
ADA. The City of Palo Alto does not discriminate against individuals with disabilities. To request accommodations, auxiliary aids or services to 
access City facilities, services or programs, to participate at public meetings, or to learn about the City's compliance with the Americans with 
Disabilities Act (ADA) of 1990, may contact 650-329-2550 (voice), or e-mail ada@cityofpaloalto.org . This agenda is posted in accordance with 
government code section 54954.2(a) or section 54956. Members of the public are welcome to attend this public meeting. 

NORTH VENTURA COORDINATED AREA PLAN 
WORKING GROUP MEETING 

AGENDA 
Tuesday July 21, 2020 

Virtual Meeting 
5:30 PM TO 8:30 PM 

AGENDA 

****BY VIRTUAL TELECONFERENCE ONLY*** 

Pursuant to the provisions of California Governor’s Executive Order N-29-20, issued on March 17, 2020, 
to prevent the spread of Covid-19, this meeting will be held by virtual teleconference only, with no 
physical location. The meeting will be broadcast live on Cable TV Channel 26 and Midpen Media Center at 
https://midpenmedia.org/local-tv/watch-now/. Members of the public may comment by sending an 
email to NVCAP@CityofPaloAlto.org or by attending the Zoom virtual meeting to give live comments. 
Instructions for the Zoom meeting can be found on the last page of this agenda. 

Call to Order: 5:30 PM 

• Welcome and Housekeeping: 5:30 PM -5:35 PM

• Oral Communications: 5:35 PM-5:50 PM

Discussion Items: 5:50 PM – 8:15 PM* 

• Discussion of topics in NVCAP Handbook –Staff and Co-Chairs

Oral Communications: 8:15 – 8:30 PM 

Adjournment 8:30 pm  

Future Meeting/Workshops: To be determined 

*Listed times are estimates.
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NORTH VENTURA COORDINATED AREA PLAN 
WORKING GROUP  

SUBCOMMITEE MEETINGS #13 a and 13b 
STAFF MEMO 

July 21, 2020 and July 28, 2020 
  

 
June Subcommittee Meetings 
 
Two subcommittees of the Working Group met on June 25, 2020 and June 30, 2020. The meetings 
focused on finding common ground on issues where Working Group members hold divergent 
opinions. We had good discussion on topics such as office space, the location of office space, 
maximum building heights, and the locations of taller buildings. We also discussed housing density 
and building typologies. For some topics we reached overall consensus; for others conclusions could 
not be reached.  
 
July Working Group Subcommittee Meetings 
 
The two July subgroup meetings will continue the same format of discussion on a different set of 
topics.   Assistant Director of Planning and Development Services Rachael Tanner will facilitate the 
meetings.  

 
While we endeavor to discuss all of the questions in the North Ventura Coordinated Area Plan 
Handbook, the Working Group co-chairs have prioritized some topics and propose the following 
order for the July discussion:  

 
Q16.  Configuration of Parkland  
Q17.  Location of Parkland 
Q15.  Public vs Private Parkland  
Q11.  Zoning for Olive 
Q21.  Connect Olive to 340 Portage 
Q22.  Amount of parking per residential unit 
Q19.  Portage Ave between Ash and Park  
Q24.1 and 24.2 (new questions) Use of Cannery buildings 
Q 9.1 Housing at Cloudera 
Q8 Building typology 
Q2 Office Square feet 
Q 5.1 (new question) Average height of new buildings 
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Discussion Format 
 
Questions will be discussed one at a time. Some questions will be deferred for later discussion. 

1. Chair will read through the options. The bullet points under each option are various 
arguments made by Working Group members. Their accuracy has not been checked. 

2. Each WG member will have up to one minute to state their opinion, explaining their 
reasons. If a member would like to propose a combination of options, or a completely new 
solution to the question, this is a good time. 

3. Discussion. There will be a short period for WG members to ask questions or to propose 
more new solutions. The goal will be agreement. 

4. Vote, if necessary. If we cannot agree on an answer, combination of answers, or create a 
new solution, then the Working Group members will take a vote on preferred option(s). 
Working Group members can vote for all options they support, including newly created 
options. 

 
Again, we encourage participants to be honest, civil, and recognize that disagreement is part of the process. 
The co-chairs and staff also hope WG members will aim to find some common ground.   
 

To prepare for the meeting: 
 

• Be ready to state your opinion on each issue in a 1-minute persuasive speech.  
• OR after looking at the options, prepare to propose a solution that is likely to be attractive 

to most people.  
• Please review the document below before the meeting, so that you can be ready to state 

your opinion. 
 
Next Steps 

 
Staff has also provided a timeline for the NVCAP project containing milestones that must be met in 
order to keep the project on time and on budget.  
 
The overall goal for the subcommittee meetings is to prepare a list of recommendations that will 
give shape to two draft alternatives developed by the Working Group. The staff and consultant team 
will develop these into visuals and high-level analyses to be presented to the Planning and 
Transportation Commission for consideration, feedback, and ultimately recommendation to the City 
Council.  

 
 
Summary of Previous Subcommittee Meetings 
 

• Office Square Footage: No conclusion yet.  See Q2, below 
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• Office Location: Offices could be ok on El Camino Real, Page Mill, and Park Blvd, if the 
massing, office type and, height is appropriate for that area. Avoid curb cuts onto Park 
Boulevard in order to maintain Park Blvd as a bike boulevard.  Mixing of uses is preferred 
to segregation of uses. Neighborhood-serving offices are preferred by most, with a few 
Working Group members supportive or open to a mixture of neighborhood- and regional-
serving offices.  

 
• Location of Tallest Buildings: Most participants supported location of the tallest buildings 

along El Camino Real and Page Mill Road. Park Blvd was also mentioned by a few, as long 
as car access is from El Camino Real, not Park Blvd. We want to be particularly sensitive to 
the effects of tall buildings on the single-family homes of residents near any tall buildings.   
 

• Maximum Height of new buildings: While some WG members favor a maximum of 50 
feet, and a few favor a maximum of up to 8 stories, most WG members feel comfortable 
with a maximum height of 4-6 stories, depending on the location and actual height in feet 
of the building. Most people are comfortable stretching their maximum height limits in the 
case of affordable housing. The average height should be quite a bit lower than the 
maximum height.  
 

• Density of Housing, overall: Support is mostly for the 20-40 dwelling units/acre range with 
a few supporting even higher density. 

 
• Building typologies: No conclusion yet.  See Q8 below 
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General Comment on Parkland:  
We are assuming that WG members support including at least as much parkland as required in the 
City’s Comprehensive Plan (Comp Plan); the Comp Plan requires 4 acres of parkland per 1,000 
residents.  
 
 
Q 16.  What configuration of parkland (and public plaza) do you support?  
 

A. Large, contiguous green space with bike and pedestrian paths. 
 

B. Large, contiguous green space + plaza, with bike and ped paths.  
 

C. Small, "pocket" parks scattered throughout, with car access; no large park. 
 

D. A pocket park at grade in the middle of the site (as in South Park in San Francisco) 
 

E. Linear park(s), such as bike paths and greenways 
 
F. Other Ideas or Combinations  

 
 
Financial feasibility or funding options for parkland creation 
Note from City Staff: There are a variety of ways to fund public parks, these include impact fees, 
development standards that require development of parks when a new development is built, and 
others. Since the City does not own any land in the project area, creation of new parks will require 
property-owner buy-in. In order to gain new parkland from development, trade-offs will need to be 
made; such as allowing higher height in exchange for parkland.   

5



   
 

 
Q17. If we have a large, contiguous green space with bike and pedestrian paths, where would it 
best be placed? Please vote for all you would be comfortable with.  
 

A. Adjacent to Park Blvd 
 

B. In old Fry’s parking lot  
 

C.  In the center of the plan area. 
  

D. Cloudera parking lot 
 

E. Railroad Spur 
  

F. A and B: A Park that is adjacent to Park Blvd and then alongside Matadero Creek 
at grade, in the old Fry’s parking lot.  
 

G.  A plaza on Park Blvd that connects easily to a large park alongside Matadero 
Creek, at grade. 
 

H. Other Ideas or Combination 
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Q15. What types of park space should count towards the 4 acres/1000 residents? 
 

A. Privately-owned open space, accessible to the public  

B. Publicly owned parkland  

C. Combination of both  

D. New Solution 

 
 
 

Note from City Staff: If only publicly owned land counts towards the desired amount of open space, 
then the plan may need to include land dedication as parcels are redeveloped. 
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Q11.  What type of zoning should be considered for Olive?  
 

Assume that no current residents will be required to leave for any of the options below, and 
that property owners can decide to make no changes at all, no matter the zoning. Natural, 
voluntary, change and attrition only. 

 
A. Keep as is (R-1, Single Family Zone which is one unit per lot plus 1 Accessory Dwelling 

Unit, and 1 Junior Accessory Dwelling unit)  
 
 

B. Allow 2-story cottage courts on contiguously owned properties (see image below) 
(3-6 units on one or two adjacent properties - R2 - R4)  
 

 
 

 
 
  
 

C. Allow redevelopment of single-family homes into 4-unit buildings (see image below) 
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D. Allow multi-family buildings on contiguously owned properties (see images below, 
which are Oak Court, Palo Alto, 801 Alma Street and 845 Ramona Street). 
 

 

  
            

     
 

E. Allow a combination of A, B, C, D 
 

 
 

F. New Solutions  
 
 
Note from City Staff: The choices above may come to fruition through a combination of zoning as 
well as policies that prevent displacement of current residents. 
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Q21.  Should Olive be connected to 340 Portage if agreement can be reached with property 
owners? 
 

A. Via a road for cars 
 
    B. Via a path for pedestrians and bikes only 
 
    C. Not at all 
 

  D. Other ideas? 
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First, can we agree that we will strongly recommend that the City and the Valley Transportation 
Authority increase the quality and frequency of public transportation in this area?  
 
 
Q22.  How much parking should be included for each housing unit? 
 

A. None 
 

B. 1 space per unit  
 

C. 1.25 - 1.75 spaces per unit 
 

D. 2 spaces per unit (current 2-bedroom requirement) 
 

E. One parking space for each bedroom, capped at 2 spaces per unit.  
 

F. Other ideas? 
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Q19.  If Portage Ave continues to exist between Ash and Park (going through an area that could 
include housing, parkland, and retail), how should it be designed?” 
 

A. For all vehicles, including cars, with traffic calming measures 
 
    B. To include cars only on a very limited basis (i.e. early morning deliveries) 
 

C. For bikes and pedestrians only (with car access for emergencies; deliveries can be made 
from the railroad spur area) 

 
  D. New Solution 
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Q 24.1 The buildings at 340 Portage, the main building and the old dormitory/office building, have 
been found to be eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources.  What would 
you like the WG to recommend regarding the cannery buildings at 340 Portage?  
 

A. Retain and adapt all of the current buildings for re-use as housing, retail or offices. Add 
historic photographs, information, signage, plaques, etc. This might include adaptations 
and adjustments to the building envelope.  

 
B. Retain and adapt certain historic building features (such as Monitor Buildings, the old 

Dormitory roof line), or portions of buildings such as recently remodeled Global Playground 
but tear down the rest. Add historic photographs, information, signage plaques etc.  

 
C. Recognize and commemorate the history of the site, while allowing and encouraging the 

replacement of all buildings on the site.  Commemoration can include historic photographs, 
information, signage plaques, art, and other ideas.  

 
D. Other solutions 

 
  

13



Q 24.2 What zoning policy for the 340 Portage property do you think would lead to the best results 
for the NVCAP?    

A. Enforce current 30 du/acre (30 units of housing per acre) zoning for future building
projects.  No office space or retail.

B. Allow 30 du/acre + current office square footage and small, non-chain, neighborhood-
serving retail, as appropriate for population.

C. Allow 30 du/acre + current office square footage and current retail square footage, such
as a small Target.

D. Change zoning to greater than 30 du/acre, such as 40, 70, or 100 du/acre.

E. Change zoning to allow for more office space (in addition to that which currently exists)
and zone for housing sufficient to meet the needs of the jobs generated by the office.

F. Change zoning to allow for retail.

Note from City Staff: 
Current zoning at 340 Portage is: RM 30 
Currently used/occupied office & R&D square footage at 340 Portage is 143,744 sqft.  
Currently used/occupied retail square footage is: 84,000 sqft 
Currently used/occupied warehouse square footage is: 5,639 sqft 
Total sqft in use is 232,383 sqft. 

Note the above data has been provided to City staff by Sobrato in November 2019 

Current property owner (Sobrato) has stated that they are not interested in redeveloping 
the site at this time.  
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Q 9.1 Should the Cloudera site be zoned to allow for housing as well as office space?  
 

A. Yes 
B. No 

 
 
 
 
Q 8 Assuming that all new buildings are designed to reduce apparent mass (articulation, stepped 
back design, careful orientation, a variety of heights, appropriate materials, etc.), which building 
typologies do you feel comfortable with for new buildings in the NVCAP?  
 

A. Townhomes, low-rise greenways, and low-rise with retail, in appropriate locations. 
 

B. All of the above, plus mid-rise block buildings, in the appropriate locations.  
 

 
 
Q 2.  (re-written) Office square footage: Which option seems best to you?  
 

A. Zone for NO OFFICE SPACE AT ALL. Over time, Offices should be converted to housing.                                   
Note from City Staff: This may require amortization of some office sites. 
 

B. Allow current office square footage to remain for the time being, but zone for small, 
neighborhood-serving offices only, so that over time they replace departing tenants. No 
additional office square footage.  
 

C. No additional office square footage but allow both large office as well as neighborhood-
serving offices to exist indefinitely, at the current square footage (578 K square feet 
total), with no additional office square footage.  
 
Allow this much ______________new office square footage, (in addition to the current 
578K square feet), with the provision that all office be associated with the development 
of housing units equivalent to the number of workers.  

15



   
 

 
Q 5.1: What average height for new buildings would you feel comfortable with in the NVCAP?   
 

A. 15-35 feet (1-3 stories, mixed use.)  
 
B. 35-55 feet (about 3-5 stories, mixed-use)  
 
C. 55-65 feet, (about 5-6 stories, mixed-use)  
 
D. 65-90 feet (about 6-8 stories, mixed-use)  
 
E. Over 90 feet 
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NORTH VENTURA COORDINATED AREA PLAN 
WORKING GROUP MEETING 
Tentative Project Timeline 

July 2020 
 
 
 

Tentative NVCAP Project Timeline from July 2020 through December 2021* 
 

Month/Year Milestones 

2020 
JULY 2020 Two small group subcommittee meetings (July 21 and July 28, 2020) 

AUGUST 2020 Staff and Cochairs to provide summary of “what we heard” to the full 
Working Group. Focus on development of TWO draft alternatives by 
Working Group.                                                                                                                 
Tentative meeting dates: Tuesdays August 18 or 25.  
Staff creates ONE draft alternative. 

SEPTEMBER 2020 Consultant team works on visuals and analysis for the THREE draft 
alternatives. 
 
 

OCTOBER 2020  

NOVEMBER 2020 Second Planning and Transportation Commission Meeting for input to the 
draft alternatives. 

DECEMBER 2020 Third Planning and Transportation Commission Meeting for their final 
recommendation to City Council. 

2021 
JANUARY 2021 City Council Meeting to identify the preferred alternative. 

 
FEBRUARY 2021 Consultant team studies the preferred alternative. 

MARCH 2021 

APRIL 2021 City Council Meeting to finalize preferred alternative. 
 

Summer and Fall 2021  Following the City Council’s decision, environmental review work begins 
along with drafting of plan narratives and preparation of Design 
Guidelines.  
 

2021 End NVCAP Plan Adoption 
 
*All timelines are tentative and subject to change.  
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NORTH VENTURA COORDINATED AREA PLAN 
WORKING GROUP MEETING 

Tuesday July 21, 2020 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Cochair Gail Price has requested to share the SV@Home’s website on Housing Density. 
 
 
Can you guess the density of each of these developments?  
 
https://siliconvalleyathome.org/quiz/can-guess-density-developments/ 
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PUBLIC COMMENTS RECEIVED FOR 
Tuesday July 21 and 28, 2020 

Working Group Meeting # 13a & 13b 
 

 

 
From: Cedric de La Beaujardiere  

To: North Ventura Coordinated Area Plan NVCAP@CityofPaloAlto.org 

Date: Wed 6/30/2020 8:16 AM 

 

Hi NVCAP Working Group and Staff, 

 

In regards to building heights, I agree that taller buildings with proper setback and a residential focus is 
acceptable and desirable.  I have been playing with different building forms, generally pyramidal in 
shape so that each level is set back from the one below it.  This makes the building be more respectful of 
adjacent, lower density uses as it doesn't loom over adjacent properties. 

 

Below are some screenshots of some of the buildings I have designed for this thought exercise, with 
NVCAP in mind.  All of these are within the 50-foot height limit of Palo Alto.  Each of them have roof-top 
gardens, and the rectilinear ones have balconies as well.  The idea is that every residential space should 
have access to private outdoor space. 

 

1) This one has restaurants and retail on the ground floor, with apartment buildings above. It also has a 
living green wall between the two halves (from this perspective between the front visible half and the 
less-visible back side): 
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2) This form is like the first, but without the commercial ground floor, and it links several buildings 
together with a "spine" of walkways with staircases and elevators.  There is open space between each 
building wedge.  It assumes underground parking. 
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3) This one is a Spiral Cone, each quarter of the building rises up 2.5 feet above the previous lower 
quarter, and it spirals up.  Difficult to show is that it is built around a central spiral staircase and ADA 
ramp, which is large enough for a large mature tree in the center of that spiral.  There is an underground 
parking garage which is what you see in the lower center, what is within the pale green background 
represents under-ground space.  It has commercial/retail/restaurant space on the bottom level, and 
residential above that. 
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Here are some of those buildings populating the NVCAP site, In which I have preserved the Historic 
portion of the Fry's Building, and also include the widest of the naturalized creek options: 
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And the Cloudera site is where I put the spiral buildings: 
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Rooftop Gardens I believe are the best use of roof area.  They capture rainwater, reduce the heat-island 
effect, provide private and/or public open space within the building footprint, and provide habitat.  In 
addition, these times of quarantine highlight the value of having access to private open space which 
satisfies the fundamental human right to have access to nature. 

 

Rooftop gardens with mature landscapes are not only feasible, but existing in Palo Alto, City Hall and 
MLK Plaza is a case in point, where we have mature trees in a rooftop garden above a parking 
garage.  Outside of Paris, France, there is a large neighborhood area in which one building was first 
constructed with rooftop gardens, and then it was imitated over and over in the area.  Here is a view of 
that neighborhood: 
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Thank you, 

Cedric 
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