
Architectural Review Board 
 Staff Report (ID # 15008) 

  
  
 

Report Type:  Action Items Meeting Date: 12/1/2022 

City of Palo Alto   
Planning & Development Services     
250 Hamilton Avenue      
Palo Alto, CA 94301  
(650) 329-2442 

Summary Title:  123 Sherman: Office Building (1st Formal) 

Title: PUBLIC HEARING / QUASI-JUDICIAL. 123 Sherman [21PLN-
00172]: Consideration of a Major Architectural Review 
Application to Allow Demolition of Four Existing Buildings and 
Construction of a New 3-story Office Building With Two Levels 
of Below-grade Parking. This Project Would also Require a Lot 
Merger to Merge Three Existing Parcels. Environmental 
Assessment: An Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration is 
Being Prepared in Accordance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Zoning District: CC (2)(R). 
For More Information Contact the Project Planner, Emily Foley, 
at Emily.Foley@cityofpaloalto.org. 

From: Jonathan Lait 
 

Recommendation   
Staff recommends that the Architectural Review Board (ARB) take the following action(s): 

1. Provide initial comments and feedback with regards to the project design and 
Architectural Review Findings and continue the project to a date uncertain. 

 

Report Summary 
 

Background 
Project Information 
Owner:  123 Sherman LLC 

Architect:  Amanda Borden, KSH Architects 

Representative:  Jenn Bodine, Smith Development 

Legal Counsel:  Not Applicable  

 
Property Information 
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Address: 123 Sherman Avenue 

Neighborhood: Evergreen Park 

Lot Dimensions & Area: 34,384 sf 

Housing Inventory Site: No 

Located w/in a Plume: Yes, COE plume 

Protected/Heritage Trees: No 

Historic Resource(s): No 

Existing Improvement(s): 2501 Park – existing office building, two-story, 3341 sf 
123 Sherman – one-story auto repair 754 SF, two-story structure, 
former single-family house, 1810 sf 
150 Grant – one-story office buildings, 9,618 sf total 

Existing Land Use(s): Office 

Adjacent Land Uses & 
Zoning: 

North:  Residential Condos (RM-40; CC (2)(P); CC (2)); California 
Avenue Caltrain Station (PF) 
West:  Offices and Residential Condos (RM-40; CC (2)(P);CC (2)(R)(P); 
CC (2)); City Public Services Building (PF) 
East:  Residential Condo, Office at 2555 Park, Office at 2625 Park 
currently under renovations (RM-40; CC (2)(P); CC (2)(R)(P); CC (2)) 
South:  Santa Clara County Superior Courthouse (PF); 231 Grant 
Avenue Housing Project 

Aerial View of Property: 
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Source:Google 
 
Land Use Designation & Applicable Plans 
Zoning Designation: CC (2)(R) 

Comp. Plan Designation: Community Commercial 

Context-Based  
Design Criteria: Not Applicable 

Downtown Urban  
Design Guide: Not Applicable 

South of Forest Avenue 
Coordinated Area Plan: Not Applicable 

Baylands Master Plan: Not Applicable 

El Camino Real Design Not Applicable 
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Guidelines (1976 / 2002): 

Proximity to Residential 
Uses or Districts (150'): Yes (multi-family residential housing; see further discussion below) 

Located w/in the Airport 
Influence Area: Not Applicable 

 
Prior City Reviews & Action 
City Council: None 

PTC: None 

HRB: None 

ARB: None 

 

Project Description 
The proposed project includes demolition of all existing structures on the three parcels and a 
Certificate of Compliance to merge the three existing properties (150 Grant, 123 Sherman, and 
2501 Park). The resulting lot would be redeveloped with a proposed three-story building with 
two levels of below-grade parking. The proposed uses include ground floor retail and two floors 
of office above. The building is anticipated to accommodate 170-220 office employees and 10-
20 retail employees.  
 
Requested Entitlements, Findings and Purview:  
The following discretionary applications are being requested:  

• Architectural Review – Major (AR): The process for evaluating this type of application is 
set forth in PAMC 18.77.070. AR applications are reviewed by the ARB, and 
recommendations are forwarded to the Planning & Community Environment Director 
for action within five business days of the Board’s recommendation. Action by the 
Director is appealable to the City Council if filed within 14 days of the decision. AR 
projects are evaluated against specific findings. All findings must be made in the 
affirmative to approve the project. Failure to make any one of the findings requires 
project redesign or denial. The findings to approve an AR application are provided in 
Attachment E.   

 

Analysis1  
Neighborhood Setting and Character 
The project site is located one block away from California Avenue and the California Avenue 
Caltrain station. Adjacent buildings vary in height from one story to four stories. Adjacent uses 
are predominately residential condominiums, wrapping three sides of the building, with offices 

 
1 The information provided in this section is based on analysis prepared by the report author prior to the public 
hearing. The Architectural Review Board in its review of the administrative record and based on public testimony 
may reach a different conclusion from that presented in this report and may choose to make alternative findings. A 
change to the findings may result in a final action that is different from the staff recommended action in this 
report. 
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on the Park Boulevard side. The project is also within the immediate vicinity of the Public Safety 
building that is currently under construction at the corner of Sherman Avenue and Park 
Boulevard, as well as the 231 Grant Avenue Teacher Housing Project that is proposed to begin 
construction in early 2023 at the corner of Grant Avenue and Park Boulevard.  
 
Consistency with the Comprehensive Plan, Area Plans, and Guidelines2 
The Comprehensive Plan includes Goals, Policies, and Programs that guide the physical form of 
the City. The Comprehensive Plan provides the basis for the City’s development regulations and 
is used by City staff to regulate building and development and make recommendations on 
projects. Further, ARB Finding #1 requires that the design be consistent and compatible with 
applicable elements of the Palo Alto Comprehensive Plan. 
 
The Comprehensive Plan land use designation for the project site is Regional/Community 
Commercial, which encourages uses such as department stores, bookstores, furniture stores, 
toy stores, apparel shops, restaurants, theaters, and non-retail services such as offices and 
banks. Non-residential FARs may range from 0.35 to 2.0. Housing is encouraged near transit 
centers, such as the Caltrain station. 
 
On balance, the project is consistent with the policies in the Comprehensive Plan and therefore 
fulfills the goals of the Plan as well. The office use is allowed, and the floor area of 2.0 is within 
the maximum allowed. While the project increases office space, contributing to the jobs-
housing imbalance, it is located within a commercial zone and the proposed office is within the 
planned office growth identified in the Comprehensive Plan. A detailed review of the project’s 
consistency with the Comprehensive Plan will be provided as part of the next staff report. 
 
Zoning Compliance3 
A detailed review of the proposed project’s consistency with applicable zoning standards has 
been performed. A summary table is provided in Attachment B. The proposed project complies 
with all applicable codes or is seeking through the requested permits permission to deviate 
from certain code standards in a manner that is consistent with the Zoning Ordinance. 
 
It should be noted the project includes the removal of an existing single-family residential unit 
located at 123 Sherman. While Comprehensive Plan Policies and State regulations discourage 
the loss of housing units, the project is located within a commercial zoning designation that 
does not allow single-family housing as a permitted use. Therefore, the site’s non-conforming 
use (single-family home) is being removed to bring the site into greater compliance with the 
Zoning Code.  
 
This project will be subject to Development Impact Fees to address impacts to parks & public 
facilities, housing, traffic, and public art.  

 
2 The Palo Alto Comprehensive Plan is available online: 
http://www.cityofpaloalto.org/gov/topics/projects/landuse/compplan.asp  
3 The Palo Alto Zoning Code is available online: http://www.amlegal.com/codes/client/palo-alto_ca  
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Annual Office Limit 
This project will produce a significant amount of new office space towards Palo Alto’s Annual 
Office Limit (PAMC 18.40.210). The applicant proposes 48,330 sf of office space, 12,959 sf of 
which is a replacement office, and 35,371 sf is new and counted towards the City’s office limit. 
Staff reviewed the Annual Office Limit calculation and ensured there is sufficient square footage 
to approve the proposed project this fiscal year.    
 
Performance Criteria and Context-Based Design Criteria 
The project will be subject to various performance criteria.  As adopted by City Council, non-
housing development projects will not be subject to the City’s new Objective Design Standards.  
They will be subject to the City’s long-standing Context-Based Design Criteria. A summary table 
of these regulations is provided in Attachments C and D. 
 
Multi-Modal Access & Parking 
This project is in a transit-rich neighborhood, as demonstrated on plan set sheet A1.1B. In 
addition to the Caltrain station, the site is within walking distance of VTA bus routes 89 and 
22/522.  
 
In the City’s Bicycle + Pedestrian Transportation Plan, Park Boulevard is designated as a 
proposed Bicycle Boulevard.  Park Boulevard is designated as a “suggested walking/biking 
route” on the Palo Alto Biking Map, as it contains a Class II bike lane. It is also a Safe Route to 
School for Escondido Elementary School, Greene Middle School, and Palo Alto High School. The 
proposed project will not affect the existing bike lane, however, neighbors have expressed 
concern that increased trips through Park Boulevard intersections may increase the likelihood 
of traffic accidents. A pedestrian bulb-out is proposed at Park Boulevard and Sherman Avenue, 
similar to the one located at the other end of the block at Park Boulevard & Grant Avenue.  
 
The applicant also requests a Director’s Adjustment to allow for a 20% parking reduction based 
on proximity to transit. Typically, 215 parking spaces would be required, and 176 spaces are 
currently proposed. EV and ADA spaces will be provided as required. In accordance with 
Chapter 18.52 of the Municipal Code, because the proposed project results in more than 50 
peak-hour trips and because the project is requesting a parking reduction, a Transportation 
Demand Management (TDM) plan is required. The TDM plan must have a 35% reduction in trips 
in accordance with Comprehensive Plan Transportation Element Program T1.2.3. The TDM plan 
is currently under review. Once approved, the TDM will be subject to annual reports 
demonstrating that the property owners are meeting their TDM goals, and they would be 
subject to fines if the trip reduction goals are not met. 
 

Environmental Review 
The subject project has been assessed in accordance with the authority and criteria contained 
in the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the State CEQA Guidelines, and the 
environmental regulations of the City. A Draft Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration 
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(IS/MND) is being prepared and will be circulated for public review when it is ready. Public 
review is currently expected to occur prior to or simultaneously with the next ARB hearing for 
this project.  
 

Public Notification, Outreach & Comments 
The Palo Alto Municipal Code requires notice of this public hearing be published in a local paper 
and mailed to owners and occupants of property within 600 feet of the subject property at least 
ten days in advance. Notice of a public hearing for this project was published in the Daily Post 
on November 18, 2022, which is 13 days in advance of the meeting. Postcard mailing occurred 
on November 3, 2022, which is 28 days in advance of the meeting. At the November 17th, 2022 
hearing, staff recommended that the Architectural Review Board (ARB) continue the project to 
a date certain of December 1, 2022. 
 
Public Comments 
Public comments were initially received during and immediately after a community meeting 
held via Zoom on April 5, 2022. Following is a summary of the neighbor’s concerns.  Written 
comments are included in Attachment G.   

• Sherman and Grant Avenues are narrow streets, which could lead to potential 
construction and operational/circulation issues, particularly for delivery trucks 

• Preserving the safety of the existing Park Blvd bike lane during construction 

• Privacy between upper floors of office and neighboring residential balconies 

• Would like to see a housing project here, considering the proximity to transit 

• Noise during construction and from future rooftop equipment 

• That bamboo is not an appropriate screening material 

• Dewatering may cause damage (settling) to adjacent buildings 

• Light pollution at night 

• Noise from rooftop equipment, considering the proximity to upper-floor residences 

• Why this site is not considered appropriate for housing, considering its proximity to 
existing housing and CalTrain 

 
 

Report Author & Contact Information ARB4 Liaison & Contact Information 
Emily Foley, AICP, Planner Jodie Gerhardt, AICP, Planning Manager 

(650) 617-3125 (650) 329-2575 
emily.foley@cityofpaloalto.org  jodie.gerhardt@cityofpaloalto.org 

 
Attachments: 

• Attachment A: Location Map (PDF) 

• Attachment B: Zoning Comparison Table (DOCX) 

• Attachment C: Performance Criteria (DOCX) 

• Attachment D: Context Based Design Criteria (DOCX) 

 
4 Emails may be sent directly to the ARB using the following address: arb@cityofpaloalto.org  
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• Attachment G: Public Comments (PDF) 

• Attachment E: ARB Findings (DOCX) 

• Attachment F: Applicant's Project Description Letter (PDF) 

• Attachment H: Project Plans (DOCX) 
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ATTACHMENT B 
ZONING COMPARISON TABLE 

123 Sherman, 21PLN-00172 
 

Table 1: COMPARISON WITH CHAPTER 18.16 (CC(2) DISTRICT)  
Exclusively Non-residential Development Standards 

Regulation Required  Existing Proposed 

Minimum Site Area, width and 
depth 

No Requirement L-shaped lot, 34,384 sf L-shaped lot, 34,384 sf 

Minimum Front Yard  
(Park Boulevard) 
 

0-10 feet to create an 
8-12 foot effective 
sidewalk width (1), (2), (8) 

0 feet, 7 foot effective 
sidewalk 

10 inches, 8 ft 
effective sidewalk 

Rear Yard  
 

No Requirement Less than 1 foot 10 feet 

Street Side Yard (Sherman) 
 

No Requirement 0 feet 10 feet 

Street Side Yard (Grant) No Requirement 

Varies, approximately 0 
ft for close building, 
approximately 50 for 
further building 

0 feet and 14.5 feet 
adjacent to residential 

Min. yard for lot lines abutting 
or opposite residential 
districts or residential PC 
districts 

10 feet (2) 

 No yard separating 
150 Grant from 
adjacent 
condominiums 

10 feet at rear,  
10 feet on Sherman, 
13 feet on Grant  

Build-to-lines  
 

50% of frontage built 
to setback on Park 
Boulevard; 
33% of side street built 
to setback on Grant 
Avenue (7) 

Complies Complies 

Max. Site Coverage No Requirement 15,523 sf 29,681 sf 

Max. Building Height 37 feet (4) 1 story/height varies 35 ft/3 stories 

Max. Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 2.0:1 (68,768 sf) 15,523 sf 1.51:1 (52,452 sf) 

Daylight Plane for lot lines 
abutting one or more 
residential zone districts other 
than an RM-40 or PC Zone  

None (6) 
None, adjacent 
residential is RM-40 

None, adjacent 
residential is RM-40 

(1)  No parking or loading space, whether required or optional, shall be located in the first 10 feet adjoining the street property line of 
any required yard. 
(2)  Any minimum front, street side, or interior yard shall be planted and maintained as a landscaped screen excluding areas required 
for access to the site. A solid wall or fence between 5 and 8 feet in height shall be constructed along any common interior lot line. 
(4)   As measured to the peak of the roof or the top of a parapet; penthouses and equipment enclosures may exceed this height limit by 
a maximum of five feet, but shall be limited to an area equal to no more than ten percent of the site area and shall not intrude into the 
daylight plane. 
(6)  The initial height and slope shall be identical to those of the most restrictive residential zone abutting the site line in question. 
(7)  25 foot driveway access permitted regardless of frontage, build-to requirement does not apply to CC district. 
(8)  A 12 foot sidewalk width is required along El Camino Real frontage 
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Table 1: COMPARISON WITH CHAPTER 18.16 (CC(2) DISTRICT) continued 
Exclusively Non-residential Development Standards 

 

Topic Requirement Proposed 

Hours of Operation 
(18.16.040 (b)) 

Businesses with activities any time between the hours 
of 10:00 p.m. and 6:00 a.m. shall be required to obtain 
a conditional use permit. The director may apply 
conditions of approval as are deemed necessary to 
assure compatibility with the nearby residentially 
zoned property 

Complies 

Outdoor Sales and 
Storage (18.16.040 (h)) 

 N/A 

Recycling Storage 
(18.16.040 (i)) 

 Will comply 

Employee Showers 
(18.16.040 (j)) 

 Complies 

Office Use Restrictions 
(18.16.050) 

Located in new or remodeled ground floor area built 
on or after March 19, 2001 if the ground floor area 
devoted to housing, retail services, eating and drinking 
services, personal services, and automobile services 
does not decrease 

Under review, give 
property contains and 
automobile service and 
possibly one housing 
unit  

 
18.16.080   Performance Standards.  All development in the CS district shall comply with the performance 
criteria outlined in Chapter 18.23 of the Zoning Ordinance, including all mixed use development 
 
18.16.090   Context-Based Design Criteria.  As further described in a separate attachment, development in a 
commercial district shall be responsible to its context and compatible with adjacent development, and shall 
promote the establishment of pedestrian oriented design. 

 

Table 2: CONFORMANCE WITH CHAPTER 18.52 (Off-Street Parking and Loading)  

for Office* 

Type Required Proposed 

Vehicle Parking 1/250 sf of office gross floor area for 193 parking 
spaces 
 
1/200 sf of retail gross floor area for 20 parking 
spaces 
 
215 total 
172 required with 20% TDM reduction 

172 parking spaces proposed, 
using a 20% TDM reduction 

Bicycle Parking 1/2,500 sf (20% long term and 80% short term) 
equals 20 spaces for office 
 
1/2,000 sf (20% long term and 80% short term) 
equals 2 spaces for retail 

16 short term 
24 long term 

Loading Space 1 loading spaces for less than 100,000 sf 1 off-street space 

* On-site employee amenity space is exempted from the parking requirements 
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Performance Criteria  
 

These performance criteria are intended to provide additional standards to be used in the design and 
evaluation of developments. The purpose is to balance the needs of the uses with the need to minimize 
impacts on surrounding neighborhoods and businesses. The criteria are intended to make new 
developments and major architectural review projects compatible with nearby residential and business 
areas and to enhance the desirability of the proposed developments for the site residents and users, and 
abutting neighbors and businesses. 

 

 
Assure that development provides adequate and accessible 
interior areas or exterior enclosures for the storage of trash 
and recyclable materials in appropriate containers, and that 
trash disposal and recycling areas are located as far from 
abutting residences as is reasonably possible. 

 

 

 
To minimize the visual impacts of lighting on abutting or 
nearby properties and from adjacent roadways. 

 

 

 
The purpose is to restrict retail or service commercial 
businesses abutting (either directly or across the street) or 
within 50 feet of residentially zoned properties or properties 
with existing residential uses located within nonresidential 
zones, with operations or activities between the hours of 
10:00 p.m. and 6:00 a.m. Operations subject to this code may 
include, but are not limited to, deliveries, parking lot and 
sidewalk cleaning, and/or clean up or set up operations, but 
does not include garbage pick-up. 

 

 

 
 In addition to the standards for development prescribed 
above, all Housing Development Projects in the CN, CS, CC, 
and CC(2) districts shall comply with the objective design 
standards outlined in Chapter 18.24 , as defined therein. All 
other developments, and all Housing Development Projects 
that elect to deviate from one or more objective design 
standards in Chapter 18.24 , shall meet the Context Based 
Design Criteria, as determined by the Director pursuant to 
the Architectural Review process.. Landscaping should be 
used to integrate a project design into the surrounding 
neighborhood, and to provide privacy screening between 
properties where appropriate. 

 

18.40.240   Trash Disposal and Recycling Project Consistency 

18.40.250 Lighting 

18.42.040   Late Night Uses and Activities 

18.40.260   Visual, Screening and Landscaping 
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The requirements and guidelines regarding noise and 
vibration impacts are intended to protect residentially zoned 
properties or properties with existing residential uses located 
within nonresidential zones (residential properties) from 
excessive and unnecessary noises and/or vibrations from any 
sources in abutting industrial or commercially zoned 
properties. Design of new projects should reduce noise from 
parking, loading, and refuse storage areas and from heating, 
ventilation, air conditioning apparatus, and other machinery 
on nearby residential properties. New equipment, whether 
mounted on the exterior of the building or located interior to 
a building, which requires only a building permit, shall also be 
subject to these requirements. 

  

 

 
The visual impact of parking shall be minimized and be 
located so they are not predominately facing the street. 
Except for single-family uses, underground parking is 
encouraged. . 

 

 
The guidelines regarding site access impacts are intended to 
minimize conflicts between residential vehicular, pedestrian, 
and bicycle users and more intensive traffic associated with 
commercial and industrial districts, and to facilitate 
pedestrian and bicycle connections through and adjacent to 
the project site. 

 

 

 
The requirements for air quality are intended to buffer 
residential uses from potential sources of odor and/or toxic 
air contaminants. 

 

 
In accordance with Titles 15 and 17 of the Palo Alto 
Municipal Code, minimize the potential hazards of any use  
on a development site that will entail the storage, use, or  
handling of hazardous materials (including hazardous wastes)  
on-site in excess of the exempt quantities prescribed in  
Health and Safety Code Division 20, Chapter 6.95, and  
Title 15 of this code 

18.42.190   Noise and Vibration Project Consistency 

18.54.020(a) Parking 

18.54.050(c)   Vehicular, Pedestrian and Bicycle Site Access 

18.40.270   Air Quality 

18.42.200   Hazardous Materails 
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Context-Based Design Criteria 
 

Pursuant to PAMC 18.16.090(b), the following context-based design considerations and findings are applicable to this 

project. These context-based design criteria are intended to provide additional standards to be used in the design and 

evaluation of development in a commercial district. The purpose is to encourage development in a commercial district to 

be responsible to its context and compatibility with adjacent development as well as to promote the establishment of 

pedestrian oriented design. 

 
1. Pedestrian and Bicycle Environment  
The design of new projects shall promote pedestrian walkability, a bicycle friendly environment, and 
connectivity through design elements 
 
2. Street Building Facades  
Street facades shall be designed to provide a strong relationship with the sidewalk and the street (s), to 
create an environment that supports and encourages pedestrian activity through design elements 
 
3. Massing and Setbacks  
Buildings shall be designed to minimize massing and conform to proper setbacks 
 
4. Low Density Residential Transitions  
Where new projects are built abutting existing lower scale residential development, care shall be taken to 
respect the scale and privacy of neighboring properties 
 
5. Project Open Space  
Private and public open space shall be provided so that it is usable for the residents and visitors of the site 
 
6. Parking Design  
Parking shall be accommodated but shall not be allowed to overwhelm the character of the project or 
detract from the pedestrian environment 
 
7. Large Multi-Acre Sites  
Large sites (over one acre) shall be designed so that street, block, and building patterns are consistent with 
those of the surrounding neighborhood 
 
8. Sustainability and Green Building Design  
Project design and materials to achieve sustainability and green building design should be incorporated into 
the project 
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From: Roberta Ahlquist
To: ebecca Eisenberg; Council, City; Planning Commission; Foley, Emily; Gerhardt, Jodie; Lait, Jonathan; Shikada,

Ed; Transportation; Angie, Palo Alto Renters Association; Aram James; paul bundy; Joyce Beattie; Jasmina Bojic;
linda lopez-otero; Mary Gallagher; Carol Lamont; Debbie Mytels; Sunita de Tourreil; Dave Price; Paul George @
PPJC; Sandy Perry-HCA

Subject: 123 Sherman-Low-mod income -HOUSING, NOT OFFICES
Date: Wednesday, April 6, 2022 2:24:38 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

Dear Folks:

We need LOW-Moderate Income HOUSING for the people who work here now.
If you do a survey of your own city workers, and we (our Low-income Housing Committee)
has done this informally), 
you will find that no one without a 6 figure salary can
afford to live in the city in which they serve.    
  

It is time for all the city officials and their committees to bite the bullet and seek out funding
for such affordable
housing. 

Waiting for this city to serve ALL of its workers and residents,

Roberta Ahlquist
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Foley, Emily

From: Rebecca Eisenberg <rebecca@winwithrebecca.com>
Sent: Wednesday, April 6, 2022 11:18 AM
To: Council, City; Planning Commission; Foley, Emily; Gerhardt, Jodie; Lait, Jonathan; Shikada, Ed; 

Transportation
Cc: Aram James; Diana Diamond; Mark Petersen-Perez; chuck jagoda; Greer Stone; Jeff Moore; Joe 

Simitian; Roberta Ahlquist; Vara Ramakrishnan; Cindy Chavez; Curtis Smolar; Linda Jolley; Dave Price; 
Bill Johnson; Palo Alto Forward; Rebecca Sanders; Angie, Palo Alto Renters Association; Reckdahl, 
Keith

Subject: Corrected: Why is the Planning Department approving a large office complex next door to housing?

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious of opening 
attachments and clicking on links. 

(With apologies; redundant paragraphs removed) 

Dear Jodie, Emily, Planning Dept, Planning Commission and City Council:  
  
Last night I attended an official Palo Alto Planning Dept meeting to discuss a proposed large commercial office 
development at 123 Sherman, next door to Palo Alto Central Condominiums and abutting the train tracks.  See City of 
Palo Alto's project page here:  https://www.cityofpaloalto.org/News‐Articles/Planning‐and‐Development‐Services/123‐
Sherman‐Avenue‐21PLN‐00172  
 
123 Sherman formerly was used for residential purposes. The site's only neighbor on the same side of the street, Palo 
Alto Central, is a relatively new, attractive, higher‐end condominium development whose homes sell for $1 ‐ $2 million. 
(See https://www.sanjosecondomania.com/condos/PALO‐ALTO‐CENTRAL.php)  Palo Alto Central homes are lovely, 
spacious, and many units enjoy views of the foothills.  
 
At 123 Sherman next door which is the combination of 4 large parcels, the applicant intends to place a large three‐story 
commercial office building, with two stories of office, and a bottom story of "retail" (despite the plethora of empty retail 
storefronts on California Ave.). 
 
Below is what I learned (either at the meeting, or by having to do my own research afterwards because my questions 
were not answered at the meeting):  
 
1.Although located in a mixed residential/commercial zone, 123 Sherman has almost entirely been used for Residential 
purposes, according to the records I could locate. As such, the applicant purchased and demolished formerly‐existing 
homes, taking homes off the market and exacerbating the housing shortage.  See Zillow's records of the 
location: https://www.zillow.com/palo‐alto‐
ca/condos/?searchQueryState=%7B%22pagination%22%3A%7B%7D%2C%22usersSearchTerm%22%3A%22123%20Sher
man%20Ave%20Palo%20Alto%2C%20CA%2094306%22%2C%22mapBounds%22%3A%7B%22west%22%3A‐
122.14480251073837%2C%22east%22%3A‐
122.13863343000412%2C%22south%22%3A37.42635370801266%2C%22north%22%3A37.429633892374426%7D%2C%
22regionSelection%22%3A%5B%7B%22regionId%22%3A26374%2C%22regionType%22%3A6%7D%5D%2C%22isMapVisi
ble%22%3Atrue%2C%22filterState%22%3A%7B%22sort%22%3A%7B%22value%22%3A%22globalrelevanceex%22%7D%
2C%22ah%22%3A%7B%22value%22%3Atrue%7D%2C%22sf%22%3A%7B%22value%22%3Afalse%7D%2C%22mf%22%3A
%7B%22value%22%3Afalse%7D%2C%22manu%22%3A%7B%22value%22%3Afalse%7D%2C%22land%22%3A%7B%22val
ue%22%3Afalse%7D%2C%22tow%22%3A%7B%22value%22%3Afalse%7D%2C%22apa%22%3A%7B%22value%22%3Afals

  You don't often get email from rebecca@winwithrebecca.com. Learn why this is important  
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e%7D%7D%2C%22isListVisible%22%3Atrue%2C%22mapZoom%22%3A18%7D    If that long URL does not work, go 
to Zillow.com, search for "123 Sherman Ave., Palo Alto" and by clicking on the various lots you will see the homes that 
the developer purchased in and around 2020. I'm going to estimate that 10 homes were bulldozed, which I think is a 
conservative estimate.  
 
2. Despite the fact that the developer purchased homes, and intends to use the land for commercial purposes, the City 
Staff allowed the applicant to go through the streamlined ministerial process, apparently ‐‐ which sounds a lot like what 
happened with the President Hotel. Is that City Council's intention for projects where developers buy homes and convert 
them to offices? Is the ministerial process intended to apply in these situations for developers who purchased residential 
property?  
 
3. According to the developer's plans submitted to the Palo Alto Planning Department, this new office building will 
house up to 721 workers, consisting of (all these numbers taken from the plans 
submitted‐ https://www.cityofpaloalto.org/files/assets/public/planning‐amp‐development‐services/new‐development‐
projects/123‐sherman‐ave/c3‐123‐sherman‐2501‐park‐plan.pdf ):  
‐ 195 occupants on the first floor (not including the fact that retail occupants will come and go, causing numerous car 
trips); 
‐ 255 occupants on the second floor; and 
‐ 271 occupants on the third floor.  

4. According to the developer's plans submitted to the Palo Alto Planning Department, this project will create 68,674 
square feet of office space in addition to 76,899 square feet of underground parking  ‐ creating by combining 4 
adjacent large parcels, home to numerous large structures previously.  
 
5. Yet,  Jodie and Emily insisted that the building fell within Palo Alto's city‐wide cap on new office space of 50,000 
square feet, even including all other new office projects ‐ e.g. potentially at Town & Country, possibly near where REI 
used to be located, and at all the other office locations that are sprouting up on El Camino, in Ventura, in South Palo 
Alto, near University, and elsewhere. How does that make sense?  
 
6. Using the developer's own numbers, 123 Sherman could produce as many as 721 new jobs, after taking approximately 
10 (or more ‐ it's impossible to know at this point) homes off the market. That is a net impact of 731 new homes 
needed in Palo Alto due to this project ‐ using the developer's submitted numbers.  
 
7. Those 721 commercial occupants of 123 Sherman will cause 1442 new commutes through Palo Alto streets on a 
residential block located on the only bike boulevard in that entire area of Palo Alto.  
 
8. When asked about the net impact of this office construction, City Staff again insisted that creating 721 new jobs and 
1442 car trips down a residential bike boulevard is "within the Comp Plan."  
 
9. When asked about safety measures for trucks on the Park Ave Bike Boulevard, which young children use to bike to 
and from school, Emily or Jodie responded that "this will be looked into." Meanwhile, children on bikes are killed far too 
often in our community ‐ including as recently as 2 weeks ago in Mountain View and 2 years ago, just a few blocks 
away, in Palo Alto.  If a bike boulevard is not protected from commercial traffic, what streets will be?  Isn't protecting 
bike boulevards for children part of the comprehensive plan? 
 
10. Regarding the fact that this project could increase the jobs‐to‐housing imbalance by up to 731 (including homes lost 
and jobs created), City staff insisted that "we have enough housing in production."  That is news to anyone who is 
following the Housing Element process. 
 
11. Neighbors were given only approximately 10 minutes to speak. They were unsurprisingly universally opposed to this 
project, and none of their concerns have been addressed. Their concerns stated at the meeting include:  (A) 
environmental hazards caused by two‐story basement so close to the toxic plume of the HP Superfund site; (B) issues 
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with waste management ‐ garbage will be sitting outside for a week awaiting pickup; (C) blockage of light: while 
residents may not have strong rights to a view, they absolutely have rights to light, and this project both blocks light as 
well as causes light pollution; (D) parking issues and traffic:  this is a *residential* block that never before has had to 
contend with a large office‐only commercial development; (E) vague plans to "provide train passes" to employees that 
have never reduced traffic in the past; (F) the applicant's drawings and diagrams are factually incorrect ‐‐ e,g presenting 
the neighborhood as commercial when it is residential on that block, and also intentionally omitting balconies and 
windows of the condominiums next door, which are only a few feet away from this proposed commercial office 
building.  City Staff had no response to these concerns, and did not instruct the applicant to correct its drawings and 
designs (!).  
 
12. Even worse, Jodie or Emily insisted that an environmental review would be BAD for neighbors, even though 
obviously neighbors disagree and common sense dictates otherwise.  
 
13. Given that currently, commercial developments are the only means of funding the City's affordable housing reserves, 
I asked Jodie and Emily how this commercial‐only development will assist with the creation of homes to house the 721 
jobs created there. I expected to hear in response how much the developer would be paying in impact fees.  Instead, 
Jodie denied that the addition of 721 new jobs would impact our housing needs (?). I remain curious about how much 
money this project would generate in impact fees, and if those fees would be sufficient to cover the housing needs 
created by the addition of 721 new jobs on a residential street.  
 
14.  When asked if the North Ventura neighborhood has been consulted about this office development, City Staff did not 
respond. 123 Sherman is just a few short blocks away from where Ventura officially begins. The influx of 721 new 
commuters will impact them terribly, so I cc'd a couple North Ventura folks on this email to make sure they know about 
this and have an opportunity to state their opinions before the applicant continues to expend money on it.  
 
15. When the city was asked if they tried to convince the applicant to build housing there instead, given that its only 
close neighbor is housing, and that it is literally abutting the train tracks ‐‐ therefore in the EXACT location that we are 
supposed to prioritize for housing ‐‐  Emily and Jodie did not answer. The applicant did try to answer, however, and said 
something about housing requiring "density" ‐‐ even though, given the same amount of space, offices are always more 
dense than housing.  For example, in an office large enough to employ 721 workers, the developer could be providing 
20 or 30 nice, larger townhouses, which would mesh well with the condominium development next door. 20 
townhouses would create zero to 40 commutes at most every day ‐ likely less, given the proximity of the train ‐‐ as 
opposed to 1442 commutes to/from this office complex. (We easily could predict the traffic impact of using this site for 
housing by looking into the traffic impact of Palo Alto Central next door.)   
 
16. When asked for any precedent of placing an office complex a few feet away from a residential building, Emily, Jodie 
and the applicant all used an example that they made up. Specifically, they claimed that an office building was allowed 
to go up next to the senior living facility on El Camino near Oregon, but that is a RESIDENTIAL building, not office. (Could 
the Planning Department actually not know this, or were they intentionally lying? Either is troubling). Additionally, they 
made some reference to Fry's, even though they should know, as City Planners, that the Fry's site is zoned 
RESIDENTIAL.  https://www.paloaltoonline.com/news/2021/06/11/departure‐of‐frys‐electronics‐leaves‐palo‐alto‐with‐
a‐zoning‐dilemma . How can we expect appropriate results from a Planning Department that misstates its own zoning 
code and mischaracterizes an apartment building as an office building?  
 
In sum, the meeting about 123 Sherman raised far more questions than it answered. Most stakeholders were absent, 
neighbors did not have adequate time to speak, the City was not able to gauge the actual opposition to this project 
through this call, the City's answers ranged from factual errors to nonexistent, and the applicant was misled about their 
chances of succeeding with their project.  We see, over and over, the problems created when applicants are given 
unreasonable and false expectations by City Staff. It leads to huge and costly problems for the City. The President Hotel 
is a perfect example of this, as is Castilleja. Applicants need to be informed of their chances of success from square one.   
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Also disturbing about this project is that the 123 Sherman site is IDEAL for housing, per the Housing Element 
priorities.  It is; 1) currently unoccupied; (2) next door to a multi‐family housing development, so wholly in line with the 
neighborhood and (3) abutting the train station, and therefore could not be any closer to public transportation.  
 
Most of all is the troubling notion that, in a city where many residents object to the addition of multi‐family housing 
near them, our City Staff had no hesitation in approving a large office complex next door to housing on a residential 
block. Do they believe that residents would be fine with 721 office workers moving in next door? Would you be okay 
with an office serving 721 workers built next door to you?   
 
This project is problematic and needs to be rejected in its current form before the applicant is forced to spend too much 
money on a development that clearly violates the priororities of our city, and would inevitably lead to lawsuits from 
neighbors. The professional and high integrity thing to do would be to inform the applicant now before they are forced 
to spend ‐ and waste ‐ millions of dollars on a project that has little chance for success given its innumerable problems.\ 
 
Given that I addressed this email to the individuals who have the power to clarify the building and zoning codes, I hope I 
don't hear "we don't have a choice" in response. You have a choice ‐ especially if you act soon rather than allow this to 
go on for too long. One way to act now is to issue a clarification that the ministerial process cannot apply to residential 
property that developers plan to use for commercial purposes, given Palo Alto's urgent need for housing, and the 
already overwhelming imbalance between jobs and housing. I'm sure there are other ways to stop this train before it 
leaves the station as well. 
 
Thank you for your consideration of this matter. Feel free to contact me if you would like to discuss.   
 
Best,  
 
Rebecca.  
415‐235‐8078 
 
 
Rebecca Eisenberg, Esq. 
Principal & Founder 
Netskink Positive Impact Investments 
Private Client Legal Services 
www.linkedin.com/in/eisenberg 
rebecca@privateclientlegal.com 
415-235-8078 
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You don't often get email from anojaca@gmail.com. Learn why this is important

From: Anoja Herath
To: Foley, Emily
Cc: J.M. Beckett; Peter Jon Shuler; Steimle; Valerie Milligan
Subject: Re: 123 Sherman - request for Sight Line & Daylight Plane analyses
Date: Thursday, May 12, 2022 7:53:41 AM
Attachments: image009.png
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You don't often get email from anojaca@gmail.com. Learn why this is important

Thank you, Emily.  Appreciate your help.

Best,
Anoja

On Wed, May 11, 2022 at 3:47 PM Foley, Emily <Emily.Foley@cityofpaloalto.org> wrote:

Hi Anoja,

 

Thank you for your comment, we have asked the applicant to include additional daylight plane diagrams and sight line/privacy information in their next
revision of the plans.

 

Thanks,

Emily

 

 

Emily Foley, AICP

Associate Planner

Planning and Development Services Department

(650) 617-3125 | emily.foley@cityofpaloalto.org

www.cityofpaloalto.org

 

  

 

 
NEW Parcel Report | Palo Alto Municipal Code | Online Permitting System | Planning Forms & Handouts | Planning Applications Mapped

 

The City of Palo Alto is doing its part to reduce the spread of COVID-19.  We have successfully transitioned most of our employees to a remote
work environment. We remain available to you via email, phone, and virtual meetings during our normal business hours.

 

From: Anoja Herath <anojaca@gmail.com> 
Sent: Sunday, April 24, 2022 2:33 PM
To: Foley, Emily <Emily.Foley@CityofPaloAlto.org>
Cc: J.M. Beckett <jmbeckett@gmail.com>; Peter Jon Shuler <peterjon@gmail.com>; Valerie Milligan <valerie.milligan5@gmail.com>; Steimle
<suzanne.steimle@gmail.com>
Subject: 123 Sherman - request for Sight Line & Daylight Plane analyses

 

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious of opening attachments and clicking on links.

Hello Emily,

 

We are residents in Palo Alto Central residential complex who attended the April 5th Community meeting with the developers, Smith Development.  During
the meeting, some common concerns voiced by several residents are the impact on privacy, lights in the new building reflecting into residences and obstruction
of daylight and views by the rooftop HVAC enclosure. 

 

To address our concerns, we would like to request a full sight line analysis and a daylight plane analysis for the 123 Sherman project.  We hope these analyses
will alleviate some of our concerns.  It would be helpful for us to know when we can expect these analyses from the developer.  
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We appreciate your help in this matter and look forward to hearing from you soon.

 

Thank you,

Anoja Herath

Jamie Beckett 
Peter Jon Shuler 

Valerie Milligan 

Suzanne Steimle
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From: Judith Fields
To: Foley, Emily
Subject: Re: 123 Sherman
Date: Wednesday, November 9, 2022 4:20:43 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

Emily, I apologize for my remark about the 8:30 time for the meetings. I did not understand that
was when the ARB always met.  Judith Fields

On Tue, Nov 8, 2022 at 7:08 PM Judith Fields <judith2468@gmail.com> wrote:
H Emily,

I received the notification. I want to comment that the city doesn't make it any easier for
resident participation with an 8:30 hearing, or the necessity for going someplace else to find the
info for a zoom meeting. You would get more community interest if the link were printed on the
notice,

That said, where can I find a more complete description, plus a site map. I would like to know
more about the mitigated negative declaration. I live across the street from the site and am very
concerned about the effect it will have on the entrance to my parking garage, on street parking,
noice, closed streets, pollution, etc. 

The small building at Park and Grant has been being renovated for months, seemingly using either
a saw or a drill. The noise easily gets on one's nerves. What about existing residents?

Thank you, Judith Fields

-- 

Judith Fields
2581 Park Boulevard, Y103
Palo Alto, CA 94306 
650-283-7288

-- 

Judith Fields
2581 Park Boulevard, Y103
Palo Alto, CA 94306 
650-283-7288
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ARB FINDINGS FOR APPROVAL   

 
In order for the ARB to make a future recommendation of approval, the project must comply 
with the following Findings for Architectural Review as required in Chapter 18.76.020 of the 
PAMC. 
 
Finding #1:  The design is consistent with applicable provisions of the Palo Alto 
Comprehensive Plan, Zoning Code, coordinated area plans (including compatibility 
requirements), and any relevant design guides.  
 
Finding #2: The project has a unified and coherent design, that:  

a. creates an internal sense of order and desirable environment for occupants, visitors, 
and the general community,  

b. preserves, respects and integrates existing natural features that contribute positively 
to the site and the historic character including historic resources of the area when 
relevant,  

c. is consistent with the context-based design criteria of the applicable zone district,  
d. provides harmonious transitions in scale, mass and character to adjacent land uses 

and land use designations,  
e. enhances living conditions on the site (if it includes residential uses) and in adjacent 

residential areas.  
 
Finding #3: The design is of high aesthetic quality, using high quality, integrated materials and 
appropriate construction techniques, and incorporating textures, colors, and other details 
that are compatible with and enhance the surrounding area.  
 
Finding #4: The design is functional, allowing for ease and safety of pedestrian and bicycle 
traffic and providing for elements that support the building’s necessary operations (e.g. 
convenient vehicle access to property and utilities, appropriate arrangement and amount of 
open space and integrated signage, if applicable, etc.).  
 
Finding #5: The landscape design complements and enhances the building design and its 
surroundings, is appropriate to the site’s functions, and utilizes to the extent practical, 
regional indigenous drought resistant plant material capable of providing desirable habitat 
that can be appropriately maintained.  
 
Finding #6: The project incorporates design principles that achieve sustainability in areas 
related to energy efficiency, water conservation, building materials, landscaping, and site 
planning. 
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Date:  June 15, 2021 

 

From:  Boyd Smith, Smith Development 

  Lund Smith, Smith Development 

   

To:  Jonathan Lait, Director of Planning & Development Services, City of Palo Alto 

 

Subject: Application for Architectural Review for Project at 123 Sherman Avenue 

 

Dear Mr. Lait: 

 

It is our pleasure to submit our application for Architectural Review for our proposed 

project at 150 Grant Avenue, 123 Sherman Avenue, and 2501 Park Boulevard (commonly referred 

to as the project at 123 Sherman Avenue).  These are all contiguous parcels zoned Community 

Commercial Subdistrict 2 with a Retail Shopping Combining District.  We are pleased to be 

submitting a project that complies with all zoning and development standards including a request 

for Planning Director approval of a TDM plan and parking reduction given our project is near public 

transit, specifically the California Avenue train station.   

 

The proposed project is a mix of retail and general business offices which are all permitted 

under the City’s adopted zoning and Comprehensive Plan designations.  Specifically, the project 

proposes a total 52,661 square feet of occupied space and 17,620 square feet of parking on a 

35,429 square foot lot.  This results in a Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of 1.48:1 for occupied space and 

0.5:1 for parking, which is less than the City’s 2:1 FAR maximum in the adopted Community 

Commercial Subdistrict 2 development standards.  The maximum building height is 37 feet plus 

another 5 feet to include equipment and architectural projections.   

 

Thank you for your input on this proposed project.  We are happy to answer any questions 

that you have and look forward to a review of this proposed project by the Architectural Review 

Board within the limits of their purview.  Smith Development looks forward to a completing a high-

quality project which will serve our community for years to come.   

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

Boyd and Lund Smith 
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349 Sutter Street 

San Francisco 

California 94108 

 

 

KSH Architects | 349 Sutter Street San Francisco California 94108 | 415.954.1960  

PROJECT NARRATIVE 

150 GRANT / 123 SHERMAN / 2501 PARK, PALO ALTO 

The proposed 3-story project is located at the corner of Park Boulevard and Sherman Avenue in 

Downtown Palo Alto.  The site extends to Grant Avenue on the northern portion of the property.  

 

This three-story building has been designed to respond to the unique character of the surrounding 

context.  The proposed project is 37 feet tall, the same height as the adjacent 2555 Park Boulevard. 

Retail or other permitted use(s) will be located on the ground floor on Sherman Avenue, the office 

lobby will be located at the corner of Park Boulevard and Sherman Avenue.  Office space will be 

provided on the second and third floor.  The building is set back 20 feet from the existing apartment 

buildings on the northern property line.  The exterior of the building along Sherman features a large 

recess at the center of the elevation with terraces.  This feature provides articulation and variation 

in massing to reduce the scale of the new building.  The northeast corner of the project is set back 

to retain a large existing redwood tree.  Outdoor terraces are located at the second and third floors 

on the south elevation behind the 2555 Park Boulevard building.  The elevation of the building on 

Grant Avenue features a glass enclosed stair and landscaping.   

 

The ground floor features active uses and generous landscaping to enhance the pedestrian 

experience, providing separate entrances for each use.  The office entrance is located at the corner 

of Park Boulevard and Sherman Avenue, entered through a covered plaza.  The entry plaza 

features a living wall and bench as a welcoming gesture.  The retail/permitted use(s) entrance is on 

Sherman Avenue under a generous overhang.  Trees and planters provide a pleasant experience 

at street level.  The automobile entrance is located near the northern end of Sherman Avenue.  The 

parking for retail/permitted uses will be provided on the ground floor.  Parking for the office space 

will be provided on two levels below-grade. 

 

Exterior materials include clear glass, painted aluminum panels, stenciled aluminum panels and 

accent panels recalling the color of natural wood.   
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If you need assistance reviewing the above documents, please contact the Project Planner or call the Planner-on-Duty at  
650-617-3117 or email planner@cityofpaloalto.org  

Project Plans 

In order to reduce paper consumption, a limited number of hard copy project plans are 

provided to Board members for their review.  The same plans are available to the public, at all 

hours of the day, via the following online resources. 

 

Environmental Document 

An Initial Study / Mitigated Negative Declaration is being prepared for this project. When the 

draft document is available, there will be a minimum 30-day circulation period. This is expected 

to align with the next ARB hearing for this project.  

 

Directions to review Project plans and environmental documents online:  

1. Go to: bit.ly/PApendingprojects  

2. Scroll down to find “123 Sherman” and click the address link 

3. On this project-specific webpage you will find a link to the project plans and other 

important information 

 

Direct Link to Project Webpage: 

https://www.cityofpaloalto.org/News-Articles/Planning-and-Development-Services/123-

Sherman-Avenue-21PLN-00172  

 

Materials Boards: 

Prior to the hearing, color and material boards will be available to view in the display case 

outside of City Hall, on the exterior elevator near the corner of Hamilton Ave. and Bryant St.  

For closer examination, this same board will be brought to chambers during the ARB hearing. 
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