
From: Brown Jonathan
To: Council, City
Subject: Comments on Agenda Item #3 278 Lambert, 3040 - 3250 Park, 3201-3225 Ash & 200 - 404 Portage

Prescreening Study Session: Report on Negotiations Between the City Council Ad Hoc and the Sobrato
Organization and Prescreening for Development Agreement and R...

Date: Sunday, July 31, 2022 10:43:19 PM

Some people who received this message don't often get email from jbrownie2218@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.

Dear City Council,

Thank you for giving the citizens of the Ventura a chance to comment on Agenda
Item #3 (Prescreening Study Session) for your August 1, 2022, meeting.  I am a
proud Venturan who has lived on Fernando Avenue for nearly 20 years.  Hopefully
you will give us more chances to engage and listen to our input.  I oppose the deal in
its current form (to the extent it has been described to the public).  Particularly given
all of the hype the City has generated over the Fry's Site for many years, surely we
can do better—more and better-planned housing that includes BMR throughout, not
just in a ghetto off to the side; full and contiguous creek renaturalization and parkland
commensurate to the added density (rather than widening Ventura’s parkland deficit
with this checkerboard proposal); no offices and limited retail that serves those living
in the community; and a safe bikeable, walkable community zone where cars are
directed to main thoroughfares away from the site and existing neighborhoods rather
than through them. 

1. The land is zoned for housing and was only ever allowed for retail and office under
exceptions which have netted the landowner tremendous profits.  In this time of
extreme housing shortages in our area, the City would be abdicating its responsibility
not to let the exceptions expire and enforce the housing-only zoning of this area.
2. What grounds does Sobrato have to file a lawsuit?  Sure, anyone can sue over any
claim they can imagine, but the City has not explained why it should not be able to
prevail easily in a case where it is trying to enforce existing zoning for housing.  If the
City refuses to stand its ground more firmly that this site should be predominantly for
housing, the housing advocates have shown no hesitation to bring a lawsuit of their
own.  The City seems to be inviting a lawsuit in which it would lose by trying to avoid
a lawsuit that it should win.
3. Palo Alto has said time and again that it needs to correct its office-to-housing
imbalance which is currently skewed towards too much office and not enough
housing.  Incredibly, the proposed deal exacerbates the imbalance by allowing for
more office space.  At best, it kicks the can down the road by accepting in lieu fees of
the kind that have been proven to be mostly hollow over the years.
4. Creek renaturalization and more open space is desperately needed in Palo Alto.
 But the proposal preserves R&D and other uses of land directly in the path of what
should be the creek renaturalization area.  Renaturalization won't work in
checkerboard fashion, and it makes no sense to have a parking structure so far from
the buildings it is intended to serve. Lambert should be dead-ended on both sides of
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the creek, something that would help the creek, connect open space, and help to
calm traffic in an area where cars frequently exceed the speed limit.
5. Please consider the good work that the citizens of Ventura and others did on the
NVCAP Committee to develop a plan that envisioned a beautiful new community with
affordable housing, parks, some retail and open space. 
6. The cannery building is an important piece of Palo Alto history.  But that does not
mean that it should be preserved in its current form for all time.  The land has a higher
purpose and should be converted to housing.  An appropriate acknowledgement of
the history of the site can be made in various forms on the site, but this old building
needs to be recycled just like the cans it used to produce.
7. Traffic needs to be studied much more closely.  This proposal appears to favor
more through car traffic and fewer safe pedestrian, bike and scooter routes.  The
impacts to existing Ventura residents of cut-through traffic and office commuters are
significant.

Thank you.
Jonathan Brown
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Dear City Council,
I live at 271 Chestnut, one block from Lambert and just off Birch street, so quite close to the
old Fry's site. I am thankful for the efforts of Sobrato and the city to create a plan for the old
Frys site that maintains some of the historic building and allows for BMR housing and
parkland. I do hope as part of the park planning, the city can find resources to safely restore
the creek in that stretch to more of a natural state. 

The community resource of a small retail area is a good but smaller than ideal step. I would
love to see more community space in this plan. I heard once that the nicely maintained
structure in Parcel 4 might be made available for the public. I would love to see that building
house a small community center, reading and or meeting room. At least a small cafe on the
end of that building that could have a deck for sitting that looks out toward the park and
creek. 

Thank you! 
Claire Elliott
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