of
this process. It is unfair to make decisions that directly impact the residents, without
the residents being properly notified.

Thank you.
Keith Ferrell
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From: Keith Ferrell

To: Shikada, Ed

Cc: Council, City; Kamhi, Philip; City Mar; Hur, Mark; Planning Commission
Subject: Re: Southgate Community Meeting Feedback

Date: Monday, January 15, 2018 2:54:49 PM

Thanks Ed,

Why isthisissue going to council? Why isit not first going to the PTC? Who at the city is
pushing for thisto go to council? The issue was voted on and approved by council less than 4
months ago. The Southgate RPP did not start enforcement until Dec 13, 2017, yet staff was
regquesting to change it before the program even started. Why have council approveit if staff
can overrule them and then try to slide their changes in the consent calendar? Consent items
are supposedly minor changes, correct? This proposal more than doubles the number of
employee permitsin Southgate and for Evergreen Park, it increases permits by over 30%. |
don't see how that is considered a minor change, unless you don't live in either area and/or are
not concerned about the quality of life in Palo Alto neighborhoods. So, | ask again, and would
like an answer. Who isthe driving force behind this proposal? Staff did zero research on the
Southgate area other than the businesses said they want more permits. There are questions on
zoning and use-permits, non-conforming uses, occupancy, etc... none of which have been
answered. At thefirst "stakeholder's meeting” the businesses claimed to not have been
notified of the RPP. We asked staff to confirm if those addresses received a survey and if they
werereturned. At the second meeting, three weeks later, they still did not have an answer.
Again, the meetings were merely charades so they could go to council and tell them that they
held meetings.

| disagree with your point that "staff are doing their best to thoroughly address community
priorities while balancing competing interests and available resources.” Staff report # 8670
has now been scrapped due to its inadequacies. What that tells me is the report was done half-
ass to appease the businesses and they were going to give it to council and hope no one would
guestion them on the details by putting it on the consent calendar. How much time and money
isthe city going to waste on changing a resolution that was already approved by council?
Does staff not have other items to work on? Maybe the city should look at thinning out the
level of staffing if they have time to throw together meaningless reports on resol utions that
have been approved so recently that the ink hasn't even dried.

The writing of staff report # 8670 should never have happened. The modifications of the
RPP's should not go forward for council review until after the one-year pilot programs have
run their course. City council and staff have more important things to do than churn through
and modify resolutions they have already approved with stipulations that they will see it again
in one-year. Now, you are asking them to evaluate the program three timesin a 12-month
gpan. That's awaste of resources. If resources are scarce, as you claim, then why use them on
this?

Keith Ferrell

On Sun, Jan 14, 2018 at 7:40 AM, Shikada, Ed <Ed.Shikada@cityofpal oalto.org> wrote:
Dear Mr. Ferrell,

Thank you for consistently sharing your perspective with the city council and staff. | am
sorry that you and many others have found it necessary to devote so much time and effort to
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thisissue. | will discuss with the city manager how best to work with Planning staff and
respond to your concerns as this issue comes forward for city council review.

At the same, I’ m sure you appreciate that we have talented and dedicated staff that are doing
their best to thoroughly address community priorities while balancing competing interests
and available resources. Appreciating the frustration reflected in the comments below, we
will look for an appropriate time and place for communications to be most productive.

Best regards,

Ed Shikada
Assistant City Manager

From: Keith Ferrell <ferrell .keith@gmail.com>

Sent: Saturday, January 13, 2018 11:19 PM

Subject: Southgate Community Meeting Feedback

To: Council, City <city.council @cityofpal oalto.org>

Cc: Kamhi, Philip <philip.kamhi @cityofpal oalto.org>, City Mgr
<citymgr@cityofpaloalto.org>, Hur, Mark <mark.hur@cityofpal oalto.org>

Last Wednesday, January 10, a community meeting was held to discuss the Southgate RPP.
The meeting was well attended, but nearly all left frustrated. | have copied below some of
the comments received from some of the Southgate residents that attended:

"Very frustrating meeting. Staff is ill-prepared and staff present last night knew little of land use standards,
zoning regulations or the facts associated with the business uses or even the RPP process. The city attorney
would not have appreciated hearing that the council can do whatever it wants whenever it wants too. If | were
on the council and heard staff comments last night | would be in the city managers office this morning asking
what the hell is going on. Very unprofessional!!!”

"And there is no excuse for what went on as we put the city manager on notice yesterday morning about the
questions that would be raised."

"l found this evening’s meeting to be a further example of city staff’'s inability to handle the Southgate parking
situation in a sensible manner. It pitted the companies against the residents in a meeting with no agenda, no
clear action plan and no resolution. There was no meeting of the minds, just a forum for shouting over each

other. Total waste of time in my opinion."

"As residents, we have not expanded our demands on parking in Southgate, have agreed to the new parking
program for a year, and wish to maintain their ability to continue to park in their neighborhood. The Southgate
neighborhood is and always has been zoned for residential use. Unfortunately, It has become a matter of
residents versus the businesses."

"There does not appear to be any objective analysis to support a number. They have 10 and want 19 more for a
total of 29. Why 297 If 29 cars end up parking in some quadrant of Southgate, then those residents have not
gained any benefit from the RPP."

"I still have a hard time with the potential of residential zoning being used for excessive business parking. This is
a problem created by the city from the very beginning of the process."

"Phillip has been sent by staff to “check the box” for two stakeholder meetings so staff will recommend issuing
XXX amount of hew worker permits unless council member change the quantity. But they never asked for a
recommendation by the stakeholders!"


mailto:ferrell.keith@gmail.com
mailto:city.council@cityofpaloalto.org
mailto:philip.kamhi@cityofpaloalto.org
mailto:citymgr@cityofpaloalto.org
mailto:mark.hur@cityofpaloalto.org

Planning & Transportation Commission Emails 1-31-18

"Phillip did not really hold a stakeholders meeting, because their should have been some resolution. Now staff
can say that they met with residents and business, but they cannot say that the found common ground."

As you can see, not much was accomplished, and many questions went unanswered. As | had speculated, the
meeting appears to have been held so that staff can tell council that they had a meeting. Staff answered none
of the relevant questions that were asked on Wednesday or had been asked leading up to the meeting. There
has been no study done on the part of staff to determine the current status of the Southgate neighborhood or
the impact of the business parking in our neighborhood. How can staff produce a report based purely on
supposition?

Staff, for some reason, seems intent on bringing this to the council. But, why? Who is driving this request? Is it
council? The businesses? It's certainly NOT the residents. How has this gotten to the point of getting to
council when there's nothing backing it up? Why is staff taking up council's time and energy to forward the
agenda of the businesses which could only result in negative impacts to our residential neighborhood?

The lots that 1515 El Camino and 1681 El Camino occupy are zoned R-15. | believe, according to city code,
that would make those addresses non-conforming. According to city code, it appears that these would the non-
conforming use should have been terminated.

18.70.070 Nonconforming Use — Required Termination

(a) In any district, a nonconforming, nonresidential use occupying a site having facilities thereon valued at less than
one thousand dollars, shall be terminated within five years from the effective date of this section, or within five years
from the date such use becomes nonconforming, whichever date islater, and within such time the improvements shall
either be removed, or converted or modified to accommodate a conforming use.

(b) In any district, a nonconforming, nonresidential use of a site not subject to subsection (a) of this section shall be
terminated in accord with the following provisions and schedules:

(1) When occupying or using facilities designed and built for residential use, the nonconforming use shall be terminated
within ten yearsfrom July 20, 1978, or within ten years from the date such use becomes nonconforming, whichever date
islater, and within such time the improvements shall either be removed, or converted or modified to accommodate

a conforming use.

We have asked staff many questions that have remained unanswered. In addition, staff has failed to come up with any
support as to why they are presenting a report to staff on a program that has barely had the chance to take hold. Residents
have done extensive research to show that parking in the residential area near the businesses has not seen little to no
improvement since the beginning of the RPP. Adding permits will, therefore, worsen parking in the residential area dueto
overflow business parking. That, by itself, is reason enough to NOT ask to increase the number of business permits.

Had staff taken the time to study the environment, as the residents have, with some empirical evidence to back up any
reasoning, we would be much more willing to listen to what they have to say. However, there is no support for this.
Instead, staff is wasting taxpayer time and money on areport that has since been scrapped, community meetings, a second
report (which | have no confidence in being much different than the first), and al so wasting council members' time and
energy.

Again, | ask that council request that the Southgate RPP be given a chance to work and that any effort by staff to bring this
to council berejected. By allowing thisto be heard by council, is supporting recommendations by staff, that have no
amount of factual evidence. How can acity be properly run if it promotes knee-jerk reactions which only serve to cause
churn for staff, residents and council members?

Please fedl free to contact me with any questions.

Keith Ferrell
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From: Keith Ferrell

To: Planning Commission

Cc: Council, City; City Mgr

Subject: Southgate RPP being revisited? Why?
Date: Monday, January 15, 2018 2:36:54 PM
Attachments: 1515 El Camino to ECR Parking.png

1515 El Camino to Southaate parking.png

Dear Commissioners,

Y ou might or might not be aware that city staff is going to city council to request achangein
both the Evergreen Park/Mayfield and Southgate RPP employee permit numbers. Staff had
originally put this proposal on the council's consent calendar for December 11, 2017. Dueto
an outcry by residents, theitem was pulled. Staff report #8670 is the origina report drafted by
staff. Thisreport isfull of inaccuracies and has no factual evidence to back up any
recommendations. According to staff, this report has also been scrapped.

Over the past month, | have sent a number of |etters to the Planning Department, including
Phillip Kamhi, Mark Her, Hilary Gittleman and Joshua Mello, along with Palo Alto City
Council and the City Manager's office. | spoke with Greg Tanaka yesterday, and he
mentioned that | should contact you as the issue should come before the PTC before getting to
council.

| have attached copies of my emails below. Theissuesare fairly simple:

1) City staff, after hearing from businesses that they did not have enough permits, drafted a
report recommending an increase in the number of employee permits. Staff did not inform
residents and planned on putting it on council consent calendar to quickly make the change.

2) Council approved the Southgate RPP |ess than six months ago and enforcement did not
begin until December 13, 2017. (That is the date the first ticket wasissued) How can staff
recommend a change to a program that hadn't even been given a chance to start working?

3) Staff's assumptions are entirely inaccurate, especially as they pertain to Southgate. Show
rates, occupancy rates, etc... are all based on guesswork without any studies being done.

4) Parking is readily available on El Camino Real on both the east and west side. | have
attached 2 maps of the area fronting 1515 EI Camino showing the distance from the office to
parking available on El Camino and to the inner Southgate neighborhood viathe alley. The
parking extends north to Palo Alto High School. 1n order to keep parking away from the
school, | have marked the farthest distance to be just south of the tennis courts. All of the
parking is adjacent to PAUSD District Office. Asyou can see, the farthest parking isamere
650ft away. Thisstrip of EI Camino alows for approximately 17 parking spaces (at 21 ft per
gpace). This does not include parking on the western side of EI Camino which could include
scores of additional spaces. Distance viathe alley isaminimum 400 ft away. Walking on a
well-lit thoroughfare such as EI Camino is also MUCH safer than walking through a dark

aley.

5) In order to take full advantage of EI Camino parking, 72-hour parking needs to be
CONSISTENTLY ENFORCED. RV'sand other cars have been parked on the western side of
El Camino for months.
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| have requested that no alterations to the Southgate RPP be addressed until AFTER the one-
year pilot program, which was approved by city council, has ended. Residents have asked for
avariety of small changesto the RPP (e.g. the choice to have a hang tag as the first permit,
free daily permits, etc...) and were told by city staff that no changes would be made during the
pilot program. | expect the city to honor its commitment of maintaining the permit program as
approved by council until the end of the pilot program. | also expect that any
recommendations to change the program after that year will be supported by solid evidence
and facts. Finally, | expect that city staff fully communicates any possible actionsto all
residents of the affected RPP with adequate lead time prior to any discussions taking place.

If you would like to further discuss this matter, | have plenty of information, thoughts and data
points, I am more than happy to sit down to answer any questions you might have.

Thanks
Keith Ferrell

7] Southgate to Council January 9th, 2018
7] Parking counts Dec 2017
B pec 20 Meeting Follow-up

7] Southgate Meeting Feedback
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From: Peter Maresca

To: Planning Commission

Subject: Accessory Dwelling Unit Ordinance Comments
Date: Friday, January 12, 2018 1:02:33 PM

Commission Chair Lauing and Commissioners,
| have these comments for your study of updates to the new ADU ordinance.

Basements in ADUs: basements should not be allowed to extend into building sideyards (to within six feet

from property line).

Replacement of Noncomplying structure: | support option 1: “...the replacement structure must be code
compliant.” This is a safety issue.

Owner-Occupancy Requirements: | support continuing to require owner occupancy.
Though | support ADUs and increasing housing, there are many good reasons for maintaining the on-site
owner oversight and management of an ADU.

Opt-Out provision: this is confusing. | thought elimination of covered parking requirement only applied to
covered parking that, under the old ordinance, would have been required for an ADU. I’'m probably missing
something but, because covered parking has always been an expensive burden on homeowners, | support
NOT reinstating a covered parking requirement for a main residence when an ADU is de-commissioned.

Siting ADUs on front of home: | don’t have an objection to a “duplex” look in neighborhoods. That’s one

historically residential look.

Miscellaneous

A. | oppose restricting interior rear lot coverage to 50%. If the main residence is set far back on the lot,
the 50% restriction could have the unintended effect of the property owner putting an ADU in front of the
main residence.

B. no comment

C.

l. Yes, allow expansion of existing units (in conjunction with existing main residences) to take advantage
of bonuses.

li. Yes. Allow elimination of covered parking to support expansion of existing units.

li. No, do not exempt the deed restriction requirement for improvements to existing units. All new,
expanded, or converted ADUs should be subject to same deed restriction. Exempting existing ADUs from
deed restriction discriminates against property owners who could not previously build an ADU due to
various requirements in old ordinance.

Options to Make ADUs Available to Moderate or Low Income residents

Yes to partnering with an affordable housing agency. Watch out for private developers offering to build
ADUs for all or a portion of the rental.

YES! To reducing or eliminating permit and development fees to a much more reasonable amount. This
should be done for ALL ADU building.
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YES to prototypes, including for different shaped lots.

YES to tech assistance. | would hope this could be for anyone building an ADU and that it wold allow for at
least four hours of a Palo Alto/Santa Clara County-based expert to ensure code-compliance, ordinance
compliance, and design issues, particularly for the pre-built sorts of units that may be more affordable for

many homeowners.

Thank you,

Peter Maresca
Palo Alto
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