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Architectural Review Board ARB Staff Report
Report Type:

Meeting Date: 10/30/2014

Summary Title: Build To Standard
Title: Build-to Standard Ordinance: Review of Draft Modifications to the
Build To Line Requirements in Palo Alto Municipal Code Chapter 18.16. This
item was discussed by the ARB in a public hearing on October 2, 2014 and
continued to this date for further discussion. This item was reviewed by the
Planning and Transportation Commission on July 30, 2014 and continued to a
date uncertain.
From: Amy French
Lead Department: Architectural Review Board
Recommendation
Staff recommends that the Architectural Review Board (ARB):
 receive the ARB subcommittee’s presentation regarding design implications of the code
revisions, and
 discuss and recommend Council adoption of the code revisions in the attached, revised
draft “Build-To” Ordinance (Attachment A).
Council has committed to discussing broader policies for development along El Camino Real
during the Comprehensive Plan update in 2015. Nevertheless, Council requests that staff, the
ARB and PTC make a recommendation on a limited “Build-To” code revision in 2014, after
conducting public hearings and studying the implications. The Planning and Transportation
Commission (PTC), having reviewed and edited an earlier draft on July 30, 2014, is tentatively
scheduled to discuss the matter on November 12, 2014. The PTC had requested that staff study
the amendments and visually explain the potential effects of the ordinance.

Executive Summary
On June 2, 2014, City Council rejected the proposed “Sidewalk Ordinance” prompted by a 2013
Council Colleagues memorandum, and directed staff to return as soon as possible with “fixes to
the build-to-line” so that the City’s development standards would not force the majority of the
front façades of new projects to be built so close to the sidewalk along major thoroughfares in
the City without regard to context.
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The draft “build-to-line” ordinance focuses on the deletion of the build-to-line requirement
from all but properties fronting El Camino Real, adds a “build-to” requirement for the CC(2)
zones on El Camino Real, and “loosens” the “build-to” regulation for the affected El Camino
Real properties so it is no long a build-to line but rather, a range of possibilities based on
context.
The draft ordinance retains the Planning and Transportation Commission (PTC) suggested edits.
Attachment A has been annotated since the October 2, 2014 ARB meeting with shading to show
one revision suggested by one ARB member, which is the addition of a new statement to
indicate a reduction in the percentage of building wall is “upon the request of the applicant”,
strategically placed at the beginning of the build-to standard in both tables, to ensure property
owners’ understanding.
The ordinance:
 deletes the “build-to” standard for thoroughfares except El Camino Real,
 adds the modified “build-to” standard to CC(2) zoned properties on El Camino Real but
excludes the Town and Country and Stanford Shopping Centers,
 modifies the standard to provide additional flexibility as to how to meet the “build-to”
requirement, including the new note clarifying “upon request of the applicant”,
 includes minor revisions to two of the context-based design criteria, and
 adds a “clean-up” footnote to Table 4 for Mixed Use Projects on El Camino Real fronting
properties; however, this PTC suggestion would add a new restriction for the location of
parking facilities and staff is concerned about the potential effects.

Background
Earlier this year, staff prepared a draft ordinance to respond to a colleagues’ memo about
sidewalk widths and Council direction about reducing the Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of CN-zoned
sites in the City’s housing sites inventory. Staff had provided a draft ordinance and supporting
documents (City Manager’s Report, CMR) to City Council one month prior to the Council
hearing of the matter on June 2, 2014. The CMR (#4764) provides background information
about the PTC and ARB public hearings on the matter. On June 2, 2014, City Council deferred
adoption of the ‘sidewalk ordinance’ until after review of issues in a broader context during the
Comprehensive Plan update, as recommended by the PTC.
The Council also deferred consideration of the Floor Area Ratio (FAR) on CN-zoned sites, and
other changes to the context based design criteria for South El Camino Real to the
Comprehensive Plan update process, and requested that staff return with a simple ordinance to
adjust the “build to line” requirement.
Staff prepared a draft “build-to” ordinance and presented it to the PTC on July 30, 2014. The
PTC heard public testimony, discussed the ordinance and continued its review to a date
uncertain, providing feedback to staff on possible changes as reflected in the excerpt verbatim
minutes provided earlier to the ARB. The PTC asked that the staff report consider the potential
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effects of the ordinance, the language change suggested by Director Gitelman, and the effects
of a new Footnote 10 in Table 4, and describe the interaction of standards with the context
based design criteria. Director Gitelman’s suggestion was to change the build-to-line standard
in Tables 3 and 4 to replace the phrase “building setback” with “may be reduced”, to read:
“Wall percentage may be reduced based on context based design criteria set forth in Chapter
18.16 of this code…”
On September 4, 2014, the ARB discussed the draft ordinance, listened to public testimony, and
continued the review to the ARB meeting of September 18, 2014, when additional testimony
was received. The board continued its review to October 2, 2014, when the ARB provided
comments and continued the review to the October 30 th special ARB meeting, to allow a
subcommittee to meet and prepare for a presentation to the ARB. Staff provides a brief
summary below of the October 2nd comments. The ARB:










had no specific concerns about the modest adjustment to the build-to-line standard,
and believed it to be reasonable and headed in the right direction;
was concerned the critics will not be satisfied;
offered a text clarification (now in the draft ordinance) to further clarify the code
flexibility change is related to a property owner’s choice;
noted that the projects the ARB had seen are modified suburban development, whereas
the El Camino Real design guidelines ask for urban projects;
stated concerns regarding acting before policy discussions during the Comprehensive
Plan update and overstepping the ARB purview (and quoting Vice Chair Popp, “we have
an unimaginable range of variety between lot sizes and context and I am concerned that
we are looking at this through a monocle – we need to step back and study the whole
process and not one little piece.”
had concerns regarding the ongoing perception by property owners of a “taking” of
their property and potential floor area, given that the original goal was to address Grand
Boulevard goals; the ARB wants to help Council address that and two members
suggested initiating an incentive to remedy the “taking” concern, allowing additional
height when property owners offer additional sidewalk width. The ARB’s discussion of
this incentive and the image used for the discussion is provided as Attachment B. The
ARB recognized additional height would be a hard sell, particularly given residential uses
behind the properties along El Camino Real;
had suggested the potential for further breaking down zoning districts beyond the CS,
CN and CC zones; the one member provided an overview of Mountain View’s Draft
Specific Plan, acknowledging that Mountain View has larger parcels along El Camino
Real than Palo Alto, describing key aspects of the plan with respect to El Camino Real:
o Grand Boulevard concepts observed at key “village center” intersections,
o Setback ‘range’ between a 10 foot minimum and 16 foot maximum,
o Upper floors can have a greater setback,
o Requirement for ground floor commercial retail at major intersections,
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o Neighborhood centers are allowed 2000 s.f. of bonus floor area when retail use
is proposed,
o Façade length along El Camino Real is limited to 250 linear feet,
o Small properties are allowed a four foot encroachment into the setback for half
of the frontage,
o Additional height (10 feet) allowed along the major corridor areas if a substantial
public plaza is provided,
o An ‘effective sidewalk width’ of 18 feet to 24 feet is cited, where amenity area
for seating and planters is provided (a 5’ wide planter, a 7’ wide sidewalk, and
the remainder as ‘building frontage area’).

Discussion
The annotated changes in the draft ordinance (Attachment A) have been described in past ARB
staff reports. Below, the discussion focuses on the recent items brought up on October 2,
2014.
Height Incentive
Since the Council deferred discussion of the sidewalk width and further discussion related to
refining the South El Camino Real Design Guidelines to the Comprehensive Plan Update, staff
anticipates the Council will defer any discussion of height incentives for additional setback as
well. However, the Planning and Transportation Commission will receive a copy of this report
and meeting minutes.
Build-To Percentage Upon Request
In order to loosen the build-to requirement, staff envisioned this as not a “line” but an “area”
between zero and ten feet from property line fronting El Camino Real, within which a majority
of the building is to be placed, where the building does not need to have 50% of the frontage all
in a line. The goal would be to allow more variable placement of the El Camino-facing wall and
minor changes in alignment of the street wall from one site to the next. In this way, the urban
design intent of the build-to requirement would be retained, but the restrictive language would
be loosened. The note introduced by ARB member Malone Prichard during the October 2, 2014
ARB meeting has been added to the build-to standard in the annotated ordinance.
Mixed Use Projects and Parking Spaces
Table 4, footnote #10 (shaded) was suggested by a PTC member when the PTC reviewed the
draft Sidewalk Ordinance. The PTC member had suggested that, with such a restriction, the
build-to regulation might be deleted altogether. This assumed the build-to regulation was
mainly geared to discourage placement of parking lots in front of buildings. The Council action
June 2, 2014 did not state that this new footnote should also be added to the Build-To
Ordinance, but staff had included it in draft Build-to ordinance to allow further vetting of the
footnote generally, to better understand its intent and refine the note to achieve that intent. A
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discussion of staff’s concern about the introduction of this restriction was included in the
September 4, 2014 ARB staff report for this item.
Staff continues to believe this restrictive footnote may be too burdensome a regulation for
surface lots of mixed-use projects along thoroughfares having special setbacks. Along
Middlefield, a mixed use building is required to be placed 25 feet back from the property line,
but surface parking is currently allowed up to the five foot landscape strip along the frontage.
Given that the zoning code favors mixed use development in other ways (e.g. greater overall
FAR), placing an additional restriction may be inconsistent, and could be problematic for
applicants designing parking lots to meet parking demand.

Timeline
PTC Hearing:
ARB Hearings:
PTC Hearing:
Council Hearing:

July 30, 2014
September 4, September 18, October 2, October 30, 2014
November 12, 2014
December 10, 2014

Environmental Review
The zoning code modification is exempt from the provisions of CEQA per Section 15305 (Minor
Alterations in Land Use Limitations).
Attachments:
 Attachment A: Draft Build-To Ordinance
(DOCX)
(DOCX)
 Attachment B: Discussion on Incentive October 2, 2014
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Attachment A
Ordinance No. _____
Ordinance of the Council of the City of Palo Alto Amending Sections 18.16.060
(Development Standards for CN, CC, and CS Districts) and 18.16.090 (Context
Based Design Criteria) of Title 18 (Zoning) of the Palo Alto Municipal Code To
Allow Variable Placement of Building Facades on El Camino Real and Eliminate
the Build-to-Line requirements for other frontages within the CS, CN and CC
zones
The Council of the City of Palo Alto does ORDAIN as follows:
SECTION 1. Section 18.16.060 (Development Standards for CN, CC, and CS Districts)
of Title 18 (Zoning) of the Palo Alto Municipal Code is hereby amended to read as follows:
18.16.060

Development Standards

(a)
Exclusively Non-Residential Uses
Table 3 specifies the development standards for exclusively non-residential uses and alterations
to non-residential uses or structures in the CN, CC, CC(2) and CS districts. These developments
shall be designed and constructed in compliance with the following requirements and the
context-based design criteria outlined in Section 18.16.090, provided that more restrictive
regulations may be recommended by the architectural review board and approved by the
director of planning and community environment, pursuant to Section 18.76.020.
TABLE 3
EXCLUSIVELY NON-RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS
CN
Minimum Site
Specifications
Site Area (ft2)
Site Width (ft)
Site Depth (ft)
Minimum Setbacks
Front Yard (ft)

CC(2)

CS

Subject to
regulations in
Section

0 – 10’ to
create an
8’ – 12’
effective
sidewalk
width
(1), (2), (8)

Setback lines
imposed by a
special setback
map pursuant
to Chapter
20.08 of this
code

None Required

0–10’ to
create an 8’12’ effective
sidewalk
width
(1), (2), (8)

140724 jb 0131236

CC

0 – 10’ to
create an
None
8’ – 12’
Required effective
(8)
sidewalk
width
(1), (2), (8)
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CN

Rear Yard (ft)
Interior Side Yard (ft)
Street Side Yard (ft)
Minimum Yard (ft) for lot
lines abutting or opposite
residential districts or
residential PC districts
Build-To-Line (applicable
to properties facing El
Camino Real only)(7), (8)

CC

140724 jb 0131236

CS

None required
20’ (2)

None required

10’ (2)

10’ (2)






Minimum setbacks from
alleys for structures
other than public parking
garages (ft) (3)
Corner lots, from rear lot
line on the alley
Corner lots, from side lot
line on the alley
All lots other than corner
lots
Maximum Site
Coverage
Maximum Height (ft)
Standard
Within 150 ft. of a
residential district (other
than an RM-40 or PC
zone) abutting or located
within 50 feet of the site

CC(2)

Subject to
regulations in
Section

10’ (2)

10’ (2)

Goal that minimum of 50% of frontage built
within setback range of 0’-10’ from property
line (8’ – 18’ from curb) (7)
33% of side street built to setback (7)
Upon the request of the applicant, the wall %
can be via upper floors where the ground floor
is set back farther;
Upon the request of the applicant, the wall %
may be reduced based on Context Based Design
Criteria set forth in Chapter 18.16 of this code
and site context including land use, adjacent
building context, lot size and building design

8’
Not applicable

None

Not
applicable

20’
50%

25’ and 2
stories

None Required
50’

37’ (4)

50’

35’

35’

35’
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CN

CC

CC(2)

CS

Subject to
regulations in
Section

Maximum Floor Area
0.4:1
2.0:1
0.4:1
18.18.060(e)
Ratio (FAR)
Maximum Floor Area
N/A
- (5)
2.0:1
2.0:1
18.18.060(d)
Ratio (FAR) for Hotels
Daylight Plane for lot
lines abutting one or
more residential zone
districts other than an
RM-40 or PC zone
Initial Height at side or
- (6)
- (6)
- (6)
- (6)
rear lot line (ft)
Slope
- (6)
- (6)
- (6)
- (6)
(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.
(3)
No setback from an alley is required for a public parking garage.
(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.
(5)
See additional regulations in subsection (e) of this Section 18.16.050.
(6)
The initial height and slope shall be identical to those of the most restrictive residential
zone abutting the site line in question.
(7)
Twenty-five-foot wide driveway access permitted regardless of building frontage. The
Build-to-Line requirement does not apply to Stanford Shopping Center and Town and Country
Shopping Center properties.
(8) A 12 foot sidewalk width is required along El Camino Real frontage.

(b)

Mixed Uses

Table 4 specifies the development standards for new residential mixed use developments.
These developments shall be designed and constructed in compliance with the following
requirements and the context-based design criteria outlined in Section 18.16.090, provided that
more restrictive regulations may be recommended by the architectural review board and
approved by the director of planning and community environment, pursuant to Section
18.76.020.
TABLE 4
MIXED USE DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS
140724 jb 0131236
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CN
Minimum Site
Specifications
Site Area (ft2)
Site Width (ft)
Site Depth (ft)
Minimum Setbacks

Front Yard (ft)

Rear Yard (ft)

CC

Subject to
regulations in:

Setback lines
imposed by a
special setback
map pursuant to
Chapter 20.08 of
this code may
apply
0’ – 10’ to
0’ – 10’ to 0’ – 10’ to
create an
create an create an
None
8’ – 12’
8’ – 12’
8’ – 12’
Required
effective
effective
effective
(8) (10)
sidewalk
sidewalk
sidewalk
(8)(10)
(8) (10)
width
width
width(8)(10)
10’ for residential portion; no requirement for
commercial portion
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CS

None required

Rear Yard abutting
10’
residential zone district (ft)
Interior Side Yard if
abutting residential zone
10’
district (ft)
Street Side Yard (ft)
5’
Build-To-Line (applicable to

El Camino Real properties
only)(1),(8)


Permitted Setback
Encroachments

C C(2)

Goal that minimum of 50% of frontage
built within setback range of 0’-10’ from
property line (8’ – 18’ from curb) (1)
Upon the request of the applicant, the
wall % can be via upper floors where the
ground floor is set back farther;
Upon the request of the applicant, the wall %
may be reduced based on Context Based
Design Criteria set forth in Chapter 18.16 of
this code and site context including land use,
adjacent building context, lot size and building
design

Balconies, awnings, porches, stairways, and
similar elements may extend up to 6’ into the
setback. Cornices, eaves, fireplaces, and similar
Rev. August 27, 2014
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CN

Maximum Site Coverage
Landscape/Open Space
Coverage
Usable Open Space

CC

C C(2)

CS

Subject to
regulations in:

architectural features (excluding flat or
continuous walls or enclosures of interior space)
may extend up to 4’ into the front and rear
setbacks and up to 3’ into interior side setbacks
50%
50%
100%
50%
35%

30%

20%

30%

200 sq ft per unit for 5 or fewer units (2), 150 sq ft
per unit for 6 units or more (2)

Maximum Height (ft)
Standard
35’ (4)
50’
37’
50’
Within 150 ft. of a
residential zone district
(other than an RM-40 or
35’
35’ (5)
35’ (5)
35’ (5)
PC zone) abutting or
located within 50 feet of
the site
Daylight Plane for lot lines Daylight plane height and slope shall be identical
abutting one or more
to those of the most restrictive residential zoning
residential zoning districts district abutting the lot line
Residential Density (net)(3) 15 or 20(9)
30
30
Maximum Residential
0.5:1 (4)
0.6:1
0.6:1
Floor Area Ratio (FAR)
Maximum Nonresidential
0.4:1
See sub2.0:1
0.4:1
Floor Area Ratio (FAR)
section (e)
Total Mixed Use Floor
below
0.9:1 (4)
2.0:1
1.0:1
Area Ratio (FAR)
Minimum Mixed Use
0.15:1
Ground Floor Commercial 0.15:1
0.15:1
0.25:1 (7)
FAR (6)
Parking
See Chapters 18.52 and 18.54 (Parking)
18.52, 18.54
(1) Twenty-five-foot wide driveway access permitted regardless of building frontage. build-to
requirement does not apply to CC district The Build-to-Line requirement does not apply to
Stanford Shopping Center and Town and Country Shopping Center properties.
(2)
Required usable open space: (1) may be any combination of private and common open
spaces; (2) does not need to be located on the ground (but rooftop gardens are not included as
open space); (3) minimum private open space dimension six feet; and (4) minimum common open
space dimension twelve feet.
(3)
Residential density shall be computed based upon the total site area, irrespective of the
percent of the site devoted to commercial use.
(4)
For CN sites on El Camino Real, height may increase to a maximum of 40 feet and the FAR
may increase to a maximum of 1.0:1 (0.5:1 for nonresidential, 0.5:1 for residential).
140724 jb 0131236

Rev. August 27, 2014

NOT YET APPROVED

Subject to
regulations in:
(5)
For sites abutting an RM-40 zoned residential district or a residential Planned Community
(PC) district, maximum height may be increased to 50 feet.
(6)
Ground floor commercial uses generally include retail, personal services, hotels and eating
and drinking establishments. Office uses may be included only to the extent they are permitted in
ground floor regulations.
(7)
If located in the California Avenue Parking Assessment District.
(8)
A 12 foot sidewalk width is required along El Camino Real frontage.
(9)
Residential densities up to 20 units/acre only on Housing Inventory Sites identified in the
2007-2014 Housing Element.
(10) 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.
CN

CC

C C(2)

CS

(1)
Residential and nonresidential mixed use projects shall be subject to site and
design review in accord with Chapter 18.30(G), except that mixed use projects with four or
fewer residential units shall only require review and approval by the architectural review board.
(2)
Nonresidential uses that involve the use or storage of hazardous materials in
excess of the exempt quantities prescribed in Title 15 of the Municipal Code, including but not
limited to dry cleaning plants and auto repair, are prohibited in a mixed use development with
residential uses.
(3)
Residential mixed use development is prohibited on any site designated with an
Automobile Dealership (AD) Combining District overlay.
SECTION 3. Section PAMC Sections 18.16.090 (b) (2) (H), and (b) (3) (F) (Context
Based Design Criteria) of Title 18 (Zoning) of the Palo Alto Municipal Code are hereby amended
to read as follows:
(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 such as:
. . .
H. Upper floors set back to fit in with the context of the neighborhood. The ground floor
may be set back farther than the upper floors when a greater first floor setback is established to
provide more vibrant retail use.
. . .
(3) Massing and Setbacks
Buildings shall be designed to minimize massing and conform to proper setbacks
140724 jb 0131236
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through elements such as:
. . .

Figure 3-3

F. A majority of the building frontage located within 0 to 10’ of the street property line
at the setback line (Figure 3-3) along El Camino Real. Properties subject to a special setback
shall follow that setback. On El Camino Real, placement of building frontage shall be based on
context including land use, adjacent and nearby properties’ existing building setbacks, proposed
or adjacent building design, lot size and similar consideration.
SECTION 4. CEQA. This action is categorically exempt (per Section 15305 (Class 5) of
the CEQA Guidelines) from the provisions of CEQA as they comprise minor alterations to land
use limitations and can be seen to have no significant environmental impacts.
SECTION 5. Severability. If any provision, clause, sentence or paragraph of this
ordinance, or the application to any person or circumstances, shall be held invalid, such
invalidity shall not affect the other provisions of this Ordinance which can be given effect
without the invalid provision or application and, to this end, the provisions of this Ordinance
are hereby declared to be severable.
SECTION 6. Effective Date. This ordinance shall be effective on the thirty-first date
after the date of its adoption.
INTRODUCED:
PASSED:
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AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:
ABSTENTIONS:
NOT PARTICIPATING:
ATTEST:
____________________________
City Clerk

____________________________
Mayor

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

APPROVED:

____________________________
Senior Assistant City Attorney

____________________________
City Manager
____________________________
Director of Planning & Community
Environment
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ATTACHMENT B
Discussion of the Incentive Concept
ARB Meeting October 2, 2014

LIPPERT:
Chair Lippert suggested a height increase of one foot for every foot a building is set back from
the property line for mixed-use (residential/commercial) buildings and hotels. He shared an
image in which he had superimposed notes onto a sketch Vice Chair Popp had provided. The
sketch shows the effect of stepping the building back one foot and going up one foot taller for
each foot back. He noted there is a 35’ maximum height for some districts and 50’ in others. As
the building steps back from the El Camino Real property line, you would achieve a 45’ height if
the building came back 10’; if the building came back 15’, you would reach the 50’ max. No
matter what you did could not go above 50’. He noted it is important because we struggled
with the sidewalk width ordinance; if an applicant traded off stepping back to get additional
height, we would get wider sidewalks on El Camino Real. He clarified this wouldn’t be
achievable with a single use in the building. The incentive would allow for transfer of floor area
into building height, citing an example of a 50 foot wide lot where three floors that go back 10
feet from the property line translates to 1500 s.f. usable floor area to put on the top floor.
Chair Lippert sees this bigger setback happening at the ground floor and top floor, and sees that
an applicant can always build out to the property line at the in-between floors. He noted that
we want wider sidewalks, pedestrian scale streetscapes. He noted that the top floor is seen
differently over the long view and short view – if one is across street, the building reads in
elevation – that is the long view. When up against building, you read a building differently –
stepping back the top floor makes it feel like the building is not leaning on the street – it would
step back – yet still have the benefit of the wider sidewalk and pedestrian-friendly scale;
intermediate floors would be looking out onto street (for public safety) – he used the drawing
as illustration and point of discussion for the board to react to. He noted that form code is
important – how to manipulate buildings to respond in an architectural way.
POPP:
Vice Chair Popp noted that the illustration is clear as to Chair Lippert’s intent. In terms of
energy use – reducing the depth of the building, providing a shallower floor print results in the
need for less artificial lighting for comfortable indoor space; we would need to establish criteria
as to how much of the building is stepping back to achieve building height – for parcels greater
than 50’ width – would need 70% or more to achieve this incentive – and a greater percentage
for lots less than 50 feet in width (to make sure this incentive is not abused). He is in favor of
increasing height, regardless, and believes the 50’ height limit is a terrible problem in regard to
architectural design in that it is no longer consistent with the way buildings are built. He noted
the 35’ height limit has the same effect. He noted allowing people to gain an additional floor on
El Camino seems perfectly reasonable.

He noted the tree canopy in Palo Alto is exquisite, beautiful, and a big piece of that is our
zoning that controls height. There are a few places where buildings are taller and pop above the
canopy, and this makes sense on El Camino, because of conditions and character, it is a logical
decision.
LIPPERT:
The illustration on right , within 45’, it is readily achievable to have a 3 story metal or wood
structure; a 4-story concrete within 50’ is doable; with a metal building, you could get a 3-story,
50’ tall building within that profile; in the range of achieving greater efficiencies, you can create
a light cavity, you are able to make a more slender building with windows – to meet the federal
energy standard for more natural light to reduce energy use.
GOOYER:
Board Member Gooyer noted that there is tremendous resistance on the peninsula – the term
“urban” is hated – people don’t want a tunnel – In San Mateo, where there is a 50’ cap, every
building is 50 feet high, and it gets boring after awhile – self defeating; it will be a tough sell to
make people understand variation in height desirable.
LEW:
Board Member Lew noted he had not thought about the height limit with regard to zones and
conditions on ECR, that it seems with a form code or something like the Mountain View plan,
you have more certainty; with our zoning on El Camino, there is no certainty as to what can be
built (PC moratorium, the density bonus, it is not clear how big a building can be in residents’
back yard – the heart of matter is residential use backs up to El Camino parcels; some parcels
don’t back up to residential properties, and those have higher allowances; it is a tough sell to go
higher near residential.
MALONE PRICHARD:
Board Member Malone Prichard noted that she agrees with statements as to having a higher
building with the same footprint; however, the ARB serves the Council and they are elected and
what we have heard loud and clear is that people do not want taller height limit, so she would
not pursue it at this time.
LIPPERT:
Chair Lippert noted that this is a trade-off; demands for higher density are pushing the
envelope and what we are looking at here is potentially a taking, because if we require
applicants to step back from the build-to line, if we try to push that and they are unable to build
floor area they are entitled to, allow them to step back and give allowances beyond current
height of 35’ (but not beyond 50’ only up to it). And it would only be for mixed use buildings, to
try to encourage greater efficiency in a mixed use building. With regard to the residences, the
150’ linear foot rule – from Single Family Residences, where height would have to remain under
the height limit of 35’ even if 50’ height is permitted in that zone. Buildings still would need to
observe the limit within 150 feet from property to that portion of the building.

CPO FRENCH:
Noted that the Ordinance Table 4, mixed use developments, does go back to the PTC and is in
their arena, asking if the ARB should kick the idea to them in concept.
LIPPERT:
Chair Lee noted this is not outside the ARB’s purview, DEEs is one tool, form code tool have this
discussion continue at PTC to see when mixed use, goes to use and zoning of the property.
GOOYER:
Board Member Gooyer noted this is only really critical for mixed use development. Single use is
not likely to achieve full use of the building envelope.
LEW:
Board Member Lew noted the exception is for hotels at the 2:1 FAR.
LIPPERT:
Chair Lippert noted that hotel is blended by its nature – hotel lobby, reception, banquet spaces,
gift shops, function as retail; upper floors function as residential use- it is a mixed use building,
that is why higher density for hotels.
CPO FRENCH:
Asked if this concept would then include hotels, a special exception for hotels as “mixed use”?
LIPPERT:
Chair Lippert noted that yes, the City should allow hotels be able to achieve this – with cafes in
front, outdoor seating, and valet parking.
CPO FRENCH:
Noted when hotels come up as a concern, there may be interest in limiting size, asking what is
the tolerance for the minimum 50% build-to requirement (and should there be a maximum)?
LEW:
Board Member Lew noted it is confusing as to how many floors are we counting toward
minimum frontage percentage – it is not really clear in our zoning; Mountain View is trying to
be more targeted, to state the intent to have upper floors set back; on length – Mountain View
and Menlo Park have building breaks as a requirement as a design guideline (Mountain View
has a 200 foot max building length, and beyond that length, you must have multiple buildings).
GOOYER:
Board Member Gooyer – study Hilton Homewood suites would be interesting; dialog at ARB
was focused on what happens at street edge – Judith concerned about getting lobby, etc on El
Camino, very difficult to organize to what board was looking for – look at how concept would
have altered that particular project. Unhappy with fact hotel rooms are at sidewalk level – not
very successful overall, because it doesn’t feel right – met zoning requirements – satisfied to

get approval – our zoning regulations created a less desirable project. LL’s concept is one step
in the right direction. Appreciates AL’s efforts to study surrounding cities’ plans. Exercise – if
apply concepts to the hotel set, would we get what we want to get? If not, then not sure right
direction.
LIPPERT:
Chair Lippert asked when the ordinance will go back to P&TC (CPO FRENCH confirmed 11/12);
Chair Lippert then asked Vice Chair Popp to look at the hotel site – to apply flexibility into buildto line.
LEW:
Board Member Lew noted he would show a sketch-up drawing to CPO French, and asked
whether the Palo Alto bowl site hotel was built with 10 foot setback.
CPO FRENCH:
Clarified Site and Design Review process due to site’s two zonings (RM15 and CS, rezoned to CS
several years before) and the PTC looked at it.
POPP:
Vice Chair Popp noted that the RM15 piece had 20-something townhomes and he recalls the
severity of the hotel wall along El Camino Real – its location right on the street in the way not
unlike Alma, because the zoning was not flexible (CPO French noted it also got complex due to
Oak Tree that was preserved the hotel was built around). Popp noted that if we are going to
adopt change, we need to quickly test to see if change we are contemplating will have a good
effect, implications of our goals will yield outcome.
LIPPERT:
Moved to continue the item to October 30th meeting; also encouraged Board Member Lew to
finish his exercise on the hotel and present his thoughts.
LEW:
Seconded the motion. (CPO French volunteered to do homework and meet with Popp and Lew)
Lew noted he had reviewed the zoning in areas outside ECR, such as midtown and Charleston
center, which have ground floor retail requirements – and that addresses the concern of
making places interesting, and those would be kept, just removing build-to line there.(CPO
French reiterated that Middlefield and San Antonio also still have special setback – Ordinance is
removing % build to requirement at that setback).
VOTE:
5-0-0-0

