
From: Andie Reed
To: Council, City
Subject: Objective Standards
Date: Monday, May 16, 2022 9:38:44 AM

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

Dear Council Members,

Thank you for taking a look at the recommendations for changing the Palo Alto zoning
code.  It's important to distinguish between what changes are being suggested from those
that are required by the state.  There's no reason to change long-tested standards that
have survived over many years and been held up successfully, especially if Palo Alto is not
required to do so by the state.

In the staff report page 262, Section 18.52.050, numbers 7 - 11, discuss the criteria for 
residential parking. The side-bar indicates that these bullets are "almost verbatim" from the 
current code section 18.23.070. In fact, #9 appears to go outside of the specific direction 
given by Council in the chart on Packet Page 181, which directs staff to "retain current 
context-based design criteria and chapter 18 laws ... that do not fall under state 
housing laws requiring Objective Standards". 

The new 18.52.050 (9) differs from what is currently in the law because it leaves out some 
of the wording in the old 18.23.070(B)(iii) "Required residential parking spaces in 
the RM-40 zoning district shall be underground, semi-depressed, enclosed 
or concealed for projects of six units or more, and encouraged for projects of 
fewer than six units" and jumps straight to "Except for single-family uses, parking should be 
underground, semi-depressed, enclosed of concealed for all projects to the extent feasible". 
The word "should" is stronger than "shall", this change would appear to encompass 
Conditional Use Permits in R-1 neighborhoods, and the word "if feasible" certainly 
doesn't reduce subjective interpretation.

This new rule seems to favor underground parking for every development 
in an R-1 neighborhood, except for single-family residences, even where it 
is not a good environmental option, as in a large underground garage for a private 
commuter school in an R-1 neighborhood. Underground parking requires digging a 
large hole into an already crowded Palo Alto residential basement 
environment, further obstructing groundwater flow, using CO2 emitting 
cement to line it, and capturing and emitting exhaust into the neighboring 
homes. Underground garages invite driving into residential neighborhoods 
instead of finding other modes of transportation, which can be 
accomplished when the non-single-family use is for local inhabitants. It 
would seem to favor the conditional use over the neighbors' needs and 
interests. 

In making this change, which is entirely uncalled-for, there could be 
devastating impacts in R-1 neighborhoods that include a church or private 
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school, as they could be encouraged to build a commercial underground 
garage, flowing traffic in a slow line through the narrow streets, blocking 
movement, instead of providing at-grade parking with many alternative 
entries. The exits require beeps and flashing lights for safety purposes, which is 
disruptive, especially with nighttime uses. 
 
Please consider leaving the wording in this item "as-is" instead of taking 
advantage of the "Objective Standards" opportunity to further denigrate 
our neighborhoods.

Thank you,

Andie Reed
Melville Ave.
Palo Alto, CA  94301



From: Margaret Heath
To: Council, City
Subject: #15, Meeting May 16, 2022 #15 Objective Design Standards
Date: Sunday, May 15, 2022 8:40:32 PM

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

Dear City Council Members:  

Please reject Staff’s proposed “Objective Standards” report. Instruct them to come back with
only what is needed to comply with those limited projects entitled by State Law. Staff have
produced a document that goes far beyond the minimal code changes required at this time.
There is so much wrong with this Staff Report that I’m not even going to begin to comment.  

Staff appears to have used the situation as a pretext to slip in extensive and unnecessary
changes to the existing Context Based Design Standards. In addition, by-passing a thorough
and in-depth detailed examination of each of their recommended changes by the Planning
Commission. Which the council, and public, deserve. Also concerning is Staff's decision to
undertake such an extensive and  time-consuming project when the department is understaffed
and service is suffering.  

 If you do decide to consider additional changes to the Context Based Design Standards that
are not required at this time, please instruct staff to first submit their Staff Report to the
Planning Commission. Fortunately, some of our dedicated Planning Commission members
have both the depth of knowledge and willingness to take the time to do the due diligence
expected of them as commission members. Who do not consider their job limited to minor
corrections and a superficial review before more or less rubber stamping staff’s
recommendations as expeditiously as possible. 

Sincerely,

Margaret Heath 
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From: Rebecca Sanders
To: Council, City
Subject: Agenda Item #15 - May 16, 2022
Date: Saturday, May 14, 2022 11:09:39 AM

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

Dear City Council Members:

City Staff is using the state mandate for streamlined objective standards to unnecessarily 
redesign our our building code and degrade our standards.  Such staff-overreach is a waste 
of time and money as our existing laws have been in place for decades and provide 
valuable protection for residents from adjacent massing and densing.  Please do not extend 
the objective standards to any projects except where absolutely required by the state and instead 
keep our existing laws for all other buildings.  

Thank you.

Becky Sanders
Ventura Neighborhood Association
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From: Rob Nielsen
To: Council, City
Subject: Housing element groundtruthing: Cal Ave lower-income; updates to Middlefield south of Oregon
Date: Friday, May 13, 2022 3:49:36 PM
Attachments: CalAve_CollegeTerrace - lower income.pdf

South_Middlefield_supp.pdf

Some people who received this message don't often get email from crobertn@yahoo.com. Learn
why this is important

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

Here are two groundtruthing reports on the Palo Alto housing element: 1) lower-
income sites in the greater California Ave area and 2) two additions and updates to
my previous report of April 20, 2022, on Middlefield Road south of Oregon
Expressway.

Thank you for your time and attention.

Best regards,
Rob Nielsen
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Housing element groundtruthing: Middlefield Road south of Oregon 


May 13, 2022 


Dear Palo Alto City Council, Palo Alto Planning and Transportation Committee, Palo Alto Housing 


Element Working Group, and City Staff: 


Scott O’Neil and I recently toured proposed sites in the California Ave area and nearby areas of College 


Terrace. We also added a few nearby sites covered by the Caltrain station strategy. In this report, we 


cover the 10 lower-income sites in this area. Other items will follow shortly in a second report. 


# Address APN Strategy Acres Zoning Units 


1 2673 EL CAMINO REAL  13236077 Caltrain Station 0.64 CN 20 


2 2400 EL CAMINO REAL  14220012 Caltrain Station 0.75 CS (AS1) 24 


3 2310 EL CAMINO REAL  13701129 Caltrain Station 0.76 CN 24 


4 448–450 Sherman Ave 12433007 City Parking Lots 1.00 PF 40 


5 391 Cambridge Ave 12432055 City Parking Lots 0.56 PF(R)  22 


6 451–475 Cambridge Ave  12432050 Caltrain Station 0.65 PF(R) 20 


7 156 N CALIFORNIA AV 12428045 Caltrain Station 1.14 CC (2)(R)(P) 45 


8 150 GRANT AV 12429020 Caltrain Station 0.60 CC (2)(R) 23 


9 3197 PARK BL 13226076 Caltrain Station 0.59 GM 18 


10 PARK BL 13232043 Caltrain Station 1.38 RM-30 44 
Total units = 280 


We note that all of the seven privately owned sites are nonvacant sites (includes the parking lots) as 


defined by the HCD1 and would therefore require substantial evidence for discontinuance of current use 


as explained in Robert Chun’s letter of February 22, 2022. We note further that the maximum densities 


are between 40 and 50 du/ac at all sites we cover here—far short of the feasible densities discussed in 


Robert Chun’s letter of April 21, 2022. 


1. 2673 El Camino Real, APN 132-36-077, 20 units 
2. 2400 El Camino Real, APN 142-20-012, 24 units 
3. 2310 El Camino Real, APN 137-01-129, 24 units 


  


 


2673 El Camino Real 2400 El Camino Real / 550 
California Ave 


2310 / 2390 El Camino Real 


 
1 https://www.hcd.ca.gov/community-development/housing-
element/docs/sites_inventory_memo_final06102020.pdf, p. 24 
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We have no particular issues to point out except for 2400 El Camino Real, a Wells Fargo Bank that uses 
the address 505 California. This is one of two Wells Fargo branches (the other one is at 2754 Middlefield 
Rd) that have been identified for lower income housing and for which substantial evidence must be 
provided for discontinuance of current use. The working group may be over-optimistic that they can 
receive such evidence for both locations. 


One benefit to point out is that all three sites are within a three-minute walk of a high-frequency VTA 
stop on El Camino, either at California or Page Mill. The 522/22 bus routes currently serve these stops 
eight times per hour during daytime on weekdays. As sites identified under the Caltrain station strategy, 
they are also close to rail service at 10–11 minutes by foot (3 minutes by bicycle). 


4. APN 124-33-007 (448–450 Sherman Ave, Lot 8), 40 units 
5. APN 124-32- 055 (391 Cambridge Ave, Lot 4), 22 units 
6. APN 124-32-050 (451–475 Cambridge Ave, Lot 5), 20 units 


   


448–450 Sherman 391 Cambridge  457–475 Cambridge 


 


The first two sites in this set are part of the city-owned parking lots strategy of 168 units. The third one 


has been added as part of the Caltrain strategy. It differs from the six sites in the parking lot strategy in 


that it is not a surface parking lot, but rather a two-story parking structure. It was also not included in 


the presentation made to the working group at their September 2021 meeting as that study only 


considered surface parking lots. 


We have several recommendations on this third item. Our first is to present this site as part of the city-


owned parking lots strategy, using the same 50 du/ac density, or 24 units. If decision-makers are being 


asked to vote on a strategy, they need to get what they are voting on: 192 units, not 168. Our second 


recommendation is to replace it with a surface parking lot of similar acreage. This would enhance 


feasibility by avoiding the cost of tearing-down a structure built strong enough to support heavy cars. 


  







7. 156 California Ave, APN 124-28-045, 45 units 


 


Molly Stone’s Markets has served the community from this site for several decades, using the address of 
164 California Av. It was preceded by another grocery store, the Co-op, since at least the 1940s. Nearby 
grocery stores include Country Sun at 440 California Ave (0.3 mi.), Real Produce at 501 Oxford (0.5 mi.), 
Trader Joe’s at Town & Country (1.2 mi. by foot or bike, 1.6 mi. by car), and Safeway at 2811 Middlefield 
Rd (1.1 mi. by foot, 1.6 mi. by car). 


Given this history, the substantial evidence of discontinued use may not be forthcoming. That said, with 
only a two-minute walk to Caltrain, the site is a good one for transit-oriented development. 


8. 150 Grant Ave, APN 124-29-020, 23 lower-income units 
2501 Park Blvd, APN 124-29-012, 4 market-rate units 


 


150 Grant Ave (left) and 123 Sherman Ave (right) 







 


2501 Park Blvd (right) and 123 Sherman Ave (left) 


  


This desirable site is a a mere three- to four-minute walk from Caltrain and large enough to support 
lower-income housing. Unfortunately, the owner has proposed a project to combine the two sites above 
with a third one at 123 Sherman Ave. (APN 124-29-013, not in site inventory) and build offices under the 
existing commercial zoning.2 


Regrettably, the above two sites will have to be removed from the site inventory if this project proceeds. 


Either way, the owner's intent to develop the site into commercial offices suggests that—absent other 


information—the site is ineligible for inclusion in the housing element.  


 
2 https://www.cityofpaloalto.org/News-Articles/Planning-and-Development-Services/123-Sherman-Avenue-
21PLN-00172 
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9. 3197 PARK Blvd, APN 132-26-076, 18 units 


 
Our only issue with this site is that it was part of a seven-parcel commercial development proposal 
(“3045 Park Blvd”) from 2021.3 Although this project has been inactive since a city council pre-screening 
in March of that year, this proposal indicates the owner’s preference for continuing its commercial use 
rather than to change to residential. If the City intends to include this site in the inventory, it needs to 
reach out to the owner and confirm their interest and intent to redevelop the site with housing. 


This is a common constraint that needs to be addressed in the policies and programs section of the 
housing element. 


  


 
3 https://www.cityofpaloalto.org/News-Articles/Planning-and-Development-Services/3045-Park-Blvd-20PLN-00215 
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10. APN 132-32-043, 44 lower-income units (1.38 acres) 
3040 Park Blvd, 132-32-036, 5 market-rate units (0.17 acres) 
APN 132-32-042, 8 moderate-income units (0.28 acres) 
 
These three parcels lie between the single family homes on Olive Avenue and the main buildings 
comprising the large “Fry’s site” (APN 132-38-071, 12.38 acres). Their configuration is shown here in this 
excerpt from the county’s parcel map (see lots 43, 36, and 42 at the bottom).4 


 


The three lots consist of parking space, a commercial gym, and more parking space as shown in these 
photos. 


 


Interior view of 132-32-043 with Olive Avenue homes on the left 


 
4 https://www.sccassessor.org/apps/ShowMapBook.aspx?apn=13232043 
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200 Portage Ave Park Blvd view of 132-32-0432 (left) and 3040 Park (right) 


 


The first problem we see here is double-counting. Specifically, the list of pipeline projects in the site 
inventory includes 91 units for a project at 200 Portage Ave.5 The area identified for this project covers 
virtually all of APN 132-32-042 and 3040 Park Blvd and around one-third of APN 132-32-043. To remedy 
this double-counting, we suggest that APN 132-32-042 and 3040 Park Blvd be removed from the site 
inventory. 


A second problem is the odd shape and location of APN 132-32-043, which owes to it having once 
served as a railroad right-of-way, removed in 1964, for the former cannery at 340 Portage.6 Placing 
housing here at the assumed density could well result in multi-story housing looming above the wall 
that separates Olive Avenue from the Fry’s site. Treating this site in combination APN 132-38-071, which 
is nearly nine times the size and has the same owner, would provide the flexibility to avoid this situation 
while still building at the assumed density overall. We therefore suggest that the remaining part of this 
parcel be treated the same as its larger neighbor. This could mean including both, or excluding both, 
from the inventory. 


Thirdly, we note that this is not the only double-counting in this area. The nearby pipeline project by 
Charities Housing at 3001–3017 El Camino Real (to be covered in a forthcoming report) includes 129 
units of housing, almost all lower-income, for the three parcels on El Camino Real Palo between Olive 
Ave and Acacia Ave7 This includes APN 132-38-072, at the corner of Acacia, which is included as an 
upzone strategy site with 35 lower-income units. This parcel should be removed from the site inventory. 


 
5 https://www.cityofpaloalto.org/News-Articles/Planning-and-Development-Services/200-Portage-Avenue 
6 https://www.cityofpaloalto.org/files/assets/public/agendas-minutes-reports/agendas-minutes/historic-
resources-board/2019/id-10499-hre-cannery.pdf 
7 https://www.cityofpaloalto.org/News-Articles/Planning-and-Development-Services/30013017-El-Camino-Real 
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May 13, 2022 


Dear Palo Alto City Council, Palo Alto Planning and Transportation Committee, Palo Alto Housing 


Element Working Group, and City Staff: 


As an addendum to my report of April 20, 2022, “Housing element groundtruthing: Middlefield Road 


south of Oregon,” I am including one site that I overlooked and an update on another site. 


720 San Antonio Rd, APN 147-05-087, 43 lower-income units 


 


This site is located about one block east of Middlefield on San Antonio Road. It is a fifth grocery store in 


the inventory (along with Piazza’s, Safeway, Molly Stone’s, and Country Sun). The “specialty” in its name 


generally refers to certain regional cuisines—mainly Russian, German, and Mediterranean/Middle 


Eastern—not readily found elsewhere, although some alternatives do exist depending on the region. It 


also offers a variety of general produce, dairy products, etc. Nearest grocers are Piazza’s (0.5 mi. by foot, 


0.8 mi. by car) and Costco (dues-paying members only; 0.7 mi. by foot, bike, or car).  


The store has been under new ownership since last autumn and was remodeled at that time. We 


therefore think it is unlikely that substantial evidence will be forthcoming for discontinuance of current 


use during the eight-year planning period. Outside of this and our caveat about density and the 


feasibility of lower-income housing (see Robert Chun’s letter of April 21, 2022, on realistic development 


capacity), we find no other issues with this site. 


  







2801 Middlefield Road, APN 127-34-052, 4 moderate-rate units 


This site, which also uses the 2799 Middlefield Road address, is undergoing a change in use: from a 


mortgage lender to a day-care center.1 If this proposed change in use occurs, a second change within the 


eight-year planning period would become less likely. We think it will eventually have to be removed 


from the inventory. 


 


Proposed project at 2799 Middlefield Road 


 


 
1 https://aca-
prod.accela.com/paloalto/Cap/CapDetail.aspx?Module=Planning&TabName=Planning&capID1=21PLN&capID2=00
000&capID3=00345 
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