
From: Marilyn mayo
To: Council, City
Subject: Ventura Site
Date: Saturday, June 12, 2021 10:18:54 AM

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

Dear Mayor & Council Members:

There is general agreement of the long-term goals of developing the Ventura Site. However, how to pay for them is
more problematic. Adding more commercial development should not be part of the solution.

Palo Alto is known for it’s talent, ingenuity, and expertise. If we need affordable housing and open space amenities
vote to do so.  There must be alternative sources of funding besides adding more offices.

Thank you for time & concern,

Marilyn Mayo  404 Oxford Ave, Palo Alto
Evergreen Park

mailto:marilynmayo@yahoo.com
mailto:city.council@cityofpaloalto.org


From: Margaret Heath
To: Council, City
Subject: Council meeting 6/14/21, item 9, NVCAP
Date: Saturday, June 12, 2021 4:41:17 PM

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

Dear Mayor Dubois and Council Members,

I urge you to interpret the city’s zoning code in the strictest possible terms to restrict office use
on the “Fry’s” site to the least amount legally permitted.  Don’t let Sobrato hold the city
hostage to “up-zoning” the site, thereby permanently reducing the amount of land available for
housing.   

When Sobrato claims “housing only” doesn’t “pencil out” perhaps what they really mean is
that housing doesn’t pencil out in comparison to housing AND offices.  As long as Sobrato
thinks they can prevail and leverage increased office space in return for less housing, they will
not concede to any other outcome.

In addition, when Sobrato bought the property a few years ago it may be their purchase price
included an assumption that, given the city’s history, they could persuade the city council to
permit additional office development on the site.  Consultants may even be persuaded to factor
in the price Sobrato may have “over-paid” for the land to support their contention that
minimizing office and maximizing housing does not “pencil out” for Sobrato.  

Don’t be fooled and allow Sobrato to use the price they may have paid for the property as
“leverage” to get around a strict interpretation of the zoning restrictions.  It is not in any way
up to the city to help a company profit or not in their business dealings.

There’s a certain irony that Sobrato proposes to include office space that will likely generate
more jobs on site than the number of people decent sized on-site housing will  likely
accommodate. Thereby not only making Palo Alto’s ratio of jobs to housing worse, but the
housing situation even more difficult for those families who want to make Palo Alto their
future home.

If Sobrato claims they are not prepared to develop the site without their proposed office use, 
but can’t do anything else with the site, the price of the land will eventually reflect that
reality.  Sooner or later a developer, if not Sobrato, will be prepared to build the family
housing as zoned for, and which the city so desperately needs.  

The demand for housing will not diminish.  Do not short-change the city with a short-sighted
decision to give away land zoned for housing.   

Sincerely,

Margaret Heath
2140 Cornell Street
 

mailto:maggi650@gmail.com
mailto:city.council@cityofpaloalto.org


From: Carla Wray
To: Council, City
Subject: Fry’s
Date: Sunday, June 13, 2021 3:44:12 PM

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

Dear Council,  please no more office space in North Ventura neighborhood.  Now that businesses are developing
hybrid work from home/office,  it seems wrong to build more offices.  We don’t know if the pandemic is really gone
yet.  Apts and  homes yes!  Community center and park?  Yes!  Low income housing?  Yes.

Thank you for keeping Ventura a welcoming place to new residents.

-Carla Wray

Sent from my iPhone

mailto:carla.wray@gmail.com
mailto:city.council@cityofpaloalto.org


From: christopher jette
To: Council, City
Date: Sunday, June 13, 2021 12:23:54 PM

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

Greetings Elected Board Members,
As a resident if the Ventura neighborhood of Palo alto it has come to my attention that,

"Developers and city staff are urging the City Council to rezone the north part of Ventura to
allow 126,600 square feet of new offices, despite overwhelming disapproval of this plan by a
special group of mostly Ventura residents the City established to look at planning options."

This is a blatant disregard for all of the suggestions and opinions of the people who live in this
neighborhood. There is absolutely no need for more office space, there are plenty of brand
new and completely vacant office spaces available. They were vacant before the pandemic as
well. 

If the city council is not acting in the interest of the citizens and instead in the interest of the a
single developer it suggestsv that there is a relationship between the council or city officials
and said developer that is more important than that with the citizenry. Ventura neighborhood
has been bearing the brunt of unsightly development which is only valuable for the developer
and those who are being paid by the developer. 

To be clear, we do not want this development! Going against the wishes of those who have to
live with this atrocious decision places the counsel in line with the red lining practices that
have historically defined this neighborhood. 

Christopher jette

mailto:christopherjette@gmail.com
mailto:city.council@cityofpaloalto.org


From: John Guislin
To: Council, City
Subject: No to Office Development in Ventura
Date: Sunday, June 13, 2021 11:19:57 AM

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

Council:
Given our decades old and record-setting imbalance of jobs/housing, if the City considers
adding more office space in the Venture neighborhood it will again be turning a deaf ear to
residents' voices. While the need for more affordable housing is generally accepted, the City is
struggling to make it a reality.  Please do not fall back on the traditional developer give-aways
in the false hope that somehow all the traffic and liveability issues of new commercial
development will somehow disappear.

Developers have become experts at boxing city leadership into a corner and getting the new
development rights they desire. It is past time to stand up to development interests and make
housing and residential quality of life the true priorities for new construction.

Please do not repeat the mistakes of the past. 

John Guislin

mailto:jguislin@gmail.com
mailto:city.council@cityofpaloalto.org


From: CeCi Kettendorf
To: Council, City
Subject: north Ventura neighborhood
Date: Saturday, June 12, 2021 8:41:56 PM

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

Dear Council Members,
Please listen to the Ventura neighborhood.  Please build homes, retail, a park, a community
center in the north Ventura neighborhood.   Build for Palo Alto families; build for those of us
who call Palo Alto home.
Why on earth are we building MORE offices?!
CeCi Kettendorf
3719 Grove Avenue
Palo Alto, 94303

mailto:cecihome@gmail.com
mailto:city.council@cityofpaloalto.org


From: Angela Dellaporta
To: Council, City
Subject: NVCAP Alternatives
Date: Sunday, June 13, 2021 5:08:52 PM

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

Dear City Council Members, 

In October of 2018, the NVCAP Working Group was asked by the City Council to create a 
vision for the future of the North Ventura area as a walkable neighborhood with multifamily 
housing, ground floor retail, a public park, creek improvements and an interconnected 
street grid.“ The Working Group was not asked to come up with a plan that would satisfy 
the financial goals of the property owners, nor to increase the amount of office space in 
Palo Alto. 

In fact, the working group was given these instructions just a few months after the city 
council had -- for good reason -- passed a permanent cap on the development of new office 
space.  

As you consider the Alternatives before you, please keep in mind that this City Council’s 
job, like the working group’s job,  is not to satisfy the financial goals of the property owners.  
Instead, the job of the city council is to create policies that maintain all the attributes that 
make us love living in Palo Alto -- its  tree-lined, walkable, streets; welcoming 
neighborhoods; excellent schools; and beautiful parks.  

 Alternative 3B includes a massive 380% increase in office space, from 33,000 sq feet to 
126,000 sq feet,  supposedly to make the developers happy with their future profits.  Not 
only does this increase apparently disregard the overabundance of office space that 
already exists in this city, it also flies directly in the face of the wishes and needs of 
residents who want housing and parks, not more offices, not more traffic. 

While Alternative 2 is not as financially attractive to developers, according to the Staff 
Report it could easily be made financially feasible. If the council is willing to look outside of 
the proverbial box, it will also discover numerous methods -- delineated in detail in this 
NVCAP WG document -- that could allow the city to support the creation of an attractive, 
vibrant mixed-use neighborhood, welcoming to all in the NVCAP area.  To mention just one 
method: while small businesses have suffered during the pandemic, larger businesses, 
such as those involved in finance, insurance, professional and technical services have 
thrived. A 1% business tax on businesses with over 50 employees would allow Palo Alto to 
actually reach the Comprehensive Plan’s recommendation of 4 acres of park space per 
resident, rather than the measly 1-2 acres provided by both of these Alternatives.  

mailto:asdellaporta@gmail.com
mailto:city.council@cityofpaloalto.org
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1ULDPZCuwcCWd4rYRDUUzbMZwwQzttnZPnBoD1r8PgLQ/edit?usp=sharing
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At any rate, the massive increase in office space in Alternative 3B, with its concomitant 
increase in traffic is simply not necessary.  And after all, who wants the best for this city? 
And who is in control? The developers? Or the city council? 

Thank you, Angela Dellaporta 



From: Miriam Madigan Brown
To: Council, City
Subject: Re-Zoning for Ventura Neighborhood: OPPOSED to "option 3B"
Date: Sunday, June 13, 2021 9:52:31 PM

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

Greetings City Council:

I have been a resident of the Ventura neighborhood since 2003. 
I live here with my family and believe strongly in actively cultivating the type of community we all wish to
live in. I have served as a volunteer board member for Palo Alto Community Child Care, supported the
neighborhood public schools my children have attended and still attend, and supported youth sports and
arts. I have also taken the time on multiple occasions to provide input to the NVCAP process (in addition
to other community-shaping activities).

I am dismayed to see the two years of effort that has been put into NVCAP completely disregarded by city
staff. 

The option put forth by city staff could not be further from what community residents want - and not just
Ventura residents.  Ventura residents do not want this, and neither does any other neighborhood in Palo
Alto. Try putting this in North Palo Alto - parts of that area area are also close to transportation and
amenities, the alleged reasons to put this in Ventura. They would not want it, and we don't either.  It is not
an appropriate option in a number of respects - far too much density with far too little parking and far too
little green space for it to be livable, AND it adds office space? The very thing we all agree we *don't*
need or want more of? The added office space is only "necessary" IF we assume developers are entitled
to a certain level of profit. This is false.  This option would make our community worse, not better.  Reject
it.

There has to be a way to use this land in a manner where more stakeholders benefit - there is so much
that could work well for existing and new residents and the broader community. NVCAP generated many
good ideas. Option 3B is NOT among them.

Please direct city staff to go back and identify options that improve, not ruin, our community.

Thank you,
Miriam Brown

mailto:mrmadigan@yahoo.com
mailto:city.council@cityofpaloalto.org


From: Scott Van Duyne
To: Council, City
Subject: Staff is broken, can we fix it?
Date: Sunday, June 13, 2021 4:56:32 PM

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

In reviewing the Staff report from the NVCAP Working Group, I am left nonplussed:

https://www.cityofpaloalto.org/files/assets/public/agendas-minutes-reports/reports/city-
manager-reports-cmrs/2021/id-11930.pdf

How can they make the claim in the Executive Summary that they are adopting the Working
Groups goals (as developed over 17 meetings and 2 years or dedicated work), when their #3B
proposal is in direct contradiction of the overwhelming results and recommendations of the
Working Group?   

I believe this is not the first time the Staff has submitted barefaced lies in their reports to
Council in an effort to push their own agenda.  The current Staff leadership has lost credibility
with me, and I would hope, with many others.   Hearing them present reports now sounds like
Fox News to me, and I cannot trust anything they say to be fact-based, although I am sure
much of it is.  All the details and numbers in their reports are probably mostly true, but they
have all become suspect to me.

How does the Council tolerate this?  Can we fix the Staff leadership? or has Palo Alto flipped
to the dark side, and it is just too late to recover.
  

Scott Van Duyne
Margarita Avenue

mailto:scott.vanduyne@gmail.com
mailto:city.council@cityofpaloalto.org
https://www.cityofpaloalto.org/files/assets/public/agendas-minutes-reports/reports/city-manager-reports-cmrs/2021/id-11930.pdf
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From: Jo Ann Mandinach
To: Council, City
Subject: The Fry"s Site is supposed to have HOUSING, NOT MORE OFFICES
Date: Sunday, June 13, 2021 12:06:47 AM

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

Dear Mayor, Vice Mayor and City Council.

Yet again the developers and biased city staff are advocating for MORE offices at a
time when they should be concentrating on writing their appeal of the silly
ABAG/MTC guidelines that ridiculously equate housing targets to offices and jobs,
disadvantaging Palo Alto while letting other communities off the hook because they
were smart enough to rein in office growth and worsening our already horrendous
jobs/housing imbalance.  

Please say no to more offices and commuters that will furtner inflate ABAG targets
and make traffic worse.  Oregon Expressway is already congested for most of the
day -- and has been for years! Why make traffic worse with MORE commuters? 
Add much-needed housing instead!

With so much uncertainty facing Palo Alto and California,  it's inconceivable that
you're pushing OFFICES instead of housing for the Fry's site. OFFICES increase
traffic and competition for housing, thus pushing up the price of housing and, of
course, accelerating the ABAG/MTC housing target speed cycle.  

Are you unaware that we're in a historic drought where farmers aren't farming
because of the water shortage, where food prices are soaring because of their
inability to irrigate and feed stock,  and where salmon are being TRUCKED to
available bodies of water to survive because the water table is at historic lows? 

Are you unaware that the drought increases the risk of fires and that we're already
being warned to reduce power use to avoid outages and rolling blackouts because
we're too populated NOW to provide sufficient electricity for the EXISTING
population in hot weather?

You know the current 2,000,000 Santa Clara residents face mandatory water
restrictions yet you're being encouraged  to approve more offices that outnumber
housing by a huge and growing margin and that Palo Altans have historically
conserved more than required to do more than our share. 

"Water Use Per Person Falls" (PA Daily Post 6/2/21 article on the Drought)

"Even though water use per person has fallen in Palo Alto, the city expects water

mailto:joann@needtoknow.com
mailto:city.council@cityofpaloalto.org


usage to increase over the next two decades due to increases in the number of
businesses and residents."

But how much more must existing residents sacrifice so the developers can keep
adding NEW and more profitable offices to further skew the jobs/housing
imbalance which in turn feeds the ABAG targets.

Build housing, not offices. Build parks, not offices.  Build retail to generate sales
tax revenue, not offices.

End the Rinse-Lather-Repeat cycle of office growth.  We're out of water!

Most sincerely,
Jo Ann Mandinach



From: Rita Vrhel
To: Council, City
Subject: Ventura /Fry"s site
Date: Sunday, June 13, 2021 11:27:01 AM

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

Hello:  a previous City Council made a mistake on the Fry's site years ago, please do not
repeat.

126,000 sq ft of office space is a terrible mistake! traffic, more jobs: housing imbalance;
exactly what is not needed.

An even more crowded El Camino, Oregon Expressway and San Antonio. More congestion
with in the Ventura area which, has for years, been, IMO, undeserved. And the historical
Cannery must be saved and converted.

Seems like a lot of time and money have been wasted on the North Ventura Plan as the
property owner was not consulted? How can housing be made a priority?

Thank you.

mailto:ritavrhel@sbcglobal.net
mailto:city.council@cityofpaloalto.org


From: Christian Pease
To: Council, City
Cc: City Mgr
Subject: Your Vote: North Ventura Coordinated Coordinate Area Plan
Date: Sunday, June 13, 2021 7:44:01 PM

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

Dear Members of the Palo Alto City Council,
 
I write concerning your pending vote on go-forward options and the recommendation offered
by the City Manager Shikada’s staff regarding North Ventura Coordinated Area Plan.
 
I urge you to NOT vote for the Shikada team’s favorite: Alternative 3B.
 
This option is so bad and runs so counter to the notion of adding “affordable” housing – it is
nothing short of ludicrous.
 
And have you ever driven around Ventura’s narrow streets? I have.
 
I lived in a Ventura apartment for several years before purchasing the first house I owned in
Palo Alto.
 
Ventura is one of the, if not the densest neighborhoods in the entire city of Palo Alto, at least
by measure of its small lots and hard to navigate streets.
 
Given our housing “crisis” and our jobs to housing imbalance, how could anyone seriously
suggest Ventura is good location for adding another 126,600 square feet of commercial office
space?
 
One reason only: To satisfy private commercial real estate capital requirements; to make sure
they once again enjoy outsize profits.
 
In other words, they say: “Give us what we want or you won’t get any housing whatsoever.”
 
I’m sure that got the City Manager’s team’s attention.
 
“Pencil out” are today’s magic words.
 
I was taught that in a market system, those who take big risks deserve outside rewards if they
succeed.
 
Well, maybe it’s time commercial real estate investors in this town learned that success is not

mailto:cgpease2016@gmail.com
mailto:city.council@cityofpaloalto.org
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guaranteed. If it is, the returns must be more modest,
 
And finally, maybe it is time that the City Manager and his staff that we taxpayers pay for,
unlike the untaxed businesses in this city, learn that they do not actually do not work for
private investors.
 
So please vote against North Ventura Coordinated Plan Alternative 3A.
 
Please consider Alternative M. It will produce more housing that is more affordable. And the
best part is, this thoughtful alternative comes by way of uncompensated city resident
volunteers.
 
Imagine that.
 
Thank you for your consideration.
 
Sincerely,
Christian Pease



From: Suzanne Keehn
To: Council, City
Subject: Fry,s Site
Date: Monday, June 14, 2021 5:15:10 PM

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

Greetings City Council,

I think you might remember that I usually bring up our water issue, lack
thereof, in my comments
over the years. Water and not just sustainability, but actually care taking
of our Earth Home, she is
under great stress after so many years of our abuse.

We do not need more offices, we need BMR housing, not 345 sq. feet, but
places for families with
children. More offices, mean more commuters, more traffic, more
pollution. Please add housing,
not traffic, we do not want to inflate ABAG/MTCs numbers.

The ABAG numbers actually push up the price of land, and  we have
rapidly recreated traffic congestion.

Water is not a small issue, but an existential threat, you may have seen
the National Geographic recent
issue that is a 100 year drought.  Our water rates have gone up, yet we
keep building with the 'faith'
that water will always come  out of the faucet. With all this building water
usage WILL go up.

Build affordably, family housing, and rebuild our retail to generate some
income and to fill in what we've
lost.

Thank you for keeping these facts in mind as you vote.

Sincerely,

Suzanne Keehn,94306

mailto:dskeehn@pacbell.net
mailto:city.council@cityofpaloalto.org


From: Joye, Ken
To: Council, City
Subject: NVCAP alternatives
Date: Monday, June 14, 2021 5:56:07 PM

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

Page 8 -of-78 of staff report #11930 contains this statement:

"Of the three alternatives, only one, Alternative #3B, is financially feasible according
to the project’s consulting economists”

I ask that you question staff carefully about the economic analysis of this project. 
Please recall that an earlier staff report on NVCAP contained the statement that no
BMR rental units were economically feasible.  Of course, the report you are reviewing
this evening suggests otherwise.  Please question staff carefully about what changed
and why you should accept their recommendation.

I live in the Ventura neighborhood and around the corner from my home a project
called Wilton Court is being built.  That is the sort of project we ought to see in the
NVCAP study area, not more office buildings.  Please keep our jobs:housing ratio in
mind as you consider this staff report.

thank you for your service,
Ken Joye
Ventura neighborhood

mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=60B2DBB5054C454B929429A1228FE756-KENJOYE
mailto:city.council@cityofpaloalto.org
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From: Suzanne Keehn
To: Council, City; City Mgr
Subject: Fw: NVCAP
Date: Monday, June 14, 2021 6:00:33 PM

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

----- Forwarded Message -----
From: Suzanne Keehn <dskeehn@pacbell.net>
To: City Council <city.council@paloalto.org>; city.manager@cityofpaloalto.com
<city.manager@cityofpaloalto.com>
Sent: Monday, June 14, 2021, 5:46:49 PM PDT
Subject: NVCAP

Dear City Council,

From what I read and understand the Staff is proposing 3B as the best
solution for the
North Ventura area.  Apparently the Staff actually wants the 2nd proposal.

I have felt and said for years that citizen's groups are actually not listened
to and valued.
The three plans up for approval, are the same ones that were presented to
the working
group two years ago.  The Working Group met for two years, and they
didn't respect their
time, commitment, and dedication to even take their ideas under
consideration.
They were ignored again. Instead of hiring expensive consultants, use the
expertise and
professionalism right here in our city. They, may and did come up with a
much better
alternative.

When the WG's ideas were shared with me and others, I was so excited,
they had solved
so many issues, including the one of parking.  We could be so creative
with the FRY's site,
we need a community center, there are none in this area, an art center, a
park.  BMR
family housing, not market rate of which we have plenty.

 The Working Group's work was not considered in this report, they were
not asked to
participate at all.  If you were serious when you said you wanted "NVCAP
'to respect the existing
character of the neighborhood and avoid any displacement of current

mailto:dskeehn@pacbell.net
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residents."  Alternative
3B was totally rejected by all but one of the working group.

Plus as I said in my previous email, we cannot go back to 'normal', climate
change, water shortages,
100 year drought, is the new normal.

Sincerely,

Suzanne Keehn
94303



From: mark weiss
To: Council, City
Cc: Tom DuBois tom.dubois@gmail.com; Lisa Waltuch; Nia Taylor; ladoris cordell; Kienzle, Karen; Holman, Karen

(external); Greer Stone; Terry Acebo Davis; Alison Cormack; Gennady Sheyner; Aram James; Rebecca Eisenberg
Subject: O brave new venture
Date: Tuesday, June 15, 2021 10:37:25 AM

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

I find pretty much everything I read or heard about the new Ventura to be dystopian.
If it’s true that we are replacing a giant retail – – due to the effects of Internet – – with 1,000 new Palo altans, what
type of new neighbors do we want? Also if we include a major park how would that influence the outcome and how
will it change us?
Mark Weiss

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Margaret Heath
To: Council, City
Subject: Council meeting 6/14/21, item 9, NVCAP
Date: Saturday, June 12, 2021 4:41:17 PM

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

Dear Mayor Dubois and Council Members,

I urge you to interpret the city’s zoning code in the strictest possible terms to restrict office use
on the “Fry’s” site to the least amount legally permitted.  Don’t let Sobrato hold the city
hostage to “up-zoning” the site, thereby permanently reducing the amount of land available for
housing.   

When Sobrato claims “housing only” doesn’t “pencil out” perhaps what they really mean is
that housing doesn’t pencil out in comparison to housing AND offices.  As long as Sobrato
thinks they can prevail and leverage increased office space in return for less housing, they will
not concede to any other outcome.

In addition, when Sobrato bought the property a few years ago it may be their purchase price
included an assumption that, given the city’s history, they could persuade the city council to
permit additional office development on the site.  Consultants may even be persuaded to factor
in the price Sobrato may have “over-paid” for the land to support their contention that
minimizing office and maximizing housing does not “pencil out” for Sobrato.  

Don’t be fooled and allow Sobrato to use the price they may have paid for the property as
“leverage” to get around a strict interpretation of the zoning restrictions.  It is not in any way
up to the city to help a company profit or not in their business dealings.

There’s a certain irony that Sobrato proposes to include office space that will likely generate
more jobs on site than the number of people decent sized on-site housing will  likely
accommodate. Thereby not only making Palo Alto’s ratio of jobs to housing worse, but the
housing situation even more difficult for those families who want to make Palo Alto their
future home.

If Sobrato claims they are not prepared to develop the site without their proposed office use, 
but can’t do anything else with the site, the price of the land will eventually reflect that
reality.  Sooner or later a developer, if not Sobrato, will be prepared to build the family
housing as zoned for, and which the city so desperately needs.  

The demand for housing will not diminish.  Do not short-change the city with a short-sighted
decision to give away land zoned for housing.   

Sincerely,

Margaret Heath
2140 Cornell Street
 

mailto:maggi650@gmail.com
mailto:city.council@cityofpaloalto.org


From: slevy@ccsce.com
To: Council, City; Planning Commission
Cc: Lait, Jonathan; Shikada, Ed
Subject: NVCAP alternatives
Date: Thursday, June 10, 2021 11:33:10 AM

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

Dear Mayor DuBois and council members,

The North Ventura planning area checks all the boxes as a great site for housing.

--close to services, shopping and restaurants

--close to thousands of jobs

--close to CalTrain and VTA ECR routes

--Provides multiple opportunities for reducing car use including for residents who own cars

Our PTC has recommended alternative 3B for your approval. Among the alternatives
considered

--3B has the most housing

--3B has the most units reserved for low/moderate income residents

--3B has the most open space\

--And 3B is financially feasible without public subsidy

Even if council is successful in a RHNA appeal, we will still face 5,000+ units as a goal when
have been unable to meet our current 2,000 unit goal. Alternative 3B would be one giant
step forward. If I were voting, I would vote to make modest increases in height and density
and add other incentives to increase the number of units even more but I am glad to the
support the PTC recommendation.

Alternative 3B follows the example of successful efforts to expand housing and housing
affordability in neighboring cities and has been applied with great success by
SV@Home, our leading advocate for housing affordability. Projects that bring hundreds and
thousands of units for low and moderate income residents have been approved as part of
large feasible mixed use projects that include commercial development in Mountain View,
San Jose and Redwood City. It is a practical and effective model.

My understanding under our state housing laws is that local control means that Palo Alto
gets to choose the best way to meet our housing goals and does not mean we get to ignore
them without serious consequences. Donald Trump has excited many of his voters by telling
them what they want to hear and believe despite that it is in conflict with reality and the
law.

I hope council does not follow that example with regard to housing in Palo Alto.

Stephen Levy
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