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NORTH VENTURA COORDINATED AREA PLAN 
 WORKING GROUP MEETING 

DRAFT MINUTES 
August 18, 2020 
Virtual Meeting 

5:30 PM 
 

 
Call to Order: 
 
Roll Call: 
 
Present:           Lund Smith, Kirsten Flynn, Yunan Song, Alex Lew, Terry Holzmer, Angela 

Dellaporta, Gail Price, Tim Steele, Keith Reckdahl, Doria Summa, Lund Smith 
[arrived late], Lakiba Pittman [arrived late] 

 
Absent: Waldek Kaczmarski, Heather Rosen, Siyi Zhang 
 
Welcome and Housekeeping: 
  
Ms. Tanner welcomed all to the meeting and thanked Angela Dellaporta for her work on this 
project and tonight’s meeting, which will focus on transportation, particularly pedestrian and 
bicycle connectivity. Ms. Tanner highlighted that Clare Campbell, our new long-range planning 
manager, was in attendance.  
 
Ms. Campbell introduced herself. She has worked for the City for a number of years, working in 
various sections of the Planning Department. She hopes to jump right into the NVCAP project, 
helping out with efforts to move things along.  
 
Ms. Tanner recognized that Ms. Campbell is very knowledgeable and will be an asset to the 
project.  She also recognized speakers for tonight and thanked Gail Price for helping to reach 
out to these thought leaders in housing to help with the project. Transportation staff, Sylvia 
Star-Lack and Joanna Chan were also in attendance.  
 
Ms. Tanner acknowledged an oversight in the staff report, in which there were some 
correspondence that was included without the cover sheet notifying that it was 
correspondence that was received and was distributed.  
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Oral Communications: 
 
Ms. Tanner gave a Zoom orientation and procedures for oral communications for members of 
the public joining for the first time.  
 
 
Public Comments: 
 
Arthur Keller spoke about the priorities of affordable housing and traffic reduction. He feels the 
traffic report doesn’t resolve or focus on solving problems but talks about creating more 
density, more market rate housing and more offices in Ventura, which will hurt rather than help 
and make the neighborhood problems far worse. He feels that putting new offices and 
thousands of housing units in a small area will create traffic nightmares if office sites are 
converted to housing. He also believes there is enough housing and that the Fry’s site 
conversion to housing is a good start as it’s already zoned for housing. The site is not a good 
retail location. He disagrees with 30,000 square feet – one-third of the site – housing [sic] and 
the other 87 percent offices. He advocates for funding affordable housing and disagrees that 
1,000 affordable housing units are required to afford 261 offices. He believes we need to raise 
$60 per employee and feels polling indicates that voters in Palo Alto would approve such a tax.  
Mr. Keller states the NVCAP needs a strong dose of reality and realize that building more offices 
and upscale housing won’t solve our problems, but will make them worse. He wants to reduce 
traffic and make strides in affordable housing definitely needed, by responsible zoning and 
funding choices.  
 
Rebecca Sanders spoke next and complimented Mr. Keller’s statement. She did not understand 
that the “Silicon Valley at Home” paper was a piece of correspondence. She will take note and 
send alternates [inaudible] for the next meeting so that she can get that front and center. She 
summarized a letter sent yesterday, including being disappointed to see Silicone Valley’s 
suggestion get such high placement. She believes we should stay away from new office 
complexes serving out-of-town commuters and not local community. She agreed with Mr. 
Keller that we should house people in offices and not densify North Ventura. She is shocked at 
the Silicon Valley at Home suggestion of 3,000 homes and would not want that done to Ventura 
and her neighborhood. She foresees traffic jams, especially at El Camino and Page Mill and 
reiterates that more luxury priced housing is not needed, but favors more housing for the 
people that need it the most. She feels people are not listening and understanding the desire 
for neighbors that fit in with Ventura. She offered a suggestion of connecting Ventura with 
North Ventura, a beautiful community with many amenities, such as the community center and 
parks. She feels that densifying will result in being further behind in park allocation, and the net 
effects would be negative for all of Palo Alto. Her hope is for 100% affordable housing as 
imagined in something like Alternative M. She appreciates everyone’s hard work but strongly 
advocates moving Ventura toward affordability and inclusivity.  
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David Meyer of Silicon Valley at Home spoke about his organization, an affordable housing 
advocacy organization that works across Santa Clara County. Mr. Meyer offered to answer 
questions about their analysis, offering his contact information through Ms. Tanner. He thanked 
staff for putting together the list of resources on affordable housing included in the packet, 
which are very useful and informative for a location like North Ventura. He encouraged the 
Working Group members to read their materials, recommendations and analysis as they work 
through this process and reiterated their eagerness to provide additional thoughts and insights 
on best practices that they have seen as they’ve worked across Santa Clara County. He looks 
forward to hearing from the expert speakers today, hoping they provide useful insights for the 
discussions around affordable housing in North Ventura.  
 
Kevin Mah [phonetic], a renter in the Ventura neighborhood. He commented that the point of 
density, especially near the Caltrain Station, is to encourage alternate means of transportation 
and the fact that it is next to a train station matters quite a bit, especially since Caltrain is 
hoping to make changes once pandemic finances recover, to make trains quicker and make the 
station more useful rather than the commuter train it is now. He asserted that density also 
impacts how public transportation is designed. Public transportation doesn’t do as well in a less 
dense area.  Having lived in the suburbs of San Diego, he knows this to be true.  He also pointed 
out that we are currently in an environmental crisis, a heat wave that is causing power outages 
and emphasized that we do need alternate forms of transit. He suggested working groups like 
the PABAC, as Ken mentioned in his emails, that are designing the future of bikeways in Palo 
Alto. He states that density is very important. Although some want 100% affordability, but he 
feels we shouldn’t focus on percentages, per se, but absolute units, knowing how expensive 
affordable units are. Mr. Mah believes the more we delay the worse it is for future and present 
members of society. He is encouraged by density mechanisms, echoing that Ventura should not 
bear the brunt of all these changes, but we should encourage densification elsewhere, such as 
Churchill or Southgate, even if they fight against it. He hopes for a future where the city isn’t 
just lawyers and people who are lucky enough to have been born here, or else we keep driving 
people out.  
 
Ken Joye commented that he submitted written comments regarding today’s agenda. He 
appreciates the work that members of the Working Group have done to think about those who 
walk and bike through this part of town. He feels that input would be valuable when updating 
the bicycle and pedestrian transportation plan. He is a member of the Pedestrian and Bicycle 
Advisory Committee and welcomes input to that process of updating the BPTP.  
 
Ms. Tanner clarified the instructions for speakers raising their hand on Zoom.  
 
Ms. Dellaporta stated her hope that everyone has a chance to share their thoughts regarding 
the best ways to mitigate traffic problems which could occur with an increase in residents. She 
also wanted to talk particularly about affordable housing and varieties of ways to make that 
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possible, including middle income housing, which she noted is sometimes left out. She thanked 
Ms. Price for arranging for today’s speakers.  
 
Ms. Price commented that she also is looking forward to tonight’s discussion, having addressed 
some of these issues in the past. She was very impressed by the quality of the packet, the 
resources, the inclusiveness of it, a lot of points that committee members have raised were 
addressed and the listed resources, she believes are fabulous. She offered that the more we are 
informed and look at different ideas, the better.  
 
Discussion Items: Transportation 
 
Ms. Tanner outlined the topics for discussion the meeting and the procedure that would be 
followed, starting with Ms. Star-Lack and Ms. Chan.  
Traffic, Park Boulevard Improvements, Site Access and Connectivity 
 

1. Ways to limit increase in traffic on El Camino Real, Page Mill Road, Park Blvd and 
Lambert Avenue to accommodate future growth.  

 
Ms. Sylvia Star-Lack began by stating that she doesn’t have all the answers for traffic reduction 
in Palo Alto, and the discussion is difficult since it’s not known yet what alternatives there are to 
look at. She shared that traffic is a regional issue and there are different ways to look at 
transportation, whether from a site, at a neighborhood level, at a city level. She laid out three 
points relating to traffic generation, things that the Transportation Department is working on. 
Ms. Star-Lack pointed out that state law has changed regarding environmental impact analysis 
of development and plans in terms of transportation analysis. Whereas before, if traffic was 
created at certain intersections near a project, the environment was impacted. The State now 
recognizes that if you cause people who live or work near your project to have to drive more, 
then you have created an environmental impact. Also, traffic is not as much the criteria that 
CEQA is looking at now. It has to do with looking at available options to people. For the NVCAP 
area, what are the ways that people will be allowed or encouraged to get around that don’t 
increase driving? The EIR process now encourages planning in the direction that NVCAP has 
been going, into a multi-modal environment, including walking, biking, transit is easy. In the EIR 
process, the more that your planning allows for these things to happen, and less driving to 
happen, then the easier the plan gets through CEQA. This is per capita, so if there are more 
people living in housing units being caused to drive more, then TDM, transportation demand 
management, must be used, including trip reduction programs. This change occurred as of July 
1st. Since Caltrain is generally within walking distance in North Ventura to all of those things, 
housing in Palo Alto has a low VMT score in general, especially right by Stanford Research Park, 
which is also good, as this is the current regulatory environment. Also, Ms. Star-Lack reported 
that they are working on a sustainability and climate action plan in the City and will be looking 
at trip reductions, and encouraged all to get involved in that process, as citywide actions will 
help NVCAP goals. Transportation demand ordinance is also being studied which will be put 
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forward later this year, which will involve aligning with new CEQA rules and helping new 
development reduce trips and reduce VMT, vehicle miles of travel. She concluded that these 
are the big issues that are part of the regulatory environment going forward.  
 
Ms. Joanna Chan introduced herself. She is the Senior Transportation Planner. She added that 
on VMT we are also retaining a level of service for local transportation analysis. This is for a 
project that is not under CEQA.  
 
Ms. Tanner asked Ms. Chan to expound upon the TDM and SCAP. For example, if a new housing 
complex is built in NVCAP, what kinds of things might the TDM apply to that building, or to a 
new retail?  
 
Ms. Star-Lack responded that the TDM wouldn’t come into play unless there was an 
environmental impact, or you needed to avoid an environmental impact. For housing or retail 
generally in this location, she did not believe that excessive VMT would exist. Generally, 
housing within walking distance of good transit, which NVCAP has, housing near transit is 
treated very well as it won’t generate that much VMT. Also, certain types of retail, 
neighborhood-serving retail, tends to reduce VMT.  
 
Ms. Tanner asked about ways to get people on their bikes and walking more.  
 
Ms. Star-Lack suggested that the environment for walking and biking is created by multiple 
elements. Good infrastructure is needed, such as bike lanes on busy streets.  The movement in 
the United States tends to be more geared to protected bicycle infrastructure, such as Cal Ave 
at Middlefield, with the two-way protected bikeway, or the block off of the Homer   Tunnel, 
where there is a physical barrier between cars and bikes. Also, the intersection at Middlefield 
and Embarcadero has some protected bicycle features. To help people walk more, such things 
as wide sidewalks trees, good street furniture, etc., encourage people to walk more. In general, 
there must be a certain amount of density that makes sense, destinations that make sense, as 
well as all the land use planning that the group has been working on.  Ms. Star-Lack offered that 
NVCAP has good ideas and the careful thinking about this will serve it well.  
 
Ms. Tanner turned the discussion over to Clare to moderate questions from the Working Group.  
 
Ms. Dellaporta was curious about the phrase “excessive VMT, “and what constitutes excessive 
travel.  
 
Ms. Star-Lack explained that the City adopted the threshold for different kinds of land uses. The 
way the new CEQA works – and the staff report adopting VMT is accessible for anyone to look 
at – there is a threshold, and if you are above a certain threshold of vehicle miles traveled per 
capita, depending on your land use (i.e., housing, employment, etc.)…The State guidance was to 
choose a threshold which is 15% below a current average. The State did an analysis and 
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concluded that we are not doing well in regard to vehicle miles of travel and the environment 
and driving, so decided that all need to reduce. New development needs to reduce its VMT and 
its greenhouse gas emissions by 15 percent. Thus, per CEQA, every city needs to pick a 
threshold that is 15 percent below a regional or county average.  
 
Ms. Dellaporta asked how, while increasing the number of residents, would you end up with a 
VMT that is lower than what it currently is?  
 
Ms. Star-Lack answered that the metric is per resident, per capita, which allows for 
intensification of land uses and looks at how much you are asking people to drive. It turns out 
that housing in Palo Alto has a low VMT score because the area is surrounded by a lot of 
employment, and employment in Palo Alto tends to have a large VMT effect. That has to do 
with our jobs/housing imbalance. The VMT responds to the existing land use context.  
 
Mr. Reckdahl asked about the trade-off in the analysis between bicycles and cars. If we make it 
less car friendly but more bike friendly, do we look at net miles traveled? Does the success 
depend on offsetting the car trips with more bike trips?  
 
Ms. Star-Lack responded that bikes are not included, only the cars.  
 
Mr. Reckdahl reflected that if bike traffic reduces car traffic, then that helps you.  
 
Ms. Star-Lack agreed with this assessment. If you have less car traffic, that helps. The 
measurement is by miles of travel.  
 
Mr. Reckdahl shared the idea that sometimes causing car traffic to go slightly out of its way 
makes it considerably safer for the bicycles, so wondered if rerouting cars would make an 
impact.  
 
Ms. Star-Lack responded that this would be like “noise” in the model. The model has to do with 
regional traffic. They are thinking about more than just NVCAP.  If someone lives in a housing 
unit, it takes into account all of the trips that they might make. The half mile here or there 
because NVCAP has decided to change the routing, direction, or circulation of the streets 
wouldn’t be a concern.  
 
Mr. Reckdahl asked about putting bollards here and there, whether CEQA will care about that.  
 
Ms. Star-Lack answered that it would be taken into account, but it shouldn’t be a concern. She 
reiterated that the bollards mean that people are encouraged to bike instead of drive.  
 
Mr. Reckdahl’s concern was also that focusing solely on car miles traveled, then the important 
aspect of bike safety would not be highlighted.  



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. 
 
 

 
Ms. Star-Lack stated that CEQA’s focus is environmental impact. Bike safety could still be 
emphasized. CEQA, if you can show that your land use is not going to generate as many trips, is 
impacted in that way.  
 
Mr. Reckdahl wondered about CEQA addressing only macro-level decisions, and the micro-level 
decisions made by NVCAP are almost irrelevant for CEQA.  
 
Ms. Tanner offered that we can be sure that finding ways to make things more bike and ped-
friendly will have a limited to no impact on whether or not the VMT per capita of a project is 
increased. The threshold is about that person’s regional travel footprint, not just driving around 
the NVCAP, but about that person’s lifestyle of driving.  
 
Ms. Chan inserted that the staff report was adopted on June 15th.  
 
Mr. Holzmer commented that transportation is a difficult subject because of inadequate 
information, and he feels frustrated as a Working Group member. He feels he needs 
information about impacts of a certain number of housing units added, whatever the number. 
He feels this is critical for understanding of how El Camino will change, how Park Boulevard or 
the residential streets around it will be impacted. He feels that the example of Ross Road is a 
prime example of why things fail sometimes in the City, because the City is not listening to 
changes and hearing what the public has to say. His opinion is that we need to do more of that, 
and not less.  
 
Ms. Summa thanked Ms. Tanner for clarifying that the Silicon Valley information in the report 
was just a letter, stating that many misunderstood that. She understands that state law must be 
adhered to in regard to VMT, but she is wondering if there is any previous data regarding early 
adopters in which the data was tested and found to be realistic. She wonders about whether 
the VMT method had been tested anywhere and shown to be a good method.  
 
Ms. Tanner suggested an example of a movie theater. Have any specific studies been done to 
support the VMT model in those kinds of specific scenarios?  
 
Ms. Star-Lack stated that they have been using trip generation data from the Institute of Traffic 
Engineers for years. The VMT is based on that and also the traffic models that VTA has worked 
on, which give estimates for average trip lengths. The model is calibrated to reality. Census 
tract information is involved as well.  
 
Ms. Summa noted that people change jobs frequently and also don’t often move because of 
expense and circumstances change. She wondered again if any city, region or area had actually 
adopted the method before it was imposed by the State.  
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Ms. Star-Lack commented that several big cities adopted early, such as Oakland, San Jose.  
 
Ms. Campbell offered to try to put together some resources to send out, working with the 
Transportation Department.  
 

2. What can we do to prioritize bikes and pedestrians on Park Blvd and other streets in 
the NVCAP? Which of the following methods do you support for prioritizing bikes and 
pedestrians on Park Blvd?  

 
Ms. Tanner suggested the members might consider just stating which are your preferred 
methods, or if there are some you’ve experienced in real life, thinking about things you like or 
things you have experienced that haven’t worked, rather than addressing every choice listed. 
She suggested an idea from of the Chairs, which was to ask those who live in the area to speak 
first.  
 
Ms. Song echoed that we don’t have enough data, but all of these are options based on her 
experience here. She thought the priority should be safety for bikers. She notes that currently 
the only traffic she sees is that people try to drive past from Park Boulevard to connect to Page 
Mill, which is a place where the bike lanes and automobiles share the same lane in the area 
where drivers take a right turn. She is comfortable with the other areas of Park Boulevard for 
the bikers. She is unsure how to improve the safety at that connection. The proposal to make 
several streets one-way is unpopular with several residents she talked with, and she feels that 
should not be a priority as it will not solve the problem. She likes the idea of adding some speed 
bumps on Park Boulevard.  
 
Ms. Flynn commented that she has biked frequently and likes B., feeling it’s important that it is 
a multi-modality street, because the connectivity north/south is not great. Park is very 
important for pedestrians and bicyclists also, because the 240 Portage property cuts the site in 
half. She advocates for physically separated bicycle lanes. She pointed out that Page Mill 
overpass is a pinch point, but agreed with Ms. Song that the turning area is the most dangerous 
part of Park Boulevard. She was open to the idea of a bike boulevard along the Caltrain right-of-
way because there are fewer crossing conflicts. She also felt the round abouts work. 
 
Mr. Reckdahl felt the two big problems are Park Boulevard is not very bike friendly to be a bike 
boulevard. He related that when his kids were young, it got scary through there, especially at 
the overpass. There are many cars turning, and small kids are hard to see. He felt an idea like 
D., where there is no parking on Park Boulevard would be helpful, and greater protection for 
southbound bikes at the overpass would be helpful, but again, the bikes will be turning across 
the lane, so it still doesn’t solve the problem. He is concerned that the volume of car traffic 
getting worse on Park would add to the problem. He notes that cut-through traffic is a 
neighborhood concern and feels that making some one-ways or some bollards might be useful, 
but we should work with the neighborhood and see what they like.  
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Mr. Holzmer thought he would pick A., G. and J. The option of J. appeals to him because if you 
move the bike lane out of the traffic lane over to the Caltrain station, along the edge of the 
Caltrain, it eliminates a lot of issues. He feels reducing the street parking along California 
Avenue, where he lives, is essential for residents and businesses. He feels moving the bike line 
would solve two problems.  
 
Mr. Steele chose A., B., H. and I. Minimizing curb cuts is good for both pedestrians and bikes 
and he’s seen it on many projects, and the same for B. Trees and wide sidewalks are inviting. 
His understanding is that the policy in the City of Palo Alto is to remove power and telephone 
poles and try to push things underground. He notes that more protection for southbound bikes 
[sic] is definitely needed.  
 
Mr. Smith agreed with Mr. Steele, especially on choices A. and B., adding that if J. were 
possible, it would be great, but he thinks that logistically it might be a challenge to coordinate it 
with Caltrain, although the idea of a bike path near Caltrain, away from Park, would be 
awesome.  
 
Ms. Summa envisioned, at a high level, Park Boulevard as a street with a much better bicycle 
and pedestrian experience by many of the listed improvements. She agrees with Mr. Smith that 
she can't imagine the Caltrain giving up part of their right-of-way, but if they did, that would be 
a creative idea. She envisions Park Boulevard continuing the pattern created at the north end 
by mixed use housing and/or housing projects and removing the parallel parking to make space 
for a high-class bike path. She feels she would need a lot more traffic information about the 
bollards, one-way streets and those specific kinds of things. She is generally not in favor one-
way streets, as they create a lot of problems, and she doesn’t believe they are preferred now, 
in planning.  
 
Mr. Lew notes that he does use Park Boulevard every week, and his preferences were A., B., 
and partially D. He would like to see some of the parking removed and adding some [inaudible] 
such as the City has been adding, but are not everywhere along the length of Park yet. He also 
supports I. as well, having seen some awful things at the traffic light.  
 
Ms. Price liked a lot of the choices but didn’t feel she is in a position to prioritize, deferring to 
the analysis of the Bike and Ped plan that was adopted by the City. She believes the 
Transportation staff and the consultants are very familiar with these and other items that will 
make a difference, but for her, the priority is safety and protection of pedestrians and bicyclists. 
It also depends on the ultimate configuration and site plans, the density and uses throughout 
the site which will provide the framework for the types of improvements needed along the 
way. She feels we are operating somewhat in a vacuum, although there are current conditions 
which should be addressed.  
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Ms. Dellaporta liked B, increasing the size of the sidewalks and allowing for bikes lanes. She 
added that in order to do that, D. would be needed, so that there is room for bicyclists and 
wider sidewalks. She also liked I., changing the light on Park Boulevard to a three-way would 
prevent the terrible backup on Park Boulevard. She likes E. and F., but only if the local residents 
think it will help. She also thinks the barriers are going to reduce the traffic on Park. She loves 
the idea of J. but doesn’t know if it would be possible.  
 
Ms. Tanner asked Ms. Star-Lack and Ms. Chan about the idea of E., reducing traffic with bollards 
and barriers. She has been impressed with the many places in Palo Alto where these have been 
implemented and asked how those come about, the pros and cons of those types of things, and 
also their opinions on various solutions that are seen in other parts of the city.  
 
Ms. Star-Lack commented regarding barriers and traffic diverters (such as the Bryant bicycle 
Boulevard), they come about by the Council stating that that’s what they want. They also 
require a traffic study and a certain amount of community engagement. All of the choices listed 
are design tools that can be used. The traffic diverter, a type of partial street closure that lets 
bikes and pedestrians go through is another tool. She suggests Ross Road is still being talked 
about, and residents have strong feelings about it one way or another. Stanford campus has 
roundabouts, and they work well there, a different type of roundabout. She advises that 
roundabouts can slow traffic down and also are good at reducing conflict points. They have 
excellent collision records because of that reduction. Cal Trans is using roundabouts in many 
places, and they’re in fashion across the country. They don’t require lights and give more 
throughput than a four-way stop or a signal.  
 
Ms. Tanner asked what the difference is between a roundabout and a traffic circle.  
 
Ms. Star-Lack responded that a roundabout has an island and requires a yield. An example of a 
traffic circle is the one at Bryant and Addison. There’s a circle in the middle, and you have to go 
around it, but the traffic control is done by stops. It’s just a circle in the middle of the street. 
They both slow traffic down, because you can’t go straight and have to slow down. Ms. Star-
Lack talked about the Park Boulevard overpass where the green lane is, sharing that when the 
green lane was put in, the cyclists in town jumped for joy, because there was finally a clear 
understanding of where bikes should be, relative to the turning traffic. She understands that it 
is still a high stress location for many people and would love to put some protection around the 
bike lane, but because it’s a bridge structure it’s not possible to just widen it. The space is 
maxed out as it is currently. In order to put a vertical barrier on the street you must have a 
buffer zone space around it.  
 
Ms. Flynn noted that, post occupancy Ross Road, it was controversial, and she wondered how it 
has worked, as far as stats on traffic speeds. She feels in some ways the roundabouts are better 
than barriers, because cars can go through, from one end to the other, and the bicycles can go 
from one end to the other and be safe.  
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Ms. Star-Lack pointed out there’s a learning curve in regard to roundabouts, which is something 
we have to appreciate. If everyone yields to traffic within the circle and you go when it’s clear 
and no one is coming at you, then you’re safe through there. The data collected along Ross 
Road in general showed there were more cyclists bicycling, and average speeds went down 
because of all of the other infrastructure put in, including the roundabouts, the curves added, 
and some of the narrowing and speed humps. The data was generally good. The traffic control 
at the roundabout will be changing because of concerns about some collisions that occurred 
there. The one at Ross and Meadow will have two stops added to it.  
 
Ms. Tanner reflected back to the Working Group that there was a lot of support for A. and B. On 
J., it felt like a dream, but we like the idea of having a separated area for the bikes, where they 
wouldn’t have to interact with cars at all. Also, there is some support for J., and lukewarm 
support for the idea of one-ways completely obstructing traffic for the people who live there, 
so thinking about the roundabout-type solutions to slow, but not completely stop or change the 
flow. Also, I. is very popular. Widening the bridge is something to think about as part of the 
long-term plan. Some folks are for D., to make the street great for bikes.  
 

3. Possible points for traffic calming measures (such as barriers, humps or roundabouts). 
The goal is to allow bikes and pedestrians, and slow down automobile speed. The 
measures could be removable or permanent. 

 
Ms. Tanner suggested measures such as bollards during festivals or certain times of day, or they 
could be permanent, like separators seen in parts of Palo Alto. She invited focused discussion 
on barriers, starting with A., B., and C. What type of traffic intervention would members like to 
see, or no intervention at all?  
 
Ms. Dellaporta pointed out that A. and B. are on the eastbound side of Pepper and Olive, and 
they are there just to prevent the cut-through’s the people do if they’re coming on El Camino 
towards Page Mill in trying to avoid the back-up by cutting through on Olive or Pepper and 
using Ash to get onto Page Mill. Putting a barrier at Pepper or Olive would prevent that, and she 
likes those two options. She also added C., because Ms. Pittman had mentioned that she didn’t 
like seeing people going down from Park to El Camino. C., being on the westbound side, would 
prevent people from coming from Park, speeding down Olive towards El Camino. Her concern is 
that the residents on that part of Olive would have difficulty getting in and out of their homes. 
She advocates C. only if it would appeal to the residents.  
 
Ms. Star-Lack mentioned that the current bike plan has a tool kit, an appendix, that lists many 
things that can be used for traffic calming, although there are more tools now. She also shared 
that the bike plan is going to be updated this year and next year, and asked that people 
participate in that.  
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Ms. Summa commented that she served on the last traffic-calming committee in College 
Terrace, and noted that it takes a long time for a community to come to consensus about such 
things. Everybody has to have some sort of traffic-calming device, and it will be in front of 
somebody’s house. In her case, there was a traffic circle in front of her house, which wasn’t 
advantageous for her personally but it worked well for the neighborhood. When talking about 
the single-family home area, she feels you must talk to those residents and let them decide 
what is acceptable to them. She added that, in regard to roundabouts, they are made to 
expedite traffic through an intersection, are typically bigger, and they also take away stoplights, 
which cause more greenhouse gas emissions with the stopping and starting. There are traffic 
circles on College Terrace, and they are designed to slow traffic, not to expedite it. They do 
have signaled stop signs, as well, which roundabouts don’t have. She does not advocate a 
roundabout anywhere in this area, but traffic circles are different.  
 
Ms. Star-Lack commented that, also, people think about roundabouts as a bigger thing and 
traffic circles as a smaller thing, and there is some flexibility within the definitions.  
 
Ms. Song understood and liked the idea of a barrier, A. and B., to reduce the traffic. She was 
wondering why the barrier couldn’t be at the intersection of El Camino Real and Pepper and 
Olive, so that people who are cutting traffic have to U-turn and come back. She is unsure which 
place is better. If the barrier is at A. and B. should there also be a sign at the intersection of El 
Camino Real and both of the streets? Not being an expert on traffic, but thinks the 
Transportation and Traffic committee has an idea which place is better.  
 
Ms. Tanner wondered about the relationship between El Camino being a state road and if there 
are any requirements for people being able to turn onto or off of it.  
 
Ms. Flynn responded that there are barriers like that between California Avenue and Churchill.  
 
Mr. Reckdahl was reminded of the very first exercise – walking around the neighborhood with a 
map. As he was walking around Ash and Olive, there was a steady flow of cars, on a weekday, 
and everyone was running through that neighborhood. He thought the easiest thing would be 
to make Ash a one-way, southbound, to eliminate the cut-through traffic. He agreed with Ms. 
Summa that it is something the neighborhood is going to have to deal with, but there are many 
trade-offs.  
 
Ms. Tanner clarified that he advocated for traffic only going south.  
 
Mr. Reckdahl affirmed this, so that the people from El Camino cannot get to Page Mill. He 
recognized that, for the neighbors, they can always go out on El Camino, go down to Page Mill 
and circle around, going clockwise on the loop, but not counterclockwise. All the cut-through 
traffic is going counterclockwise.  
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Ms. Tanner asked the committee to look at C., D., E., and H., pointing out that E. is where 
Portage comes through right now. There’s a curb cut to the rear parking behind Fry’s. There’s a 
point at Olive and also at Lambert.  
 
Ms. Dellaporta saw Acacia and Portage as the two different ways, D. and E., to get into the 340 
Portage site. She envisions a nice, non car-focused park next to the creek and prefers to have 
access to 340 Portage from Acacia, so she advocates for no barrier at D., on Acacia, and having 
a barrier at E., on Portage. She would like to see the parking lot as a way into the 340 Portage 
site, rather than inviting cars through the park.  
 
Ms. Flynn notes that the light to get out of the neighborhood is at Portage. She affirms Ms. 
Dellaporta’s point and adds that she read in The Weekly, and heard Mr. Steele saying, that the 
parking structure might be behind Fry’s if there is a mini Target there, which would be parking 
on Acacia. She adds that, on the other hand, when leaving the neighborhood, it’s hard to go 
south on El Camino unless you’re coming out at a light. The choice in the area is the light at 
Portage, and she doubts if the light can be moved, as it’s a state highway. The problem would 
be how to get people from Acacia to the light to go south.  
 
Ms. Tanner stated there are other options to think about, and asked whether the speed humps 
closer to Cal Ave are effective, or if people try to avoid streets with speed humps.  
 
Mr. Steele clarified that at present the parking is split approximately 50 percent on both sides, 
so D., and E. have curb cuts. Also, the parking lot is accessed from El Camino on Portage and El 
Camino off of Acacia. It was suggested that the parking lot on the creek side could be 
developed as residential if the parking was replaced on the D. side of the building. However, if 
residential is put there, and a parking structure on the other side, it’s unlikely that it would be 
supportive of any retail because of the visibility, lack of access and visible parking. He points out 
that if you keep the building and want to develop some housing or park, or both, parking on the 
other side in a structure would be needed. It could be one level, so that would keep the 
structure low and unimposing. You could put some frontage retail or community building or 
something along the Park frontage to mask the structure, but it would not be imposing.  That 
would be a potential phase of the building, and traffic could move through. He added that if 
that were to move in that direction, with residential along the creek side, he could see the 
space that now serves as the Portage extension through the current parking lot could be 
discouraging of through traffic, with various things, and would be encouraging for bike and 
pedestrian transportation with minimal access for cars to the residential that is there.  
 
Mr. Reckdahl returned to his point about Park Boulevard being busy with cars, and he is 
concerned about that from a bike safety standpoint. His inclination would be to make C., D. and 
E. all barricades for cars and route the traffic up to El Camino.  
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Ms. Tanner reiterated Ms. Flynn’s comment regarding people coming around to Portage to get 
out at the stop light. Having a means for access to come down and go south was a concern. 
 
Ms. Dellaporta pointed out that there is a road from Acacia to Portage, to the west of Global 
Playground, which might be used to get to the southbound light, if necessary, in order to 
protect Portage from through traffic. It would also slow traffic down to have to make those 
turns.  
 
Ms. Tanner traced this on the map. 
 
Ms. Dellaporta clarified, if the resident was on Olive and they wanted to turn left. She asked 
how it is done now?  
 
Ms. Tanner stated there is a light at Portage that they use.  
 
Ms. Dellaporta restated that they do go up to Park and over to Portage and then down. So, they 
already go up to Park anyway, so it wouldn’t be a big difference, but the residents should have 
the first say.  
 
Ms. Tanner agreed with Ms. Summa, and Mr. Reckdahl emphasized the importance of having 
direct contact with the people who live there.  
 
Ms. Price agreed with many points made and believes the Transportation staff and consultants 
can come up with good suggestions, but it will depend on the land uses and intensity.   
 
Ms. Summa reflected that it is hard to make decisions before knowing what the needs will be in 
regard to land use. She was thinking that, for bicyclists especially, coming south on Park and 
wanting to go across El Camino is difficult, to get to the research park. She suggests there might 
be some different kind of signalization in the area on El Camino.  
 
Ms. Star-Lack remarked that the current issue with bikes between Park and El Camino is not so 
much signalization, but that there is no real route to do this that is safe. She is well aware of the 
problem and hopes there will be a way to safety get people from Park to El Camino, to Hansen, 
for example. They can look at working with Cal Trans to fix the Hansen-Portage dog leg, 
potentially with grant funds as a separate project.  
 
Ms. Summa stated she feels it is very scary to cross El Camino as a pedestrian at the dog leg 
area.  
 
Ms. Tanner affirmed much vigorous nodding in agreement with this.  
 
The group took a five-minute break at this point.  
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Ms. Tanner went back to items F. and G. on the previous discussion, asking for comments, 
before moving to the next item.  
 
Ms. Dellaporta liked the idea of having a bicycle connection from Boulware Park to 340 Portage 
which would be safest if there was a barrier at G. She was also told in the cut throughs are 
stopped at Olive and Pepper, then people will start using Lambert, so the barrier at G. would 
also stop people from using it as a cut-through, as well as being safer for bicyclists. She doesn’t 
like H. as much as it seems to cut off the residents from reaching Park.  
 
 Mr. Reckdahl thought these ideas were good, but his concern is that blocking that off, Park 
would be safer, but Fernando might then get the brunt of the traffic, and this should be 
studied. If you block off Lambert, it would make Park Boulevard a lot less traffic.  
 
Ms. Star-Lack agreed to studying and figuring out what the domino effect would be.  
 
NVCAP Affordable Housing Goals and Expert Discussions on Bay Area Best Practices 
 
Ms. Tanner suggested going to the guest speakers; then coming back to share the members’ 
affordable housing goals.  
 
Ms. Price welcomed and introduced the guest speakers for the meeting as follows [reading]:  
 
Jon White: Chief Real Estate Officer, Abode Services, Allied Housing, Housing for Independent 
People, and Community Working Group, Fremont, California, Director of Real Estate 
Development. Jon oversees development projects for Abode Services/Allied Housing, taking 
them from conception to completed construction to lease up. Jon leads his project 
management team through every aspect of new development and acquisition rehabilitation 
projects, including finding an appropriate location for a new project, securing the necessary 
governmental approvals, securing the necessary capital and subsidy funding, managing the 
construction or renovation work, and working with property management and services to lease 
the development at the end of construction. In addition to the construction of supportive 
housing apartment buildings, Jon's team has been involved in several innovative methods for 
creating new affordable and supportive housing opportunities including motel conversion, 
partnering with Habitat for Humanity to renovate a boarding house for homeless veterans, and 
using factory-built modular construction for cost-effective supportive housing. Jon was a 
licensed civil engineer for 11 years prior to joining Abode, and holds a Bachelor's degree in civil 
engineering from Calvin College in Michigan.  
 
Lisa Ratner: Member of Palo Alto League of Women Voters and its Housing and Transportation 
Committee, Board member of Palo Alto League and Advocacy Chair, board member of Alta 
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Housing (formerly Palo Alto Housing), a professional attorney and a long-time resident of City of 
Palo Alto.  
 
David Thompson: President of the Twin Pine Cooperative Foundation and co-principal of 
Neighborhood Partners, LLC (NP). David has worked for the national cooperative organizations 
of the United States, Britain and Japan as well as the United Nations. David is a former V. P. for 
Western States of the National Cooperative Business Association (NCBA) and Director of the 
Western Region of the National Cooperative Bank (NCB). David's work with the NCB created 
over 1,500 units of cooperative housing and with NP over 1,000 units of nonprofit affordable 
housing. David has written a number of books and over 400 articles about cooperatives. He has 
an MA in Architecture and Urban Planning from UCLA and was inducted into the Cooperative 
Hall of Fame in 2010. 
 
Mr. White described Abode Services, which is the largest homeless services and housing 
provider in the Bay Area, currently owning and operating The Opportunity Center in Palo Alto. 
Abode Services focuses on creating permanent supportive housing and housing for extremely 
low-income residents. The housing is for the most vulnerable in the community, and many of 
their participants actually have one or even two jobs but still can’t afford housing. Mr. White 
explained that “extremely low income” refers to 30 percent of the area median income. Palo 
Alto currently has a minimum wage of $15 per hour, well above the federal limit, but for a 
person working a $15-per-hour job, they are still actually less than extremely low income. 
Moving up to $20 per hour - $41,000 per year (truck driver, warehouse worker) – are very low 
income. At $25 per hour (office administration, healthcare assistant) are still very low income. 
The average rent in Palo Alto for a one-bedroom apartment is $2,500 per month. Calculating 
that out per year is $30,000, which is difficult for someone making $31,000 per year at 
minimum wage. Abode focuses on housing for extremely low income and people with 
disabilities who need permanent supportive housing. This comes with operating support, such 
as rent subsidy, as well as social service support to help residents improve employment, 
education, life skills, etc. to help people thrive in their housing. The organization uses the Low-
Income Housing Tax Credit program, which is the largest source of affordable housing funding 
in the country, with approximate value of about $10 billion per year. Since its creation in 1986, 
it has created over two million affordable housing units in the country. This program uses a 
bank or investment firm to produce capital to build the building on the front end in exchange 
for tax credits over the course of the next 10 years. It is a good public/private partnership 
where the government has turned over the goal of affordable housing to corporations to 
provide capital and get the benefits in terms of tax credits. The advantage of using this system 
is that it reduces the cost of affordable housing on the local community to around $100,000 per 
unit; whereas, the actual housing in Palo Alto probably costs $700,000-plus per unit. It 
leverages local dollars. It is complicated and somewhat time consuming. One of the local 
sources for this project is from in-lieu Market Right Housing Developments. In Mr. White’s 
opinion the best source of local money is from a commercial linkage fee. Creating jobs has a 
direct effect on the need for housing, even more than one-for-one. For example, for every 
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software engineer it takes five other low-wage workers to support that person (food service, 
janitorial, landscaping, supply chain, security, etc.). One high-paying tech job creates need for 
additional affordable housing. Due to the desire to have companies like Apple, Google, 
Facebook in the community, many more jobs than housing have been created. Since 2010, the 
Bay Area has added 722,000 jobs, but has only constructed 106,000 housing units, resulting in 
massive housing shortage, very expensive housing, and transportation nightmares. Palo Alto 
has one of the highest jobs-to-homes ratios in the Bay Area and even in California. Governor 
Newsom made this his campaign platform. According to him, three-and-one-half million homes 
need to be built in the next decade. There are also regional housing needs that allocate that 
amount into different areas. The Bay Area needs 441,000 homes created in the next eight 
years; of that, 114,000 are needed for very low-income people. This is a regional housing needs 
assessment that is a requirement for all cities to have in their housing elements. For Palo Alto 
that assessment is 1123 units. In the last eight years Palo Alto produced 13 percent of the 
housing that is required for very low- and low-income housing. The need is immense and the 
solutions needed for different types of housing are very different. Inclusionary housing, for 
rental, is effective for building with market rate housing as 15 to 20 percent of the units being 
affordable to maybe 80 or 100 percent AMI residents for rental. It is not a great solution for 
home ownership, because the units are very expensive and there is no leverage. If the unit 
costs $700,00 to build and the homeowner that’s going in there can only afford a $300,000 
mortgage that’s a $400,000 subsidy by the City. The Low-Income Housing Tax Credit Program is 
$100,000 subsidy per unit. It’s a much better leveraging of outside funds to use this program. 
The program only goes up to 60% of the area median income for AMI. It’s designed for the very 
low and extremely low -income units. That is where they focus. Their development agency 
focuses on only doing tax credit projects for extremely low and permanent supportive housing, 
who may be at 15 percent AMI, making $15,000 or $20,000 a year. Mr. White believes it is 
necessary to build housing at all levels – market rate housing, moderate housing, low income 
housing and extremely low-income housing. However, for the people in the middle range that 
can’t afford to buy a home and are rent-burdened it is problematic, but they will probably 
survive. The people at the bottom are folks that don’t have access to clean water or soap or 
personal protection equipment, etc. Currently, in the COVID crisis, many are at risk of dying, so 
excluding them because they’re difficult to develop is unacceptable. He advocates, when 
looking at affordable housing at all levels, to make sure the lowest level is included. The people 
at the bottom are the most vulnerable and suffer the most from shortages.  
 
Ms. Ratner shared that she grew up in Palo Alto. Her family bought a house in 1958, when a 
moderate-income family could buy a house or rent an apartment. Today, a similar family 
cannot do that. Ms. Ratner became aware of limited equity co-ops a few years ago, when she 
visited her mother’s childhood home – The Amalgamated Apartments, the first middle income 
limited equity housing cooperative in the nation, located in The Bronx. It was developed after 
WWI to address the severe housing shortage. New York State encouraged the development of 
housing cooperative by offering property tax abatements. Her family later on moved in with her 
grandparents for a few years and eventually bought a house on Long Island. Today, The 
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Amalgamated is thriving with 1300 households in a mixed income community, from very low to 
about moderate income. Ms. Ratner wondered if this model could be used in Palo Alto to house 
working families shut out of the market rate housing. Her research on housing cooperatives led 
her to David Thompson’s articles on Dos Pinos, a housing cooperative in Davis, built by David in 
1985. It seemed to duplicate The Amalgamated’s long-term stability and affordability, creating 
economic upward mobility. Ms. Ratner noted that David has unmatched experience in the field 
of cooperatives. He was inducted into the Cooperative Hall of Fame in 2010. Ms. Ratner 
expressed her honor at introducing Mr. Thompson.  
 
Mr. Thompson expressed appreciation at learning about this project from Ms. Ratner and for 
Mr. White’s remarks. Mr. Thompson acknowledged he is very familiar with all of the issues the 
participants have raised. He agreed that finding ways to house this population is critical. Mr. 
Thompson shared that in a co-op under California law, the New York version was borrowed in 
creating the California law in 1979. It means there is one mortgage across the entire project. 
Members have a share in the cooperative. That share is not supposed to be more than 10 
percent of the development cost of the project – perhaps $700,000 to $800,000 – so the 
maximum share a person could buy in a co-op in Palo Alto at that price would be $70,000 or 
$80,000. The shareholders have one vote in the organization and the election of the board, the 
bylaws, etc. The profits, if any, are distributed by the format for not increasing the rent. On an 
annual basis, the co-op looks at costs and adds more to the carrying charges that are real, 
versus those in the marketplace as shown in the materials. Mr. Thompson was one of the 
creators of the National Cooperative Bank in the late 70’s, then became Regional Director for 
the Western States, which ran 13 to 15 co-ops at the time. One of them is Heron Court in 
Redwood City, a 102-unit limited equity co-op. One of the ones funded is located in Davis, 
California – Dos Pinos. Mr. Thompson became very interested in measuring how Dos Pinos 
would work versus the marketplace, versus other rentals and the median income needed. He 
has been measuring Dos Pinos for 35 years, a three-bedroom unit there; versus Sequoia, an 
apartment building across the road, built a year before; and then against the UC Davis annual 
survey of all market rate rentals in Davis since 1983, so he used that as a third, and then would 
also use Yolo County median income. Mr. Thompson remarked that they have one of the best 
sets of measurements of how the cooperative would work. He shared that he has an article in 
Shelterforce  in the packet, written about three years ago, that Working Group members can 
read. This year, Mr. Thompson supervised an honor student at UC Davis, who brought all of his 
statistics up to date. He then compared it with other affordable home ownership programs in 
Davis to see how it did against one project, which is a form of land trust, and another one which 
is a limited resale condo and a limited resale single family program that the City of Davis 
operates. Mr. Thompson continued that for a family of four, 100 percent of median income, 
three-bedroom apartment, such as shown, for Southfield Park, a limited resale condo. The 
Davis Affordable Ownership Program are single family homes which are limited resale. Aggie 
Village is a land trust model, because the land is owned by the University and the residents 
must be from the University Community, mainly faculty but also some staff, in about 56 units. 
Dos Penos is the limited equity housing cooperative, which was built without any subsidy at all, 



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. 
 
 

in 1985. The chart comparing these programs documents that the Dos Pinos model becomes 
more affordable to the population. A second chart showed a comparison of the different 
affordable ownership models in Davis. He does not feel that many models work very well and 
are a costly misuse of land, in his perspective. The chart demonstrates the percent of median 
income needed to live in various housing models. The last three show that in 1995, 110 percent 
of median was required to live at Dos Pinos, but by 2019 it had dropped to 55 percent. 
Whereas, 82 percent of median income will get you into the average three-bedroom 
apartment, but in 2019 you need 124 percent. One of the thoughts he had was of a new 
housing co-op in Toronto sponsored by the Hotel and Restaurant Workers Union, in which 25 
percent of the people living there come from the hotel and restaurant industry, 25 percent 
come from low income and 25 percent come from people displaced by the development in 
downtown Toronto.  
 
Ms. Tanner asked Mr. Thompson to compare to the work that Mr. White does where affordable 
housing sources come from various places, where does the capital come from to build the co-
ops?  
 
Mr. Thompson stated the way it has normally been done in California, because of the 
requirement of inclusionary zoning. In Davis, part of the land that new development has to set 
aside is for moderate income housing, that’s how they got the Davis project. The developer 
wanted to move ahead of everyone else and offered to sell the land to the co-op. Mr. 
Thompson acknowledged the difficulties in getting financing, because they are not eligible for 
the tax credit program, as they are an ownership program and are not focused on very low 
income and low income, which qualifies you for the tax credit program. However, HUD has an 
FHA program for co-ops which is a 40-year mortgage, available currently at about three 
percent. It includes a construction loan at three percent, which is how limited equity co-ops are 
being built in the United States today. They are eligible for some state, city and other funds and 
usually put together five or six different sources of funding. Mr. Thompson helped found the 
National Cooperative Bank, which is also doing long-term funding.  
 
Ms. Flynn asked the question, if someone purchases into this and no longer wants to live in 
Davis, what happens to their unit?  
 
Mr. Thompson answered that they would notify the Board of Directors, or for Dos Pinos they 
can give a 60-day notice. After 60 days, the resident gets their share back and the unit is no 
longer their responsibility. The share is then allowed, under California law, to grow by three or 
four percent per year, up to ten percent, but usually three or four percent, so that it stays 
affordable. The resident gets their money and the increase when they leave, when the next 
person coming buys the share at the higher price.  
 
Ms. Price asked what are the biggest obstacles to creating more limited equity housing models 
in California, and what should be done about it?  
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Mr. Thompson answered the second one by saying, “pray.” He remarked that you cannot buy 
land in California at market rate and build it at market rate and have those costs be affordable 
to anyone under about 180 percent of median income. The only way limited equity co-ops get 
built is, in this case, for example, where the shopping center is taken over, part of the shopping 
center is used for low income housing, such as Mr. White proposes, and part of it is for market 
housing and it is suggested that the land available for the limited equity co-op be long-term 
leased to the co-op, because it doesn’t matter to the members. They never need to own that 
land. Their tax deductions are associated with the built property and not the land.  
 
Ms. Tanner asked Mr. White what some of the biggest barriers are, besides the unavoidable 
cost in the market, and how does he make the projects cheaper or more affordable, or work 
with cities? What are some tools that could be applied, for example, in the NVCAP area to make 
it easier to build affordable housing?  
 
Mr. White responded that, buying at market rate and building to same codes and planning 
requirement as the general public, the buildings are going to be approximately the same cost as 
market rate housing and there is no way to pay that rate with a regular bank mortgage and 
make it affordable for either rental or home ownership. Affordable rent for individuals making 
$15 to $20 per hour is more like $600 to $800 per month, not $2,500 per month. The subsidized 
housing they build has multiple government funding sources, including tax credits, 
city/county/state funding, which are all soft loans, not a mortgage payment where you pay a 
fixed amount per month. They are given an approved budget, and if they do better than the 
budget at the end of the year, and have positive cash flow, it is distributed to the various 
lenders, pro-rata per amount owed to them. Even for the extremely low-income folks, even 
with fully subsidized housing without a bank mortgage, the rents from the tenants still don’t 
keep up with the operational costs of maintaining a building. That cost is often around $700 to 
$800 per month per unit. If tenants are only able to pay $300 to $400 per month per unit, you 
still need an operating subsidy. The biggest barrier at present is lack of operating subsidies. The 
Section 8 program through the Housing Authority, gives a contract to have the vouchers 
assigned to the project instead of assigned to a tenant, where they can go find a market rate 
landlord to have the vouchers paid, additional rent to pay more of a market rate rent, and they 
pay an affordable rent. They get a contract with Housing Authority which subsidizes the income 
from the residents and they are able to either leverage a mortgage or pay for a social service or 
operate the property with even lower incomes. The challenge is that the Housing Authorities 
are strapped for cash. The current Administration in Washington is not generous with HUD, and 
their goal is to drive HUD into the ground, in his opinion. Even in better times, the need for 
affordable housing far outstripped even the most generous of the Housing Authority projects. 
In high cost areas like Palo Alto and Santa Clara County it is very difficult to operate the projects 
in addition to building them, which is difficult enough. Some of the strategies they’ve used 
successfully in the last couple years include SB 35 and AB 2162 – the by-right streamlined 
approach where there is a locked-in time for planning and they just have to comply with 
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objective standards instead of going through a long CEQA-driven process, which has been very 
helpful to speed up the land use approval process. Having one-stop funding in Santa Clara 
County, where they can use Measure A funds and get Housing Authority vouchers and service 
funding all in one application and then just need tax credits on top of that has been very helpful 
in bringing the time of carrying costs that it takes to compile the funding. Then, the cost of 
housing of any kind is very expensive here because labor is very expensive and land is very 
expensive.  
 
Mr. Smith remarked that when it comes to very low-income housing, in terms of subsidies, his 
experience is that they have been available for primarily 100 percent either very low income or 
low income. He asked if there are any significant subsidies for projects that are considered 
mixed – some market rate, some affordable?  
 
Mr. White answered that they have talked to about 10 market rate developers about doing 
some kind of mixed project. The way the tax credit program works is that it would have to be a 
separate condo for the housing component. The affordable housing can only be Low Income 
Housing Tax Credit. It can’t be a mixed development without it being separated like that. The 
challenge is that they have never gotten to the point of doing a development with a market 
rate developer, because their perception is that if there are affordable housing units mixed into 
the same building, the same complex, particularly with permanent supportive housing, the 
stereotype is that those people are more scary in some way, and that the sale price that will be 
generated from the market rate units will be impacted sufficiently that they wouldn’t be able to 
make the profit margin that they want. He is not sure if that is true, but to his knowledge it is 
not done often, if at all. They do actually prefer to have a mix of uses and have a couple 100 
percent permanent supportive housing projects. They are more complicated to run. They like to 
have an ideal mix of about 50 percent permanent supportive housing and 50 percent very low 
income and have everybody mixed throughout the same building. That works very well, with a 
natural feel with peer connections and friendships and social networking support.  
 
Mr. Reckdahl asked a big-picture question – one way to do this would be to have a non-profit 
own the land, build it and rent it out, as opposed to having a co-op. He asked what the tradeoff 
between those two options would be.  
 
Mr. Thompson responded that it has to do with the goals of the group. To get the highest 
return on the dollar and the most service to people, then only non-profit, tax credit housing is 
best, because that’s where the biggest need is. However, there are large portions of the 
population who are in the middle-income group, who cannot afford to buy a home, and they 
are paying about 40 percent of their income for housing if they are living in Palo Alto or that 
region. The question is, do you want to do anything for them? The two can’t be mixed together, 
because the tax credit laws are pretty strict. It is a little easier to build a limited equity co-op 
housing in terms of cost, because the rules for condo development don’t apply to limited equity 
co-ops, so they can be built without fire walls and various other things, so there is a savings 
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there. Limited equity cooperatives are a big interest these days. One of the suggestions he has 
made is that there needs to be a sponsor class of shareholders. He included this in the paper 
presented to the Working Group. For example, if the school district sponsored 25 percent, or 25 
units, in the Co-op, and they put up $80,000 for each of those units to bring the cost down, 
because that’s equity and you’re no longer borrowing that. What if the City did this and 
reserved 25 percent of the units for its employees? What if Apple and Google and other people 
put up 25 percent of that and reserved 25 percent of the units for their workers who wanted to 
live there? This type framework is possible and could obtain 10 to 20 percent of the equity 
capital needed to make that number work, but those people have to know that their money is 
in it for the long-term and will be paid back over time. He thinks that is the only way to make a 
limited equity co-op work, because the normal costs are just too enormous.  
 
Ms. Summa wanted to know how the limited equity co-op compares to condo units for sale 
below market rate. She is unsure of how many there are, but it is for people who have enough 
money to invest in a property and they’re deed restricted at a certain level the people at that 
AMI can go in, but when they leave do get profit off of the improvements they’ve made to the 
unit, which wouldn’t be like a regular sale. She wondered if a co-op is a better model than that?  
 
Mr. Thompson’s perspective was very favorable to limited equity cooperatives. He has seen 
about 200 of the limited resale condos for sale, get sold into the market without the supervising 
authority knowing that that has happened. He has seen about $20 million in Davis stolen by 
people who knew how to get around it. He does not like it, because he feels it is fraught with 
appeals to fraud. Also, the condos usually end up being at a slightly higher income group that 
needs to be the one to get them; whereas, as each year goes by, the coop becomes more 
affordable to the next income group. If you are wanting to do more for people, you will do 
more for more people by pursuing the co-op than you are going to do with a condo. Also, the 
condo has all of the real estate costs – realtor fees, mortgage fees – on each individual 
mortgage. In the co-op, when somebody leaves Dos Pinos, they pay $30 to the association for 
the cost of the paperwork of transferring that share to the next person. No other costs 
associated, making it much more efficient model.  
 
Ms. Tanner clarified that the land they got for their co-op came through a developer who 
dedicated the land for the co-op, or for middle income housing, and that was how they were 
able to get their land. 
 
 Mr. Thompson affirmed this and stated that piece of land could be set aside by the City. If 
you’re going to have Mr. White doing something there, he will not be buying that land at 
market value, so the City is going to have to transfer that land to him in a way in which there is 
no land cost. You would do the same with a limited equity co-op, although it would, over time, 
be able to pay off the lease at a stronger and stronger position.  
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The Working Group demonstrated their appreciation to the speakers for their attendance and 
information. Ms. Tanner asked each Working Group member to share their goals or aspirations 
for affordable housing in the NVCAP.  
 
Mr. Reckdahl observed that Palo Alto has produced almost no housing in the lowest two 
categories. His priority would be to have a more reliable and significant funding stream, 
because it all comes down to the money.  
 
Ms. Song advocated for a model that can help the community to increase affordable housing to 
different levels of low -income people, not just low and extreme low. Many of those are not 
extremely low income, but still cannot afford to live in Palo Alto. Especially for the people who 
work here, she would like to see a combination of different levels of low-income families being 
able to live her, either renting or buying a house.   
 
Mr. Smith agreed with Ms. Song – a combination. He commented that that is one of the 
beautiful things about the area and this is something that should be encouraged moving 
forward – welcoming everyone, so having a combination of income ranges in the area.  
 
Ms. Flynn’s goal for affordable housing is to do better in planning this area than we have in the 
past, even with everyone working so hard. She believes volunteers and City staff and builders 
have all worked hard to make affordable housing and make less jobs, and somehow here we 
are. Her goals include allowing for the minimum number of office jobs possible in the study 
area, to create truly affordable housing using creative means as outlined on the list and by the 
speakers tonight. She believes unless we account for extremely low all the way to low, all we 
will be doing is moving the extremely low income people further and further out, because as 
the low or median  income people get houses built in Palo Alto, they will take places away from 
people closer into Palo Alto to the jobs. Basically, we would force super commutes on the 
poorest amongst us, which bothers her.  
 
Ms. Pittman’s vision is to actually have affordable housing. She liked Ms. Song’s suggestion, the 
idea of it including the opportunity for ownership as well as renting. Palo Alto used to be more 
diverse with ranges of occupations and incomes, and everybody got to connect with everyone. 
Her son and grandchildren had to move away in order to afford housing, so she liked the idea of 
a combination to allow more diversity of income and people.  
 
Ms. Price expressed that she would like to see a mixture of housing types on a large scale, 
various designs, number of stories, types, configurations, ownership models and densities to 
provide real choices to people of various ages, incomes and circumstances. She supports a 
significant amount of affordable housing serving very low through middle income incorporated 
in the area to support diversity and social justice, envisioning this as an opportunity area with 
retail, office and commercial uses as well. She feels the need to use a range of incentives. The 
mixture will make the area vibrant and accessible, while working to create a new engaged 
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community. Without robust intensification, we will not be addressing the urgent housing 
shortage. If we don’t do something now, it will never change.  
 
Ms. Summa agreed with Mr. Reckdahl that what is missing is a reliable revenue stream for 
creating affordable housing. She would like to prioritize housing for the people that need it 
most, lower AMI’s and supportive housing. She would like to do that while not increasing the 
problems associated with jobs/housing imbalance and traffic in the area, knowing that there 
are options to do that, such as Alternative M, and she is also interested in the co-op idea, but 
doesn’t understand it well enough to know what that would be. She looks for an overall 
number of housing units in the area that doesn’t vary dramatically from what we have in other 
parts of the Palo Alto with the same development standards and assumptions of what people 
need to live well. She feels 3,000 new units at the Santa Clara County average people per unit, 
2.97, could be up to 9,000 people, 150 people per acre when expressed as numbers of people 
per square mile would be 100,000 people per square mile, which is more than New York. 
Manhattan alone is 71,000 people per square mile.  
 
Ms. Tanner summarized, saying she hears that she doesn’t agree with that goal, but doesn’t 
have a different goal.  
 
Ms. Summa finished by stating that Palo Alto currently has 2800 people per square mile, so 
those numbers are per square mile.  
 
Mr. Holzmer’s opinion was that the city should focus on the greatest needs, housing for those 
of low income and BMR residents. He felt 70 percent of housing should be focused on finding 
solutions for those who fix our cars, work at our restaurants and clean our houses. Alternative 
M, which we’ve already sponsored, starts to accomplish that task. To make it possible, a 
citywide business tax is the best tool, as businesses are creating the increased housing demand 
that impacts all of us daily, especially our low-income workers. He feels its time to make this 
move, and Alternative M will help accomplish that task.  
 
Mr. Lew suggested going back to look at old phone directories and old fire insurance maps, to 
see that Palo Alto has had a diverse range of housing, from boarding houses to mansions that 
occupied entire city blocks, and everything in between. He has done projects that have been 50 
percent affordable and low-income rentals with 50 percent market-rate housing that turned 
out fine. This would be his goal for the Ventura area.  
 
Ms. Tanner restated that Palo Alto has a history of diverse range of housing types and that 
there are diverse people in those housing types. He has done housing that is mixed income 
which turned out fine and neighborhoods are successful.  
 
Ms. Dellaporta wanted to see housing available to people from very low income to middle 
income, such as grocery workers, waiters, teachers, nurses, all add to the quality of lives in Palo 
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Alto, and should be able to buy or rent and live with their families in this city and not have to 
commute. This would reduce the traffic congestion and our carbon footprint. She would like to 
find a way to provide housing for people who make very, very little, up to about 200 percent of 
the AMI, not just 120 percent, because below that amount it is impossible to buy a family 
apartment. She feels it is possible to do this without a very high density, because of the huge 
amount to wealth collected in Palo Alto. She believes there must be some way of using that 
enormous wealth to support the less wealthy among us and she thinks a business tax would be 
a great way to subsidize things like limited equity cooperatives and community land trusts.  
 
Ms. Tanner asked the participants to make closing comments. She will copy her notes, and all 
are welcome to add to them if they wish. She summarized that the plan is continue to look for 
commonalities and pursue the common goal to help those who need it most, while at the same 
time having it be across a range of incomes. She also stated the common theme that is the 
need for a sustainable source of funds, and hopefully we are a community that can figure out a 
way to come up with that.  
 
Public Comments: 
 
[None] 
 
NVCAP Comments:  
 
Ms. Tanner thanked Council Member Kou for being in attendance, listening to the conversation 
and following the progress of the group.  
 
Ms. Dellaporta thanked the speakers for spending their time with the group and stated that she 
learned a lot from them.  
 
Ms. Tanner reiterated this sentiment.  
 
Staff Comments: 
 
[None] 
 
Future Meetings and Agendas: 
 
Ms. Tanner advised that the staff needs more time before the next meeting to allow time for 
working through the consensus documents the group has built. She shares that, while it is very 
good work, it is slower for the staff to work through than they had hoped, in a good way, 
because they are looking at everything, past meetings, making sure all aspects are captured. 
Consequently, the next meeting will be later in September, and Chitra will send out information 
about that. The result will be that, when the Working Group comes back, staff will have been 
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able to put together the pieces of consensus and hopefully good questions to be sent out ahead 
of time.   
 
Ms. Flynn asked if there is any homework the group members could do to prepare for the next 
meeting.  
 
Ms. Tanner replied that she will think about that, but the main issue is that there is so much 
richness, a good problem to have, and it’s a matter of talking it through and getting to a certain 
level of detail as well.  
 
Ms. Price asked if the next iteration will be staff prepared, or in conjunction with a consultant 
or conferring with some other consultants on the original team.  
 
Ms. Tanner responded that the iteration will be solely staff-prepared, trying to condense all the 
comments and viewpoints and creating two draft alternatives in a way that makes sense. Also, 
some items had more agreement among members, while others did not, so there is need to 
analyze points of gravity and mapping it all together, like a giant puzzle.  
 
Ms. Dellaporta reported that there is rumor that the next meeting will be the last and 
wondered if that is correct.  
 
Ms. Tanner confirmed that they do hope the next meeting will be the last before having a go-
ahead to do what Ms. Price was referencing – work with the consulting team to make these 
things look pretty. She warns that what they, staff, give you is not going to be very pretty. It will 
need to be refined into a more professional form to bring to the PTC. She is unsure if it will be 
the last Working Group meeting ever, but hopes there can be some touchpoints. They are 
trying to get to the point of preparing the alternatives and bringing them forward to the PTC. 
They will try to give the Working Group a chance to see the proposal before it is presented to 
the PTC, and if possible, meet again, depending on members’ availability.  
 
Ms. Price asked if, in the next iteration, will there be much consideration of economic 
feasibility?  
 
Ms. Tanner answered that there will be as much consideration as has been given previously, 
which is the consultant team’s typologies of buildings that were financially feasible in the pre-
COVID environment. It is not likely there will be significantly revised financial feasibility as there 
is not enough information about the post-COVID world and also, we can’t afford to have those 
revised at present, so they must use the past as the best indication of the future.  
 
Ms. Summa asked if the final hydrologist report was ever received.  
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Ms. Tanner advised that it was just sent out to the City staff to review, so will be getting that 
ready and will make sure to get it out to everyone and perhaps discuss it at the next meeting.  
 
Ms. Tanner thanked the members for their time, energy, passion and ideas and affirms that it 
has given the staff much good material to work through. She expressed her excitement about 
using this information to help shepherd this neighborhood into the future.  
 
Adjournment:   

Meeting adjourned at 8:29 P.M. 

Note:  Copies of meeting materials will be posted on the City’s project website: 
https://bit.ly/2OtGFJG.  
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