
 
 

AGENDA REPORT SUMMARY 
 

 

PUBLIC HEARING 
 

Agenda Item # 6 

Meeting Date: September 12, 2017 
 
Subject: Ordinance No. 2017-436: CT Zone amendments  
 
Prepared by: Jon Biggs, Community Development Director 
Approved by:       Chris Jordan, City Manager 
 
Attachment(s): 
1. Ordinance No. 2017-436 
2. CT Zone District Map 
3. Map of Uses on El Camino Real in Los Altos 
4. Map of Uses on El Camino Real in Mountain View 
5. Map of Height Limits along El Camino Real in Mountain View 
6. Planning and Transportation Commission Meeting Minutes 
7. Public Comment 
 
Initiated by: 
City Council  
 
Previous Council Consideration: 
September 27, 2016; October 4, 2016; October 18, 2016; and March 14, 2017. 
 
Fiscal Impact: 
A significant fiscal impact is not anticipated for the preparation and adoption of the amendments to 
Chapter 14.50 and Section 14.66.240 F. of the Municipal Code. 
 
Environmental Review: 
This Ordinance is exempt from environmental review pursuant to Section 15061(b)(3) of the State 
Guidelines implementing the California Environmental Quality Act of 1970, as amended. 
 
Policy Question(s) for Council Consideration: 
 Do the proposed amendments provide adequate site development standards in the CT zone 

district and address compatibility concerns with land uses bordering the CT zone district?  
 Is the proposed amendment to the height limitation exceptions adequate?  
 
Summary: 
 The City Council is holding a public hearing on proposed amendments to Chapter 14.50, CT 

Commercial Thoroughfare Zone District, of the Los Altos Municipal Code that reflect modified 
changes to the list of permitted uses, access and screening of refuse collection, modified height 
limits, setback requirements, open space requirements, standards for mechanical parking systems, 
standards for on-site areas to accommodate delivery and service vehicles, and standards for 
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rooftop uses among other modifications to the chapter; and an amendment to Section 14.66.240, 
Height Limitations – Exceptions, modifying the height limit exception for an enclosed penthouse 
or roof structure. 

 
Recommendation: 
Introduce and waive further reading of Ordinance No. 2017-436 amending Chapter 14.50 of the Los 
Altos Municipal Code pertaining to the CT Zone. 
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Purpose 
The proposed zoning code amendments are intended to put in place standards that result in 
development that is best suited to the area, minimize impacts to adjacent residential uses, and address 
the unique circumstances present along the El Camino Real Corridor.  
 
Background 
There are a number of regulations and policies that guide development along the El Camino Real 
corridor. The most overarching guidance comes from the City’s General Plan. The Land Use Element 
of the Los Altos General Plan provides the following concepts, opportunity, and information 
language: 
 

El Camino Real Corridor   
 
El Camino Real forms the northern boundary of the City, supporting a mix of low- to medium-scale 
offices, retail stores, personal services, restaurants, and lodging.  The corridor borders the adjacent 
Cities of Mountain View and Palo Alto, which have encouraged intensive retail, office, lodging, and 
residential development on their sections of the roadway. 
 
The lower-intensity nature of uses found on the Los Altos side of the road works well to ensure 
compatibility with adjacent residential neighborhoods, to minimize additional traffic flow from and 
onto El Camino Real, and provide a suitable location for small office-based businesses.  However, the 
corridor as currently configured does not provide much in the way of affordable housing, and is gradually 
becoming more of an office district and less of a retail area.  Moderate intensification of uses fronting 
the corridor offers an opportunity to create additional affordable housing, sustain diversity within the 
City’s commercial centers, and control the amount of office space developed on the Corridor to ensure 
that sales tax revenue is maximized. 
 
To achieve these objectives, the City will consider amending the Thoroughfare Commercial zoning 
regulations for the El Camino Real corridor.  Allowable uses may include any combination of 
residential, office, retail, lodging, and personal services.  The ground floor of all new mixed-use 
development may be limited to retail, hotel, motel, or restaurant uses only.   
 
In terms of floor area ratio, projects that are entirely office use could be limited to a maximum FAR 
of 0.5:1 to discourage this type of development exclusively.  All other uses could be allowed a maximum 
FAR of 1.5:1.  However, the amount of floor area that exceeds a 0.5:1 ratio should be for retail, 
housing, or lodging use. The height limit for this area is 30 feet and two stories.  However, projects 
with residential components could be allowed up to a maximum height of three stories as a further 
incentive to encourage mixed-use projects and obtain affordable housing. 
(Note – changes to the zoning code have been implemented) 
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This language, along with the zoning code and a variety of other policies or programs, has been relied 
on to guide development along the El Camino Real.  
 
In response to PTC feedback and a multi-family development project on the El Camino Real last year, 
on October 4, 2016, the City Council adopted an interim urgency ordinance establishing a temporary 
moratorium on new development applications along the El Camino Real Corridor. This was to 
provide the time needed to craft appropriate zoning code amendments to address issues and concerns 
expressed by members of the City Council and the public. On November 15, 2016, the City Council 
extended the ordinance. The ordinance was extended once more in 2017 to allow density bonus 
regulations to be drafted. That extension, the last allowed by law, is set to expire in November of this 
year. 
 
On October 18th of 2016, the City Council held a workshop with the PTC to evaluate and review 
current codes in an effort to identify possible alternate standards or amendments to the existing code 
that would result in appropriate development in this area of Los Altos. With direction and feedback, 
the PTC was charged with crafting and developing amendments to the CT zone district regulations to 
address the issues discussed.  
 
The PTC, in response to direction from the City Council, has held numerous meetings on the CT 
zoning regulations. The ordinance they have recommended is the product of these meetings, their 
discussions and input from the community.  
 
Discussion/Analysis 
The El Camino Real Corridor is zoned CT (Commercial Thoroughfare) and this set of zoning 
regulations provides the land use and site development standards. The October 18, 2016 workshop 
with the City Council and the Planning and Transportation Commission provided direction on areas 
where amendments to the CT zone regulations could be developed and brought forward for 
consideration. Those areas included: 
 

1. Height Limit – 45’ appears to be acceptable; however, a limit on a density bonus related 
incentive or waiver to this height limit needs to be established.  
 

2. Rear Yard Setback – adjust this setback to account for adjacent land uses. Example - current 
setback is appropriate for a single-family residential use, a lesser setback may be appropriate 
for a multi-family residential use. 
 

3. Side yard setback requirements – evaluate starting with those required for the R-3 zone 
districts. 
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4. Open Space – provide for private and common open space. 
 

5. Provide for on-site parking of service vehicles, waste, recycling, deliveries, etc. 
 

6. Roof top uses – especially in relation to adjoining uses. Noise & lighting, their distance to 
property lines – impacts to adjoining uses. 
 

7. Mechanical parking – standards and ratios between standard and mechanical systems. 
 
At its meetings on this topic, the PTC expanded on the above list. In its review, it identified other 
areas of Chapter 14.50 it felt were worthy of amending along with another code section. Following is 
a table that provides a listing of the modifications to Chapter 14.50, CT Commercial Thoroughfare 
Zone District and Section 14.66.240, Height Limitations of the Los Altos Municipal Code being 
recommended by the PTC. In addition to listing the amendments that are included in the ordinance, 
this provides a comparison between what is in the current regulations and the amendments in the 
draft ordinance. 

 
 

DEVELOPMENT STANDARD 
 

 
CURRENT ORDINANCE 

 
PROPOSED AMENDMENT 

14.50.020 – Specific Purposes  ‐  Added – residential, including 
affordable housing development, 
in list of Specific Purposes 

14.50.030 & 14.50.040  
Permitted and Conditionally 
Permitted Uses 

Multiple Family Housing and 
Mixed Use Project Require a 
Conditional Use Permit 

No Conditional Use Permit 
Required for Multiple Family 
Housing and Mixed Use Project 
Requires a Conditional Use 
Permit 

14.50.100 ‐ Side yards 
 

None required – except for those 
properties abutting an ‘R’ District 

Side Yard Setbacks Introduced 
for abutting CT properties. 

14.50.140 Height of Structures  45’  47’ for commercial or Multiple‐
Family Housing Project 
 
49’ for Commercial or Mixed Use 
Project with ground floor 
Commercial 

14.50.150 – Open Space 
 

No Current Standards  Common and Private Open Space 
Standards Introduced 
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DEVELOPMENT STANDARD 
 

CURRENT ORDINANCE  PROPOSED AMENDMENT 

14.50.160 ‐ Rooftop Uses 
 

No Current Standards  Standards for Rooftop Uses 
Proposed 

14.50.180 Mechanical Parking 
 

No Current Standards  Standards for Mechanical Parking 
Systems Proposed 

14.50.190 Loading Space 
Requirements 
 

No Current Standards  Standards for Loading Spaces 
Proposed 

14.66.240 Height Limitations ‐ 
Exceptions 

Twelve Feet (12’)  Minimum Necessary to 
Accommodate Mechanical and 
Structure Elements Required for 
Enclosure 

 

The following expands on the table above and provides additional information about each of the 
proposed ordinance amendments. 
 
14.50.020 – Specific Purposes 
Residential development, including affordable residential development, is now indicated as an allowed 
use. Including residential supports the change to the list of permitted uses. 
 
14.50.030 & 14.50.040 – Permitted Uses & Conditionally Permitted Uses 
Re-arranged the list of permitted uses to reflect a more appropriate and sequential order. Also moved 
multiple-family housing and mixed use projects to the list of permitted uses; thus removing them from 
the list of conditionally permitted uses. This is intended to signify that these uses are encouraged along 
the El Camino Real corridor. 
 
14.50.060 - Refuse collection 
The required conditions section of the code, 14.50.060 has been adjusted slightly to emphasize that 
“access” to refuse collection is important. The code section has also been amended to reflect a 
requirement that the refuse services, including pick-up, be located on site. This is an appropriate 
approach given the variety of sizes and configuration of parcels in the CT zone district. These 
amendments are intended to minimize interference and conflicts with the flow of traffic on the El 
Camino Real. 
 
14.50.100 – Side yards 
This has been amended to provide an averaging of the side yard requirements, 7.5’ for interior and 15’ 
for a side yard adjacent to a street, with a minimum side yard requirement of 3’. This is to provide 
flexibility in the design of buildings and encourage their articulation. A section has also been added 
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here to require larger setbacks for those portions of a building above thirty feet (30’) that abut an R 
District to minimize the impacts of taller projects on residential properties.  
 
14.50.140 Height of structures 
The PTC took up the question of an appropriate overall height limit for the CT Zone District, given 
trends in development for both commercial and residential space. They have proposed heights of 47’ 
for commercial or multiple-family housing projects and 49’ for commercial or mixed-use projects with 
ground floor commercial. This proposal has garnered the most comment from the public which has 
noted that increased heights can have a negative impact on residential properties. 
 
14.50.150 – Open space 
The current CT regulations do not provide standards for either common or private open space. Given 
the limited number of parks and the commercial nature of the El Camino Real corridor, standards for 
on-site open space was identified as appropriate for multi-family residential development in this area. 
Proposed language provides minimum requirements and standards for common and private open 
space. The proposed open space requirements are based on a review of the requirements from other 
agencies and a review of multi-family projects where private and common open space has been 
provided. The changes reflect that some private open space is needed for a project and provides for 
an incremental amount of common open space that increases with the number of dwelling units 
proposed. It also includes a minimum dimension for the private open space.  
 
15.50.160 E. – Roof top uses 
Roof top uses appear to be a trend and offer amenities and open space opportunities to residents of 
multiple-family projects. It is important however that appropriate rules be in place to minimize impacts 
that roof top uses may have on neighboring residential properties. Proposed are several standards for 
roof top uses should they be included in a project. These are intended to address potential impacts on 
neighboring properties and incorporate by reference standards that are presently in the Municipal 
Code, like those for noise. This section of the code also requires that solid waste collected in containers 
on roof tops need to be in a suitable concealed space and screened by an enclosure.  
 
14.50.180 - Mechanical parking  
At present, there are no rules or code requirements for mechanical parking. This code section 
introduces standards that will apply when a development project proposes mechanical parking 
systems. The proposed regulations clarify that parking spaces for residential and office uses (both 
longer term parking) may be satisfied by a mechanical parking system, but guest or visitor parking and 
that required for retail, restaurant, or service uses cannot be satisfied by these systems. It also clarifies 
that a required accessible space may not be located within a mechanical parking system. 
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Staff also suggests that these standards be added to the general parking requirements found in the 
municipal code, so that all projects in the City will be required to comply with these standards, not 
just those in the CT zone district. 
 
14.50.190 - Loading Space Requirements 
Standards for a loading space have been incorporated in the draft ordinance. These are intended to 
provide a location for the delivery or pick up of goods to residents of a project. Given the traffic 
volumes and importance of the El Camino Real as a regional transportation corridor, the attempt here 
was to provide a location for delivery vehicles to park off-street and minimize interference and 
conflicts with the vehicles and public transportation programs that travel the El Camino Real. 
 
14.66.240 Height limitations - Exceptions. 
The height of an enclosed penthouse or roof structure, housing an elevator or stairwell that provides 
access to a roof top, has been changed to reflect the minimum needed to accommodate mechanical 
and structural elements required for the enclosure. It was noted that mechanical systems providing 
access to a roof are dependent on manufacturer specifications that are difficult to amend or change. 
A process by which a developer will cover the expense of a peer review for verification of any proposal 
will need to be developed if this amendment to the code is adopted. 
 
Conclusion 
The City Council is considering the recommendations of the PTC. These recommendations put 
standards in place intended to address issues that have been identified to date. This set of code 
amendments may not be the last in line for the El Camino Real corridor. In the recent past the City 
Council has indicated a desire to develop additional policies or land use guidance documents for the 
El Camino Real at some point in the future.  
 
Options 
 

1) Adopt Ordinance 
 
Advantages:  Provides development standards intended to address many of the issues that 

have been raised in the recent past  
 
Disadvantages:  Ordinance may not be comprehensive enough to address the future of the El                        

Camino Real corridor 
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2) Decline adoption of ordinance 
 
Advantages:  It may provide an opportunity for further direction on the regulations and 

guidance policies to achieve the desired level of change along the El Camino 
Real.  

 
Disadvantages:  Would not put in place regulations that address immediate concerns. 

 
Recommendation 
The staff recommends Option 1. 
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ATTACHMENT 1 

ORDINANCE NO. 2017-436 
 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
LOS ALTOS AMENDING CHAPTER 14.50, CT COMMERCIAL 

THOROUGHFARE ZONE DISTRICT AND SECTION 14.66.240 F., 
HEIGHT LIMITATIONS - EXCEPTIONS, OF THE LOS ALTOS 

MUNICIPAL CODE 
 
WHEREAS, in response to recent development within the CT, Commercial Thoroughfare, Zone 
District along the El Camino Real Corridor, the City Council directed staff to develop amendments 
to Chapter 14.50 of the Municipal Code in an effort to achieve development that is more in keeping 
with the area character, protects adjacent residential uses, and addresses land use issues unique to this 
special planning area; and 

 
WHEREAS, staff has reviewed and evaluated Chapter 14.50 and Section 14.66.240 F. of the 
Municipal Code, including the Los Altos General Plan Land Use Element, to identify appropriate 
amendments that achieve City Council direction; and 
 
WHEREAS, staff has drafted amendments to Chapter 14.50 and Section 14.66.240 F. of the 
Municipal Code to address setback requirements, access and screening of refuse collection, height 
limits, permitted uses, public and private open space requirements, service vehicle access and parking, 
roof top uses, and mechanical parking standards, among other modifications to the code; and 

  
WHEREAS, on August 17, 2017 the Planning and Transportation Commission reviewed the 
proposed ordinance amendments and voted 4-2, to recommend that the City Council approve the 
amendments to Chapter 14.50 and Section 14.66.240 F. of the Municipal Code finding that the 
proposed amendments are in the best interest for the protection or promotion of public health, safety, 
comfort, convenience, prosperity, or welfare and is in conformance with the adopted general plan of 
the City; and 
 
WHEREAS, the City Council, in consideration of the Planning and Transportation Commission, 
determines that the amendments to Chapter 14.50 and Section 14.66.240 F. of the Municipal Code 
will result in future projects that achieve development that is more in keeping with the character of 
the area, provide appropriate protection to adjacent residential uses, and address land use issues 
unique to El Camino Real Corridor; and 

  
WHEREAS, this Ordinance is exempt from environmental review pursuant to Section 15061(b)(3) 
of the State Guidelines implementing the California Environmental Quality Act of 1970, as amended. 
 
NOW THEREFORE, the City Council of the City of Los Altos does hereby ordain as follows: 
 
SECTION 1.  AMENDMENT OF CODE:  The following Sections of Title 14 (Zoning) of the 
Los Altos Municipal Code shall be revised per the following modifications that are reflected by 
strikethroughs indicating deletions and underlining indicating additions to read as follows: 
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14.50.020 - Specific purposes (CT).  
Specific purposes for CT Districts are as follows:  
 

A. To promote the economic and commercial success of Los Altos commercial districts;  
B. To strengthen the city's economic base through promotion of El Camino Real for 

high-revenue, destination commercial uses;  
C. To encourage aggregation of parcels;  
D. To buffer the impacts of commercial land uses on neighboring residential properties;  
E. To emphasize a healthy proportion of retail uses as opposed to office and service 

uses; and  
F. To allow for mixed uses of commercial and residential.; and 
G.   To allow residential development, including affordable housing development. 

 
14.50.030 - Permitted uses (CT).  
The following uses shall be permitted in the CT District:  
 

A. Professional and office-administrative services;  
B. Restaurants, excluding drive-through facilities;  
C. Retail and personal services;  
D. Emergency shelters; and  
E. Mixed-use projects, including a combination of multiple-family dwelling units and 

nonresidential uses;  
F. Multiple-family housing; and 
EG. Uses which are determined by the city planner to be of the same general character.; 
 

14.50.040 - Conditional uses (CT).  
Upon the granting of a use permit in accordance with the provisions of Chapter 14.80 of this 
title, the following uses shall be permitted in the CT District:  
 

A. Animal clinics, hospitals, and kennels;  
B. Business, professional, and trade schools;  
C. Cocktail lounges;  
D. Commercial recreation;  
E. Day care centers;  
F. Hotels and motels;  
G. Medical and dental clinics;  
H. Medical and dental offices that are five thousand (5,000) gross square feet or more;  
I. Mixed-use projects, including a combination of multiple-family dwelling units and 

nonresidential uses;  
J. I. Mortuaries;  
K. Multiple-family housing;  
L. J. Pet shops;  
M.K. Printing shops;  
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N. L.  Single-room occupancy housing;  
O. M.  Upholstery shops; and  
P. N.  Uses which are determined by the planning commission and the city council to be 

of the same general character.  
 
14.50.060 - Required conditions (CT).  
The following conditions shall be required of all uses in the CT District: 
 
C. No property owner, business owner, or tenant shall permit or allow the operation of a 
business, which violates the requirements of this chapter, including the following general 
criteria:  
 

1. General screening standard. Every development shall provide sufficient screening to 
reasonably protect the privacy, safety, and environment of neighboring residential 
properties and shield them from adverse external effects of that development.  

 Walls up to twelve (12) feet in height shall be required for the purpose of attenuating 
noise, odor, air pollution, artificial light, mitigation for grade differential between 
properties, and providing privacy and safety.  

2. Sites for Access and screening of refuse collection. Every development will be required 
to provide suitable space at an on-site location for solid waste separation, collection, 
and storage, and pick up and shall provide sites for such that are located so as to site 
these in locations that facilitate access, collection, and minimize any negative impact 
on persons occupying the development site, neighboring properties, or public rights-
of-way.  

 
 
14.50.100 - Side yards (CT).  
No side yards shall be required, unless the property abuts an R district (excluding access 
corridors) in which case the following requirements shall apply: Side yard width shall average 
seven feet six inches (7’ 6”) with a minimum setback of four feet (4’) over the length of the 
wall of the structure at the side yard, except that on a corner lot, the width of the side yard 
adjoining the street shall average fifteen (15) feet with a minimum setback of four feet (4’). 
For a property that abuts an R district (excluding access corridors), the following requirements 
shall apply:  
 
A.  When the side property line of the site is across a street or alley from property in an R 

District, in which instance the minimum width of that side yard shall be thirty (30) feet;  
B.   When the side property line of the site abuts on property in an R District, in which instance 

the minimum width of that side yard shall be forty (40) feet for all structures thirty (30) 
feet or less in height and one hundred (100) feet for all structures over thirty (30) feet in 
height;  

C.  A minimum twenty (20) foot landscape buffer of evergreen trees and shrubs to provide 
screening shall be provided, all of which shall be permanently maintained by the property 
owner. No below grade garage construction or excavation is permitted within this 
landscape buffer.  
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14.50.140 - Height of structures (CT).  
No commercial or multiple-family housing structure shall exceed forty-five (45) feet forty-
seven (47) feet in height. No mixed use structure shall exceed forty-nine (49) feet in height. 
Commercial and mixed-use projects that include ground floor commercial floor area shall 
provide a ground floor with a minimum interior ceiling height of twelve (12) feet. 
 
14.50.150 – Open space (CT). 
All multiple-family residential projects, including mixed-use projects with multiple-family 
dwelling units, except duplexes, shall provide permanently maintained outdoor open space, 
subject to the following requirements. 
 
A.   Although not required for each dwelling unit, an average of fifty (50) square feet of private 

open space shall be provided for the total number of dwelling units within a project.  Any 
private open space shall have minimum dimensions of at least six (6) feet by six (6) feet.  

B.   Any private open space provided shall be at the same level and immediately accessible 
from the unit it serves. The provision of private open space shall not reduce the common 
open space requirements of this section. 

C.  Depending on the number of dwelling units in a multiple-family project, common open 
space shall be provided to meet the following criteria: 
 

1. Two (2) to ten (10) units: a minimum of eight hundred (800) square feet of common 
open space shall be provided. 

2.    Eleven (11) to twenty-five (25) units: a minimum of one thousand six hundred (1,600) 
square feet of common open space shall be provided. 

3.    Twenty-six (26) to fifty (50) units: a minimum of two thousand four hundred (2,400) 
square feet of common open space shall be provided. 

4.    Fifty-one (51) or more units: a minimum of three thousand two hundred (3,200) square 
feet of common open space shall be provided. 

 
D.   Common Open Space Areas: 
 

1.  Shall be designed to be easily accessible and shall be available for passive and active 
outdoor recreational purposes for the enjoyment of all residents of the project; 

2.  Shall be provided as continuous, usable site elements of sufficient size to be usable by 
residents that may be within the rear yard setback;  

3.  A minimum of 60 percent of the required common open space shall be located at 
grade or the level of the first habitable floor. Up to 40 percent of the common open 
space may be located above the first floor or on a rooftop, provided the rooftop uses 
comply with the required conditions listed in Sections 14.50.060 and 14.50.160 of the 
Municipal Code. 

4.  Shall not include driveways, public or private streets, or utility easements where the 
ground surface cannot be used appropriately for open space. 

5.  Common open space areas shall be surfaced with any practical combination of 
landscaping, paving, decking, concrete, or other serviceable material. 
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E.  Required common open space shall be controlled and permanently maintained by the 

owner of the property or by a homeowners’ association. Provisions for control and 
maintenance shall be included in any property covenants of common interest 
developments. 

 
14.50.160 - Rooftop uses (CT). 
Rooftop activities or uses are permitted within the perimeter walls of a structure that meet 
all setback standards provided also that any such activities or uses are accessory to the 
principal use or uses of the development, and provided further, activities shall comply with 
the following performance standards: 
 
A.  No use shall be established or activity conducted that violates the noise standards and 

limits identified in Chapter 6.16, Noise Control, of the Municipal Code 
B.  No activity shall be conducted which causes ground vibrations perceptible at the property 

line.  
C.  No lighting or illuminated device shall be operated so as to create glare which creates a 

hazard or nuisance on other properties.  
D.  No use or activity shall be conducted without first obtaining any required permit from the 

county air pollution control district. Uses shall be conducted to prevent dust or other 
airborne material from crossing property lines. 

E.  Solid wastes shall be handled and stored so as to prevent nuisances, health and fire hazards, 
and to facilitate recycling. Suitable containers shall be provided to prevent blowing or 
scattering of trash and screened by an enclosure. Suitable concealed space and containers 
shall be provided at the roof top to encourage the appropriate sorting and collection of 
discarded materials.  

F.  No use may generate any odor that reasonably may be found objectionable as determined 
by an appropriate agency such as the Santa Clara County Health Department and the 
Bay Area Air Quality Management District beyond the boundary occupied by the 
enterprise generating the odor. All mechanical, venting, and/or exhausting equipment 
that generates odors shall be located away from residential properties. 

G.  The use of conventional energy sources for space heating and cooling, water heating, and 
illumination shall be minimized by means of proper design and orientation, including 
provision and protection of solar exposure.  

H.  These performance standards are general requirements and shall not be construed to 
prevent the council, boards or commission with review authority or staff from imposing, 
as part of project approval, specific conditions which may be more restrictive, in order to 
meet the intent of these regulations.  

 
14.50.150. 170 - Design control (CT).  
All structures in the CT District shall be subject to the provisions of Chapter 14.78 of this 
title.  
 
A. No structure shall be built or altered including exterior changes in color, materials, and 

signage except as prescribed in Chapter 14.78 of this title.  
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B.  Scale: Because of the relationship of this district to a larger region, a mixture of scales may 
be appropriate with some elements scaled for appreciation from the street and moving 
automobile and others for appreciation by pedestrians.  

C.  The proportions of building elements, especially those at ground level, should be kept 
close to human scale by using recesses, courtyards, entries, or outdoor spaces.  

D. The proportions of building elements at a commercial or residential interface shall be 
designed to limit bulk and to protect residential privacy (including but not limited to 
window placement), daylight and environmental quality.  

E. Rooftop mechanical equipment must be within the height limit and screened 
architecturally from public view.  

F.  Firewalls: Consideration should be given to the aesthetic treatment of firewalls including 
increased side yard setback, contouring the firewall to the building, use of noncombustible 
roofing materials, and creative use of architectural features in the firewall.  

 
14.50.180 Mechanical parking (CT). 
Mechanical parking lifts may be used to satisfy all or a portion of the vehicle parking 
requirements for the dwelling units or office uses. Parking required by accessibility regulations 
or for visitors, retail, restaurant, or service uses cannot be satisfied or provided in a mechanical 
parking system. The area of each mechanical parking space shall comply with the adopted 
parking stall dimensions of the City. All application submittals shall include any information 
deemed necessary by the Director to determine parking can adequately and feasibly be 
provided and that the following performance standards can be met:  
 
A.  At ingress, sufficient queuing space shall be provided and shall have a length sufficient to 

accommodate the mechanical lift system, subject to the approval of the City Engineer. The 
access drive aisle may, if clear and free of other circulation conflicts, may be included as 
queuing space. 

B.  Queuing space shall be located entirely on the project site. 
C.  Mechanical lift parking systems will be adequately screened and compatible with the 

character of surrounding development; and, be compatible and appropriately considered 
with overall building and site design.  

D.  Mechanical lift parking systems shall comply with all development standards including but 
not limited to height and setback requirements, and adopted parking and driveway 
standards.  

E.  Mechanical lift parking systems shall include a back-up electric power source so that the 
system remains operational during power outages of the electrical supply system. 

F.  There shall be adequate agreement(s) running with the land that mechanical parking 
system will be safely funded, operated, and maintained in continual operation with the 
exception of limited periods of maintenance.  

 
14.50.190 Loading space (CT). 
 
In order to accommodate the delivery or shipping of goods at a multiple-family residential 
project, an on-site loading / unloading space shall be provided: 
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A.  There shall be at least one loading/unloading space provided, which shall have minimum 
dimensions of at least 10 feet by 25 feet, with 14 feet of vertical clearance; 

B.  Loading and unloading spaces shall be located and designed so that the vehicles intended 
to use them can maneuver safely and conveniently to and from a public right-of- way 
without interfering with the orderly movement of traffic and pedestrians on any public 
way and complete the loading and unloading operations without obstructing or interfering 
with any parking space or parking lot aisle; 

C.  No area allocated to loading and unloading facilities may be used to satisfy the area 
requirements for off-street parking, nor shall any portion of any of off-street parking area 
be used to satisfy the area requirements for loading and unloading facilities; 

D.  A loading/unloading space may be located in the front yard setback, but shall comply with 
other required setbacks; 

F.  All loading spaces shall be designed and maintained so that vehicles do not back in from, 
or onto, a public street; 

G.  Loading spaces shall be striped indicating the loading spaces and identifying the spaces for 
"loading only." The striping shall be permanently maintained by the property 
owner/tenant in a clear and visible manner at all times. 

H.  Adequate signage shall be provided that directs delivery vehicles to the loading space. 
 
14.50.160 200 - Signs (CT).  
As provided in Chapter 14.68 of this code.  
 
14.50.170 210 - Fences (CT).  
As provided in Chapter 14.72 of this title.  
 
14.50.180 220 - Nonconforming use regulations (CT).  
As provided in Chapter 14.66 of this title.  
 
14.66.240 Height limitations—Exceptions. 
F. An enclosed penthouse or roof structure, housing an elevator or stairwell that provides 
access to a roof top, or a tower may exceed the allowed height limit by no more than the 
minimum necessary to accommodate mechanical and structural elements required for the 
enclosure twelve feet (12’) and shall be integrated into the architectural style of the building 
provided such structure shall not exceed the minimum size required by Title 12 of the 
Municipal Code (Buildings and Construction). However, none of these structures shall be 
allowed for the purpose of providing additional usable floor space for dwellings, commercial 
space, or storage of any type.  
 
SECTION 2.  CONSTITUTIONALITY.  If any section, subsection, sentence, clause or phrase 
of this code is for any reason held to be invalid or unconstitutional, such decision shall not affect the 
validity of the remaining portions of this code. 
 
SECTION 3.  PUBLICATION.  This ordinance shall be published as provided in Government 
Code section 36933. 
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SECTION 4.  EFFECTIVE DATE.  This ordinance shall be effective upon the commencement 
of the thirty-first day following the adoption date. 
 
The foregoing ordinance was duly and properly introduced at a regular meeting of the City Council 
of the City of Los Altos held on ____________, 2017 and was thereafter, at a regular meeting held 
on ___________, 2017 passed and adopted by the following vote: 
 
 
AYES:  
NOES:  
ABSENT:  
ABSTAIN:  
___________________________ 
 Mary Prochnow, MAYOR 
Attest: 
 
_______________________ 
Jon Maginot, CMC, CITY CLERK 
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EL CAMINO REAL CORRIDOR

CT Zone District Map
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Multi-Family Condos 

Gas Station - 76

Office Condos

Office and Hotel – Residents Inn 

Adobe Animal Hospital 

Hotel - Courtyard 

Dittmer’s Gourmet Meats 

BevMo 

Colonnade – Mixed-Use Retail/Multi-Family 

Whole Foods Grocery Store 

Gas Station - Arco 

Mixed-Use Office/Multi-Family 

4880 El Camino Real – New Multi-Family Condos 

Office Condos 

Multi-Family Condos 

New Mixed-Use Office/Retail 

EL CAMINO REAL CORRIDOR

Uses and Development Potential

High Potential Site 

Property has potential for new development in near future 

Medium Potential site  

Property could redevelop but does not appear likely in near future 

Low Potential Site  

Property has been recently developed and/or has low potential for 

development in the near future 
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EL CAMINO REAL CORRIDOR 
North Side – Existing Uses and Heights 

1-2 Story Building Height 

3-4 Story Building Height 

5-6 Story Building Height 

7-8 Story Building Height 

9-10 Story Building Height 

 

 

CITY OF PALO ALTO 

CITY OF MOUNTAIN VIEW 

Hotel – 7-stories 
Bank – 2-stories 

New Hotel – 4-stories 

Commercial – 2-stories 

Commercial/Restaurants – 1-story 

Motel – 1-story 

Office – 5-stories 

Shopping Center – 2-stories 

Shopping Center – 1-story 

New Multi-Family – 4-stories 

Car Wash – 1-story 

Proposed Multi-Family– 5-stories 

Commercial/Restaurants – 1-story 

Office – 7/8-stories 

Multi-Family – 10-stories 

Office – 6-stories 

Motel – 2/3-stories 

Proposed Multi-Family – 4-stories 

Commercial – 1-story 

Proposed Hotel – 4-stories 

Commercial/School – 1-story 

Commercial/Carwash – 1-story 

Commercial/School – 1-story 
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EL CAMINO REAL CORRIDOR 
Mountain View Regulations 

El Camino Real Precise Plan 

Medium Intensity Corridor – Allows 3-4 stories and 45’-55’ height 

El Camino Real Precise Plan 

Village Centers – Allows 3-6 stories and 45’-75’ height 

San Antonio Precise Plan 

San Antonio Center – Allows 2-6 stories and 35’-75’ height 

*Up to 8 stories and 95’ height can be considered for projects with 

significant public benefits. 
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MINUTES OF A REGULAR MEETING OF THE PLANNING AND 
TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF LOS ALTOS, HELD ON 

THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 2, 2017 BEGINNING AT 7:00 P.M. AT LOS ALTOS CITY 
HALL, ONE NORTH SAN ANTONIO ROAD, LOS ALTOS,  

CALIFORNIA 
 
ESTABLISH QUORUM  
  
PRESENT: Chair Moison, Vice Chair Meadows, and Commissioners Bressack, Bodner and 

Oreizy  

ABSENT: Commissioners McTighe and Samek 

STAFF: Community Development Director Biggs and Advance Planning Services 
Manager Kornfield  

 
PUBLIC COMMENTS ON ITEMS NOT ON THE AGENDA  
 
Resident Roberta Phillips stated that the City of Los Altos should consider the values of the 
residents, keeping a small town feel and low density when considering proposals and should enlist 
experts when needed. 
  
ITEMS FOR CONSIDERATION/ACTION 
 
CONSENT CALENDAR 

1. Planning and Transportation Commission Minutes 
Approve the minutes of the January 19, 2017 Regular Meeting. 

 
Action:  Upon motion by Commissioner Bressack, seconded by Commissioner Bodner, the 
Commission approved the minutes of the January 19, 2016 Regular Meeting with a change to the 
Future Agenda Items section reflecting “inviting” Los Altos Community Investments to a future 
meeting to share their ideas for public benefits and staff providing a list of public benefits that have 
been elements of past projects in the Downtown.  The minutes were approved by the following 
vote: AYES:  Chair Moison, Vice Chair Meadows, and Commissioners Bressack, Bodner and 
Oreizy; NOES:  None; ABSTAIN:  None; ABSENT:  Commissioners McTighe and Samek.   
 
PUBLIC HEARING 
 
2. 17-CA-01 – Amendments to the CT Zone District – El Camino Real Corridor 
 Proposed Amendments to Chapter 14.50, CT Commercial Thoroughfare Zone District, of the 

Los Altos Municipal Code that reflect modified height limits, setback requirements, open 
space requirements, standards for mechanical parking systems, standards for on-site areas to 
accommodate delivery, service, and refuse vehicle, standards for rooftop uses, among other 
standards, and a potential amendment to the boundaries of the CT Zone District. The 
Planning and Transportation Commission will review the proposed amendments and develop 
a recommendation to the City Council.  Project Manager:  Biggs 
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Community Development Director Biggs presented the staff report.   
 
Public Comment 
Residents Mary Skougaard, Mariel Stoops, Darren Jones, David Walther, Anita Enander, Pat 
Marriot, Richard Campbell and Roberta Phillips spoke about the CT zone amendments with 
concerns about how they will affect the R1 district and that a density bonus is not the same as a 
public benefit.  Local realtor Bryan Robertson, Mircea (property owner of 4846-4856 El Camino 
Real), and architect Jeff Potts spoke about the CT zone amendments stating that El Camino Real is 
the only area to grow the City of Los Altos, that the code needs to allow for greater heights and 
maximum density. 
 
The Commission discussed the proposed changes to the CT zone along El Camino Real.  
Community Development Director Biggs provided the following summary of the Commission’s 
comments and input on modifications to the proposed CT zone district amendments: 

• No reduction in rear yard setback requirements, leave per existing code; 
• Proposed open space ratios may be too high.  Evaluate open space requirements based on 

overall project size. Review Menlo Park Regulations and explore allowing common open 
space within landscape buffer and side yards; 

• For mechanical parking, evaluate the proposed queuing distance (= to length of 15% of the 
total number of vehicles in parking system), include requirement for back-up power source 
for system, and no visitor parking should be allowed in lifts; 

• Allow for on-site loading spaces within the front yard setback; 
• Explore the menu of potential development incentives further and check with the City 

Attorney if it is appropriate to include these with the CT regulations.  Public Art was 
identified by the Commission as a potential public benefit; 

• Develop an amendment to base height limit and identify changes to proposed incentives if a 
project includes a public benefit or affordable unit; 

• Explore requiring a bond for parking and landscape maintenance over a period of time; and 
• With regard to permitted uses, amend code to allow mixed-use with residential and multi-

family residential uses by right. 
 
Action:  Upon motion by Commissioner Bressack, seconded by Commissioner Bodner, the 
Commission continued application 17-CA-01 for amendments to the CT Zone District along the El 
Camino Real Corridor to the February 16, 2017 Planning and Transportation Commission meeting.  
The motion was approved by the following vote: AYES:  Chair Moison, Vice Chair Meadows, and 
Commissioners Bressack, Bodner and Oreizy; NOES:  None; ABSTAIN:  None; ABSENT:  
Commissioners McTighe and Samek.   
 
COMMISSIONERS’ REPORTS AND COMMENTS 
 
Commissioner Bodner reported on the January 24, 2017 City Council meeting regarding the Los 
Altos Parking Committee’s report, comments regarding dividing the Planning and Transportation 
Commission back into the Planning Commission and Transportation Commission and that the City 
Attorney’s contract with the City of Los Altos is up on February 28, 2017. 
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POTENTIAL FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS  
 
None. 
 
ADJOURNMENT  
 
Chair Moison adjourned the meeting at 9:04 P.M. 
 
 
 
 
 
      
David Kornfield 
Advance Planning Services Manager 
 



Planning and Transportation Commission 
Thursday, February 16, 2017 

Page 1 of 2 
 

  

MINUTES OF A REGULAR MEETING OF THE PLANNING AND 
TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF LOS ALTOS, HELD ON 

THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 16, 2017 BEGINNING AT 7:00 P.M. AT LOS ALTOS CITY 
HALL, ONE NORTH SAN ANTONIO ROAD, LOS ALTOS,  

CALIFORNIA 
 
ESTABLISH QUORUM  
  
PRESENT: Chair Moison, Vice Chair Meadows, and Commissioners Bressack, Bodner 

McTighe, Oreizy and Samek  

STAFF: Community Development Director Biggs and Advance Planning Services 
Manager Kornfield  

 
PUBLIC COMMENTS ON ITEMS NOT ON THE AGENDA  
 
None. 
  
ITEMS FOR CONSIDERATION/ACTION 
 
CONSENT CALENDAR 

1. Planning and Transportation Commission Minutes 
Approve the minutes of the February 2, 2017 Regular Meeting. 

 
Action:  Upon motion by Commissioner McTighe, seconded by Vice Chair Meadows, the 
Commission unanimously approved the minutes of the February 2, 2016 Regular Meeting as written.   
 
PUBLIC HEARING 
 
2. 17-CA-01 – Amendments to the CT Zone District – El Camino Real Corridor 

Continued public hearing of Proposed Amendments to Chapter 14.50, CT Commercial 
Thoroughfare Zone District, of the Los Altos Municipal Code that reflect modified height 
limits, setback requirements, open space requirements, standards for mechanical parking 
systems, standards for on-site areas to accommodate delivery, service, and refuse vehicle, 
standards for rooftop uses, among other standards. The Planning and Transportation 
Commission will review the proposed amendments and develop a recommendation to the City 
Council.  Project Manager:  Biggs 

 
Community Development Director Biggs presented the staff report, summarizing the changes per 
staff and the Planning and Transportation Commission and clarified that a CT amendment is not 
necessary.   
 
Public Comment 
Residents Luc Bousse, Donald Gardyne, Paul Huang, Raman Tenneti, Joan St. Laurent, Roberta 
Phillips, Jim Fenton, Anita Enander, Ellen Jo Baron (representing Los Altos Town Home 
Association), Jennifer Jones, Darren Jones, Sami Jones, Mary Skougaard, Emily Walther, Mariel 
Stoops, David Walther, Mike Stoops, Brian Bayley, Charles Fine, Suzanne Bayley, Pat Marriott, Phan 
Truong and Margie Woch spoke in opposition to the CT zone amendments.   
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Unincorporated Los Altos resident Jamie Carmichael and Phyllis Carmichael, architect Jeff Potts, 
and Mircea (property owner of 4846-4856 El Camino Real) spoke in support of the CT zone 
amendments.   
 
The League of Woman Voters (representative Sue Russell) submitted a letter and spoke in support 
of higher height limits and density. 
 
Discussion 
The Commission discussed the proposed changes to the CT zone along El Camino Real.  Chair 
Moison provided the following summary of the Commission’s comments and input on 
modifications to the proposed CT zone district amendments: 

• Trash enclosure containers should be held within and rooftop equipment concealed; 
• Open space should have a minimum six-foot dimension, with a 50 square-foot average; 
• For mechanical parking, long term parking is allowed and a portion of 

retail/visitor/handicap accessible units are provided within; 
• Make side yard setbacks an average to allow for articulation in residential projects; 
• Use an average height for elevator towers; 
• Open space and density bonus can be an average; 
• More residential and affordable housing along El Camino Real;  
• Introduce Floor Area Ratios (FAR); 
• Need guidelines for bicycle and pedestrian paths along El Camino Real; 
• Review the side yard setback adjacent to a rear yard, and make it 100 feet for portions of 

buildings exceeding 30 feet in height; 
• Check with City Council on how they want to prioritize the density bonus; and 
• No parking on El Camino Real along the CT Zone District. 

 
Action:  Upon motion by Commissioner McTighe, seconded by Commissioner Bressack, the 
Commission unanimously continued application 17-CA-01 for amendments to the CT Zone District 
along the El Camino Real Corridor to the March 16, 2017 Planning and Transportation Commission 
meeting. 
 
COMMISSIONERS’ REPORTS AND COMMENTS 
 
Commissioner Bressack reported on the February 14, 2017 City Council Study Session regarding the  
Engineering and Traffic Surveys at 15 Collector Street segments in Los Altos.  She stated that the 
City Council was not accepting of the traffic limit changes presented by Transportation Services 
Manager Novenario and Sergeant Brooks.  
 
POTENTIAL FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS  
 
None. 
 
ADJOURNMENT  
 
Chair Moison adjourned the meeting at 10:25 P.M. 
 
      
David Kornfield 
Advance Planning Services Manager 

http://los-altos.granicus.com/MediaPlayer.php?view_id=4&clip_id=1169&meta_id=49324
http://los-altos.granicus.com/MediaPlayer.php?view_id=4&clip_id=1169&meta_id=49324
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MINUTES OF A REGULAR MEETING OF THE PLANNING AND 
TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF LOS ALTOS, HELD ON 

THURSDAY, MARCH 16, 2017 BEGINNING AT 7:00 P.M. AT LOS ALTOS CITY HALL, 
ONE NORTH SAN ANTONIO ROAD, LOS ALTOS,  

CALIFORNIA 
 
ESTABLISH QUORUM  
  

PRESENT: Chair Moison, Vice Chair Meadows, and Commissioners Bressack, Bodner 
McTighe, Oreizy and Samek  

STAFF: Community Development Director Biggs and Advance Planning Services Manager 
Kornfield  

 
PUBLIC COMMENTS ON ITEMS NOT ON THE AGENDA  
 
Resident Paula Rim, representing the Public Art Commission, asked to be put on a future agenda to 
go over the Arts Master Plan with the Commission. 
  
ITEMS FOR CONSIDERATION/ACTION 
 
CONSENT CALENDAR 

1. Planning and Transportation Commission Minutes 
Approve the minutes of the February 16, 2017 Regular Meeting and the March 2, 2017 Study 
Session. 

 
Action:  Upon motion by Commissioner McTighe, seconded by Vice Chair Meadows, the 
Commission unanimously approved the minutes of the February 16, 2016 Regular Meeting with 
changes to agenda item #2 regarding the CT Zone District Amendments.   
 
Action:  Upon motion by Commissioner McTighe, seconded by Vice Chair Meadows, the 
Commission approved the minutes of the March 2, Study Session as written by the following vote:  
AYES:  Chair Moison, Vice Chair Meadows, and Commissioners McTighe, Samek and Oreizy; NOES:  
None; ABSTAIN:  Commissioners Bressack and Bodner; ABSENT: None.   
 
PUBLIC HEARING 
 
2. 17-CA-01 – Amendments to the CT Zone District – El Camino Real Corridor 

Continued public hearing of Proposed Amendments to Chapter 14.50, CT Commercial 
Thoroughfare Zone District, of the Los Altos Municipal Code that reflect modified height limits, 
setback requirements, open space requirements, standards for mechanical parking systems, 
standards for on-site areas to accommodate delivery, service, and refuse vehicle, standards for 
rooftop uses, among other standards. The Planning and Transportation Commission will review 
the proposed amendments and develop a recommendation to the City Council.  Project Manager:  
Biggs 

 
Community Development Director Biggs presented the staff report, summarizing the last meeting 
and revised recommendations.   
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Public Comment 
Residents David Walther, Emily Walther, Darren Jones, Roberta Phillips, and Mary Skougaard spoke 
with concern about the CT zone amendments.   
 
Architect Jeff Potts and Mircea (property owner of 4846-4856 El Camino Real) spoke in support of 
the CT zone amendments.   
 
Discussion 
The Commission discussed the proposed changes to the CT zone along El Camino Real.  The 
following is a summary of the Commission’s comments and input on modifications to the proposed 
CT zone district amendments: 

• Amend the purpose section to reflect the change allowing residential as a permitted use; 
• Modify the order of permitted uses, with uses of the same general character being last in the 

series; 
• Allow minimum average side yard widths of four feet; 
• Require that private open space have minimum dimensions of at least six feet by six feet; 
• Reduce increments or amounts between the common open space brackets; 
• Clarify that solid waste containers shall be stored in a “concealed” space; 
• Clarify that accessible parking cannot be sited in a mechanical parking space; and 
• Allow elevator and other mechanical enclosures to be as tall as minimally necessary, subject 

to confirmation by staff. 
 
Action:  The Commission unanimously continued application 17-CA-01 for amendments to the CT 
Zone District along the El Camino Real Corridor to a future meeting of the Planning and 
Transportation Commission based on their discussion. 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
3. Affordable Housing Fees 
Advance Planning Services Manager Kornfield presented the staff report discussing impact fees and 
their feasibility.  Consultant Joshua Abrams of Baird + Driskell Community Planning outlined that 
the City could get program credit from the state by collecting and distributing fees but not “tally” 
credit for housing unit production unless they were used to build affordable housing in the 
community. 
 
Public Comment 
The League of Woman Voters (representative Sue Russell) spoke in support of higher rental fees to 
encourage developers to build units, to consider non-residential fees for development and that City 
land could be used to help generate affordable housing.  Resident David Walther said to consider 
allocating City funds to initiate the Affordable Housing program. 
 
The Commission discussed the Affordable Housing Linkage fees. 
 
Action:  Upon motion by Chair Moison, seconded by Commissioner Bressack, the Commission 
unanimously recommended approval of the adopting affordable housing linkage fees to the City 
Council as follows: 

1. Maintain the multiple-family affordable housing requirements per Chapter 14.28 of the Code; 



Planning and Transportation Commission 
Thursday, March 16, 2017 

Page 3 of 3 
 

  

2. Adopt a fee of $45 per square foot for multiple-family rental projects in-lieu of providing 
affordable rental units per Chapter 14.28 of the Code;  

3. Adopt a fee for new development and additions as follows: 
a. $20 to $25 per square foot for office; and 
b. $10 to $15 per square foot for other non-residential, excepting retail; and 

4. Consider adopting a fee for lower density residential projects (1 to 4 dwellings per acre) as per 
the consultant’s recommendations. 

 
COMMISSIONERS’ REPORTS AND COMMENTS 
 
Chair Moison reported on the March 14, 2017 City Council meeting in which the Council extended 
the moratorium on development along the El Camino Real Corridor – CT zone and appointed Anita 
Enander to the Planning and Transportation Commission as Chair Moison’s replacement.  
 
POTENTIAL FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS  
 
Per Paula Rim’s comments (representing the Public Arts Commission) the Commission agreed to put 
the review of the Arts Master Plan with the Planning and Transportation Commission on a future 
agenda.  Reorganization of the Commission including the election of a new Chair and Vice Chair will 
be on the next agenda for the first meeting in April. 
 
ADJOURNMENT  
 
Chair Moison adjourned the meeting at 10:33 P.M. 
 
 
 
      
David Kornfield 
Advance Planning Services Manager 
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MINUTES OF A REGULAR MEETING OF THE PLANNING AND 
TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF LOS ALTOS, HELD ON 

THURSDAY, APRIL 20, 2017 BEGINNING AT 7:00 P.M. AT LOS ALTOS CITY HALL, 
ONE NORTH SAN ANTONIO ROAD, LOS ALTOS,  

CALIFORNIA 
 
ESTABLISH QUORUM  
  

PRESENT: Chair Meadows, Vice Chair Bressack and Commissioners Bodner McTighe, 
Oreizy, Samek and Enander 

STAFF: Community Development Director Biggs, Advance Planning Services Manager 
Kornfield and Current Planning Services Manager Dahl 

 
PUBLIC COMMENTS ON ITEMS NOT ON THE AGENDA  
 
None. 
  
ITEMS FOR CONSIDERATION/ACTION 
 
CONSENT CALENDAR 

1. Planning and Transportation Commission Minutes 
Approve the minutes of the regular meeting of April 6, 2017. 

 
2. 14-DL-02 and 14-V-08 – Chapman Design Associates – 980 Covington Road  
 Consideration of an extension request for an approved tentative map.  The approved tentative 

map included a two-lot subdivision and the relocation of two historic structures.  Project 
Manager: Dahl 

 
Action:  Upon motion by Vice Chair Bressack, seconded by Commissioner Enander, the Commission 
unanimously approved the minutes of the April 6, 2016 Regular Meeting as written and Tentative Map 
Application 14-DL-02 and 14-V-08 per the staff report. (6-0-1 vote with Commissioner Enander 
abstaining from a vote on the minutes.) 
 
PUBLIC HEARING 
 
3. 17-CA-01 – Amendments to the CT Zone District – El Camino Real Corridor 

Proposed amendments to Chapter 14.50, CT Commercial Thoroughfare Zone District, of the 
Los Altos Municipal Code that reflect changes to the list of permitted uses, access and screening 
of refuse collection, modified height limits, setback requirements, open space requirements, 
standards for mechanical parking systems, standards for on-site areas to accommodate delivery 
and service vehicles, and standards for rooftop uses among other modifications to the chapter.  
The Planning and Transportation Commission will review the proposed amendments and 
develop a recommendation to the City Council.  Project Manager:  Biggs 

 
Community Development Director Biggs provided a summary of the proposed CT Zone 
amendments. 
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Public Comment 
Residents David Walther, Emily Walther, Fred Haubensak, Mary Skougaard, Lili Najimi, Darren 
Jones and Roberta Phillips spoke with concerns about the CT Zone amendments.   
 
The property owner of 4880 El Camino Real, Mircea, suggested a five-foot minimum side yard on 
corner lots. 
 
The Commission discussed the proposed CT Zone amendments, provided input, and asked that staff 
review the side yard setback requirements.  These amendments will be brought forward again when a 
review of the density bonus regulations is nearing completion. 
 
4. Density Bonus 
 Proposed Density Bonus Regulations that establish the procedures for implementing the State 

of California’s Density Bonus requirements for the production of affordable housing and 
achieve consistency with the City’s goals, policies and programs for the provision of housing.  
Project Manager:  Biggs  

 
Community Development Director Biggs presented the staff report recommending continuance to 
the May 18, 2017 Planning and Transportation Commission meeting. 
 
Public Comment 
None.   
 
Action:  Upon motion by Vice Chair Bressack, seconded by Commissioner McTighe, the Commission 
unanimously continued the Density Bonus Regulations to the May 18, 2017 PTC meeting. (7-0 vote) 
 
COMMISSIONERS’ REPORTS AND COMMENTS 
 
None.  
 
POTENTIAL FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS  
 
Commissioner Enander wanted to put Landscape Enforcement on a future Planning and 
Transportation Commission agenda.  There was no support for the item after Community 
Development Director Biggs explained the process of landscape enforcement done through Code 
Enforcement on a complaint basis. 
 
ADJOURNMENT  
 
Chair Meadows adjourned the meeting at 8:52 P.M. 
 
 
 
      
David Kornfield 
Advance Planning Services Manager 
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MINUTES OF A REGULAR MEETING OF THE PLANNING AND 
TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF LOS ALTOS, HELD ON 

THURSDAY, AUGUST 3, 2017 BEGINNING AT 7:00 P.M. AT LOS ALTOS CITY HALL, 
ONE NORTH SAN ANTONIO ROAD, LOS ALTOS,  

CALIFORNIA 
 
ESTABLISH QUORUM  
  

PRESENT: Chair Meadows, Vice-Chair Bressack, Commissioners Bodner, Enander, and 
Samek  

ABSENT: Commissioners McTighe and Oreizy 

STAFF: Community Development Director Biggs and Advance Planning Services Manager 
Kornfield 

 
PUBLIC COMMENTS ON ITEMS NOT ON THE AGENDA  
 
Kate Coghlan, who represents public artist Lucian Nan, spoke to the Commission regarding calls for 
public art projects. 
 
ITEMS FOR CONSIDERATION/ACTION 
 
CONSENT CALENDAR 

1. Planning and Transportation Commission Minutes 
Approve the minutes of the July 20, 2017 Regular Meeting. 

Action:  Upon motion by Commissioner Enander, seconded by Commissioner Bodner, the 
Commission approved the minutes of the July 20, 2017 Regular Meeting as amended by Commissioners 
Bodner, Meadows and Samek.  The motion was approved by the following vote: AYES:  Bressack, 
Bodner, Enander Meadows, and Samek; NOES:  None; ABSTAIN:  None; ABSENT:  McTighe and 
Oreizy.  (5-0) 
 
PUBLIC HEARING 
 
2. 17-CA-01 – Amendments to the CT Zone District – El Camino Real Corridor 
 Proposed Amendments to Chapter 14.50, CT Commercial Thoroughfare Zone District, of the 

Los Altos Municipal Code that reflect modified height limits, setback requirements, open space 
requirements, standards for mechanical parking systems, standards for on-site areas to 
accommodate delivery, service, and refuse vehicles, and standards for rooftop uses, among other 
standards. The Planning and Transportation Commission will review the proposed amendments 
and develop a recommendation to the City Council.  Project Manager:  Biggs 

 
3. Density Bonus 
 Proposed Density Bonus Regulations that establish the procedures for implementing the State of 

California’s Density Bonus requirements for the production of affordable housing and achieve 
consistency with the City’s goals, policies and programs for the provision of housing.  Project 
Manager:  Biggs  
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Community Development Director Biggs presented the staff report recommending the Commission 
support adoption of the proposed amendments to Chapter 14.50, CT Commercial Thoroughfare 
Zone District and the Density Bonus Regulations to the City Council. 
 
Public Comment 
Los Altos Square resident Fred Haubensak promoted a petition circulating against the height increase 
and said that the absolute maximum height should be kept at 45 feet. 
 
Resident Lili Najimi read her letter dated August 3, 2017, and said that the 45-foot maximum height 
should include the density bonus incentive, create open space, and provide pedestrian and bicycle 
elements. 
 
Los Altos property owner Mircea stated that parking is not identified as an incentive, but permitted by 
code, and limiting incentives is against California State law. 
 
Resident Jennifer Sheppard stated her opposition to any height increase at Village Court and that there 
is too much traffic already. 
 
Resident JoAnn Kilner stated that traffic is already bad and is going to get worse, that the maximum 
height should be 45 feet, and that more housing equals more traffic. 
 
Resident Suzanne Bayley stated that the absolute maximum height should be 45 feet. 
 
Resident Darren Jones stated that the last height increase in the CT District was for affordable housing,  
and the Density Bonus Regulations will allow a doubling of the height. 
 
Resident Mary Skougaard stated she has spent the last 40 years fighting for responsible development 
along the El Camino Real that has no buffer between the R1 Residential District. 
 
Resident Mariel Stoops stated her opposition to a height increase. 
 
Resident Roberta Phillips stated that height increases and the density bonus code is not producing 
much affordable housing and the City needs to do something else. 
 
Resident Feraydoon Jamzadeh stated that the height should be set at 35 feet, but only allow 45 feet if 
Below Market Rate (BMR) housing is included in the project. 
 
Josh Barousse with Silicon Valley At Home stated that the City of Los Altos is not meeting it’s housing 
needs (BMRs), collecting housing fees, and it should prioritize Below Market Rate (BMR) housing on 
the El Camino Real. 
 
Local realtor Bryan Robertson stated there is a need for higher density on El Camino Real and warned 
the state will take over housing regulations and to reconsider the menu of incentives. 
 
Los Altos Square resident Ellen J. Baron stated there is no need for incentives, taller ceiling heights, or 
BMR housing. 
 
Resident Bill Moniz questioned the state’s control, said BMRs are ridiculous, stated the City should 
fight the state, and BMRs should not drive pricing. 
 
Resident Anatol Shmelev stated not to give developers anything and to keep the maximum height to 
45 feet. 
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Los Altos Square resident Siyuan Xin stated her concerns about increased density and increased parking 
and said that the City of Los Altos should listen to the residents. 
 
Resident Eric Hwang stated his concerns about traffic increases, safety, and the direction the City of 
Los Altos is going in. 
 
Resident Jon Baer stated “the road to hell is paved by good intentions”, that the height increase was 
for the good (housing/height creep), the projects are not what we expect or want, and asked how do 
we get what we want and protect those adjacent to the CT Zone District. 
 
The Commission discussed the proposed amendments to Chapter 14.50, CT Commercial 
Thoroughfare Zone District and the Density Bonus Regulations and offered the following 
comments: 
 
• Commissioner Bodner:  

o Questions the State letter;  
o The City must allow four stories to be consistent with our Housing Element;  
o We need counsel (City Attorney) assistance/advice on this; and 
o We need affordable housing to provide for all people in town (e.g. service workers).  

 
• Commissioner Enander: 

o Code was not intended for four stories;  
o Questions State letter; and 
o City should consider better housing options. 
o Should set aside height issues and discuss the rest; 
o Can we do what the community wants and lower heights on El Camino Real; and 
o Making residential a “permitted” use encourages housing. 
 

• Chair Meadows: 
o Noted City Attorney advice is needed on the State’s letter;  
o Need housing for all; and 
o We need to look at housing in-lieu fees as well. 
 

• Commissioner Samek: 
o Continue the items to allow for City Attorney input. 
 

• Vice-Chair Bressack:  
o Agreed that the City Attorney needs to review the State’s letter and be present at the next 

meeting. 
 
Action:  Upon motion by Vice-Chair Bressack, seconded by Commissioner Enander, the Commission 
continued agenda items 2 and 3 to the August 17, 2017 Planning and Transportation Commission 
meeting with the following direction: 
• Have the City Attorney review the letter from the State; 
• Have City Attorney present at the Planning and Transportation Commission meeting;  
• Evaluate if Los Altos can do what the community wants to do by lowering the height along the 

El Camino Real corridor;  
• Show the intent of the City of Los Altos to meet the State’s goals; and  
• Evaluate if listing housing as a permitted use instead of a conditionally permitted use demonstrated 

the City’s efforts to provide affordable housing.   
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The motion was approved by the following vote: AYES:  Bressack, Bodner, Enander Meadows, and 
Samek; NOES:  None; ABSTAIN:  None; ABSENT:  McTighe and Oreizy.  (5-0) 
 
COMMISSIONERS’ REPORTS AND COMMENTS 
 
Commissioners reported.   
 
POTENTIAL FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS  
 
Commissioner Enander asked about the possibility of staff bringing the housing in-lieu fees to the next 
Planning and Transportation Commission meeting.  Community Development Director Biggs 
responded that the City Attorney needed to evaluate and review the ordinance more before bringing it 
forward to the Commission. 
 
ADJOURNMENT  
 
Chair Meadows adjourned the meeting at 8:34 P.M. 
 
 
      
Jon Biggs 
Community Development Director 
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MINUTES OF A REGULAR MEETING OF THE PLANNING AND 

TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF LOS ALTOS, HELD ON 

THURSDAY, AUGUST 17, 2017 BEGINNING AT 7:00 P.M. AT LOS ALTOS CITY HALL, 

ONE NORTH SAN ANTONIO ROAD, LOS ALTOS,  

CALIFORNIA 

 
ESTABLISH QUORUM  
  

PRESENT: Chair Meadows, Vice-Chair Bressack, Commissioners Bodner, Enander, Oreizy 
and Samek (arrived at 7:05 pm)  

ABSENT: Commissioners McTighe 

STAFF: Community Development Director Biggs, Advance Planning Services Manager 
Kornfield, Current Planning Services Manager Dahl and Assistant City Attorney 
Wisinski 

 
PUBLIC COMMENTS ON ITEMS NOT ON THE AGENDA  
 
Randy Krieg, representing the Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Commission (BPAC), made himself 
available for questions. 
 
ITEMS FOR CONSIDERATION/ACTION 
 
CONSENT CALENDAR 

1. Planning and Transportation Commission Minutes 
Approve the minutes of the August 3, 2017 Regular Meeting. 

Action:  Upon motion by Commissioner Enander, seconded by Vice-Chair Bressack, the Commission 
approved the minutes of the August 3, 2017 Regular Meeting as written.  The motion was approved by 
the following vote: AYES:  Bressack, Bodner, Enander Meadows, and Samek; NOES:  None; 
ABSTAIN:  Oreizy; ABSENT:  McTighe.  (4-0-1) 
 
Commissioner Samek arrived at the meeting. 
 
Chair Meadows motioned to moves agenda item #6, up to be heard as item #3.  The rest of the 
Commission concurred. (6-0) 
 

PUBLIC HEARING 
 
2. 17-D-01 and 17-SD-01 – Chapman Design Associates – 517 Tyndall Street 
 Design Review and Tentative Subdivision Map for three, multiple-family, residential townhouse 

condominiums with at-grade parking.  Project Planner:  Gallegos 
 

Current Planning Services Manager Dahl presented the staff report for Associate Planner Gallegos, 
recommending that the City Council approve design review and subdivision applications 17-D-01 
and 17-SD-01 subject to the recommended findings and conditions. 
 
Commissioner Enander commended Associate Planner Gallegos’ findings in the staff report. 
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Project architect/applicant Walter Chapman gave a project overview, describing the changes to the roof 
forms and style to a more traditional design. 
 
Chair Meadows commended the applicant on his response to the Commissions’ concerns and input.  
 
Public Comment 
None. 
 
Action:  Upon motion by Commissioner Enander, seconded by Vice-Chair Bressack, the 
Commission recommended approval to the City Council of design review and subdivision 
applications 17-D-01 and 17-SD-01 per the staff report findings and conditions, with the following 
additional condition. 

• Colors approved per the material board presented at the meeting. 

The motion was approved by the following vote: AYES:  Bressack, Bodner, Enander, Meadows, 

Oreizy and Samek; NOES:  None; ABSTAIN:  None; ABSENT:  McTighe.  (6-0) 

3. 17-UP-01 – J. Morris – 400 Main Street 
 Review of a Staff interpretation that the conditional uses listed at Los Altos Municipal Code 

Section 14.48.040 are allowed in the existing vacant ground floor interior lease spaces of building 
with approval of a conditional use permit because they would not displace an existing retail 
business and consideration of a conditional use permit that would allow any of the following uses 
within these same lease spaces:  office-administrative; personal services; business or professional 
trade schools; cocktail lounges (wine bars); commercial recreation; medical or dental clinics; and 
other uses determined by the Planning Commission to be of the same general character.  Project 
Manager:  Biggs 

 
Community Development Director Biggs presented the staff report recommending the Commission 
agree with its interpretation that since the vacant lease area has never been occupied by a retail 
business, a use permit can be appropriately considered and staff recommends approval of that use 
permit subject to the staff report findings and conditions. 
 
Property owner/developer Jeff Morris spoke to the difficulties he has had leasing the retail space; 
stated that Pharmaca will be leaving soon; the retail market is not strong in Los Altos; and listed 
many tenants that seeked the space but the use was unpermitted. 
 
Local realtor and agent leasing the space James Randolph spoke to the difficulty of retail and leasing 
the subject building, that on-line sales are affecting retail, and services uses are doing alright. 
 
Public Comment 
Los Altos resident and realtor Ron Labetich stated that Pharmaca needed more feet on the street and 
to keep an open mind of future uses. 
 
The Commission discussed the code interpretation and use permit and provided the following input: 
 

• Commissioner Bodner:  
o Are we setting a precedence? 
o If the intention of the code is retail, why allow a one-off decision for the newest building 

downtown?; and 
o Wants connectivity of uses.  
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• Commissioner Enander: 
o Concerned about the City not looking at the whole issue – Downtown Vision. 
 

• Vice-Chair Bressack:  
o Could support, but does not want three nail salons;  
o We could exclude office use;  
o Agrees with staff’s approach if the Commission can narrow the list of uses and then use this 

example to inform the Downtown Vision process; and 
o She could support banks/financial institutions and salons (not nail). 
 

• Commissioner Oreizy: 
o Office use does not seem right for the location on the ground floor. 
 

• Chair Meadows: 
o Why not use the use permit process for discretion and see, since there is a good history of 

good downtown use permits?  
 

• Commissioner Samek: 
o Supports idea of a use permit for other uses, but should change the code (this is not the 

correct way). 
 

Action:  Upon motion by Vice Chair Bressack, seconded by Commissioner Enander, the Commission 
voted to: 

1. Concur with staff’s interpretation that because the subject space had been vacant since 

completion of the building in 2014, a retail business was not being displaced and a use permit 

for uses other than retail or restaurant could be considered; and   

2. Approve a conditional use permit allowing a barber shop or hair salon, cocktail lounge or 

wine bar, fitness studio, or other use of the same general character with approval by the 

Planning and Transportation Commission. 

 
In addition to the conditions recommended by staff, the Commission included the following 
condition: 

• This use permit is granted to the first business(es) to occupy the vacant space(s). Subsequent 
business uses must comply with zoning code requirements in place at that point in the future.  

The motion was approved by the following vote: AYES:  Bressack, Bodner, Enander, Meadows, and 
Oreizy; NOES:  Samek; ABSTAIN:  None; ABSENT:  McTighe.  (5-1) 
 
4. Density Bonus 
 Proposed Density Bonus Regulations that establish the procedures for implementing the State of 

California’s Density Bonus requirements for the production of affordable housing and achieve 
consistency with the City’s goals, policies and programs for the provision of housing.  Project 
Manager:  Biggs  

 
Community Development Director Biggs presented the staff report recommending the Commission 
support adoption of the proposed amendments to Chapter 14.50, CT Commercial Thoroughfare 
Zone District and the Density Bonus Regulations to the City Council.  He recapped the purpose of 
the meeting, cautioned against lowering the height in the CT zoning district, said that the City 
Attorney recommends not limiting the menu for Density Bonus, and that staff is still exploring 
housing impact fees/in-lieu fees for Below Market Rate (BMR) housing. 
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Assistant City Attorney Wisinski outlined the Density Bonus statutes. 
 
Public Comment 
Los Altos Square resident Fred Haubensak said to retain the 45-foot maximum height limit with no 
exceptions, that we need the City Attorney’s input to lower height and raise density bonus, more height 
does not equal more BMR units, and affirm the maximum density is 38 dwelling units/acre. 
 
Los Altos property owner Mircea applauded staff’s effort to update the ordinance, that the City needs 
to abide by California State law, do not limit incentives, cost reductions could be parking reductions, 
but it would devalue the units. 
 
Mircea’s attorney, Wilson Wendt, referred to his letter, complimented the City Attorney, and stated his 
support for staff’s amended CT Zone and Density Bonus ordinances. 
 
Resident Lili Najimi said that City needs to protect the R1 residents that back up to the CT zone district, 
that 45 feet should be the maximum height, there should be wider sidewalks, and privacy hedges need 
to be enforced. 
 
Resident Mary Skougaard stated that density bonus should not be allowed next to half acre lots in the 
R1 Residential District, the City needs to publish new zoning maps to correct the zoning oversight of 
Village Court. 
 
Assistant City Attorney Wisinski took the Commission through the new Density Bonus ordinance 
and the preferred incentives menu. 
 
Action:  Upon motion by Commissioner Enander, seconded by Vice-Chair Bressack, the Commission 
recommended approval of the Density Bonus Regulations to the City Council per the staff report 
recommended changes.  The motion was approved by the following vote: AYES:  Bressack, Bodner, 
Enander, Meadows, Oreizy and Samek; NOES:  None; ABSTAIN:  None; ABSENT:  McTighe.  (6-0) 
 

Action:  Upon motion by Commissioner Bodner, seconded by Vice-Chair Bressack, the Commission 
continued agenda items #5 and #6 to the September 7, 2017 Planning and Transportation Commission 
meeting.  The motion was approved by the following vote: AYES:  Bressack, Bodner, Enander, 
Meadows, Oreizy and Samek; NOES:  None; ABSTAIN:  None; ABSENT:  McTighe.  (6-0) 
 

5. Loyola Corners Update 
 Recommendation to the City Council for an Update to the Loyola Corners Specific Plan and 

adoption of a Negative Declaration of Environmental Impact.  Project Planner:  Kornfield  THIS 
ITEM HAS BEEN CONTINUED TO THE SEPTEMBER 7, 2017 PTC MEETING 

 
INFORMATIONAL 
 
6. Hillview Community Center Task Force 

Receive an update from the Hillview Community Center Task Force.  Project Manager:  J Logan 
THIS ITEM HAS BEEN CONTINUED TO THE SEPTEMBER 7, 2017 PTC 
MEETING 
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7. 17-CA-01 – Amendments to the CT Zone District – El Camino Real Corridor 
 Proposed Amendments to Chapter 14.50, CT Commercial Thoroughfare Zone District, of the 

Los Altos Municipal Code that reflect modified height limits, setback requirements, open space 
requirements, standards for mechanical parking systems, standards for on-site areas to 
accommodate delivery, service, and refuse vehicles, and standards for rooftop uses, among other 
standards. The Planning and Transportation Commission will review the proposed amendments 
and develop a recommendation to the City Council.  Project Manager:  Biggs 

 

The Commission discussed the proposed amendments to Chapter 14.50, CT Commercial 
Thoroughfare Zone District and offered the following comments: 
 

• Commissioner Enander: 
o Suggested one height for pure R3 zoning and another for mixed-use or commercial;  
o Wants to keep the maximum height at 45 feet even with the Density Bonus; and 
o Provide and maintain landscape buffers to protect the R1 district. 

 

• Commissioner Bodner:  
o Why go backward to go forward?;  
o If the 2010 changes to the CT Zone District did not result in more BMR units, going down 

to 30 feet does not get us more BMR units; and 
o The housing crisis has increased.  
 

• Chair Meadows: 
o Stick to the 45-foot height limit and keep the General Plan conformance; and 
o Reiterated the State’s Department of Housing and Community Development letter with a 

four-story baseline to be consistent with the Housing Element. 
 

• Commissioner Oreizy:  
o Keep the existing code and protect the R1 zone.  
 

• Commissioner Samek: 
o Keep more housing as a conditional use permit, then only allow higher density for pure R3 

zones. 
 

• Vice-Chair Bressack:  
o The intent of the 45-foot limit was to provide built-in affordable housing; and 
o We have an ethical obligation to put housing on El Camino Real. 

 

Resident Jeremy Macaluso said to go by Robert’s Rules and set zoning to limit luxury housing if that is 
what we want to do (lower heights and less open space). 
 
Resident Janaki Tenneti stated that a lower baseline reduces height and housing along El Camino Real 
should not take precedent over protection of R1 zoned neighborhoods. 
 
Resident Emily Walther said to lower the base height to accommodate the Density Bonus increase. 
 

Los Altos property owner Mircea stated that to be consistent with 4880 El Camino Real the height 
limit should be 47 feet with and 11-foot density bonus to equal a total height of 58 feet, that residential 
needs to be allowed on El Camino Real, retail goals along El Camino Real are outdated, and we don’t 
need to be Mountain View, but we do need to meet the Grand Boulevard initiatives. 
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Action:  Upon motion by Vice-Chair Bressack, seconded by Commissioner Oreizy, the Commission 
recommended approval of the amendments to Chapter 14.50, CT Commercial Thoroughfare Zone 
District to the City Council per the staff report recommended changes and the following modifications 
by Commissioner Enander: 

• Uses per PTC/CC approval; 

• To clarify and publish the Village Court underlying zoning including the R1 district parcel, 
with the CT district and PUD overlay; and 

• City Council needs to recognize the height needed for increased density to encourage the 
development of affordable housing.  

The motion was approved by the following vote: AYES:  Bressack, Bodner, Meadows, and Oreizy; 
NOES:  Enander and Samek; ABSTAIN:  None; ABSENT:  McTighe.  (4-2) 
 

COMMISSIONERS’ REPORTS AND COMMENTS 
 
Commissioner Oreizy reported on the June 27, 2017 City Council meeting regarding accessory 
structures, vis-à-vis Accessory Dwelling Units.  Chair Meadows noted that she would be out for both 
meetings in October. 
 
POTENTIAL FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS  
 
Vice-Chair Bressack asked about when the In-lieu Fees for affordable housing will come back to the 
Commission.  Community Development Director Biggs stated that staff is working on it. 
 
ADJOURNMENT  
 
Chair Meadows adjourned the meeting at 11:39 P.M. 
 
 
 
      
Jon Biggs 
Community Development Director 



f2-vc. 
Au� 3, 2017 e "$. \ 7 • 

c:- re._ 
Now that we are looking into incorporating new laws for CT Zone and bonus density for Los Altos, let's take a look 

at its history, values and mission that needs to be incorporated. 

In 19S2, Los Altans fought for its' incorporation. Some Los Altans believed if they became part ol Mountain View it 
will destroy the privacy that they cherished, they fought and won the incorporation on Dec. 1, 1952. Los Altos has

continued to grow and prosper, yet keeping with its' values. Los Altos celebrated its' 60tti anniversary in 2012, 
establishing city ordinance as green building practices, formation of green town Los Altos and city designation as

bicycle community. 

Los Altos has continued to grow and prosper yet keep in line with its' mission: 

The Mission of City of Los Altos is to foster and maintain Los Altos as a great place to live and raise a family. 

As a proud Los Altan we chose Los Altos as our home because of the quiet character of Los Altos, its green space 

and its community values. 

Here we are in 2017. fighting not with Mountain View residents but with Mounttiin View develope,s asking for the 

same rules for Los Altos properties which are smaller in size and border residential community as the much larger 

Mountain View lots. demanding increased building heights and less green space. This threatens the very essence 

of what makes Los Altos special and comforting 

So as Los Altos residents. keeping in line with its values. we are asking for:

45' maximum height including tit� Dt•11s1ty Bonus Lav, exceptio,,s. 

(34' lvl,4x11ntirn Cl lone hr?1ght +- 11' Bonus dens1wl= 45' 

Allow for green space, safe sidewalks, bicycle f.J�lh, c1 ,ange at <11tferent Silt' hc.nis1ng options 1nclt1ding smaller Sllidio 
1m1t�. 

The new developments ,n Los Altos with increr1��d b111ld1ng height hav@ not nrov1dcd a solution for Mtordable housing. 
fhe current developments in Los Altos with 2 and 3 bedroom units Wtlh 10', 11', 12' ce1l1ngs are not afford.1ble units, are 
luxury l,nit� ThP. 4880 El Camino with all the bonus dPnS1ty eY.ceptrons ra,s,ng lre height from 45 lo 69" only provided a 
total of 3 below market rate units: 

2 (2 BEDROOM UNITS) BELOW MARKET RATE LOW INCOME 

1 (3-BEDROOlvl UNIT) BELOW MARKEf RATE - MODERATE INCOME 

Let's eet together and f nd a real solulio11 

As kccpfn� with Los Alto.> community value�, '.et's create a taskfor ce and develop real solutions for affo,dc1blc '1ous:ne 
c:;o all of our community inclu(l1ng teachers, service workers, pohcemen can live and make Los Altos a bettP.r place to 
!'a1se a fam1lv. 

Thank you for yow time and considNatron. 

LiliNajimi 

North Los Altos Res,dent 
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David Kornfield 

From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 

Regarding: CT 7one El Camino 

Jim Colb� 

ThursdcJy, August 03. 2017 2:35 PM 
David Kornfield 

Please Share this Email with the Planning ,,nd I ransportation Commissioners 

Dear Los Altos Planning and Transportation Commissioners, 

I believe that the City of Los Altos needs lo maintain its residential character for all of the 94022 z,p code. not exclude the 
residential areas near the El Camino Real! 

I was one of many residents that signed the Preserve Los Altos Now Petition. I would urge you to support it's proposal: 
Keep tre maximum building height to 45 feet Change the CT zone height regulation to 34 feet to match the density bonus 
ordinance for adding 11 feet. 34 + 11 == 45 feel' In addition follow the other four recommendations as well. 

I value your personal commitment, time and energy as volunteer Planning and Transportation Commissioners. Please 
listen care:ully to our community voices and retain our suburban residential environment Don't vote to facilitate changing 
us to an urban center environment. 

Thank you. 

James Colby 
11 Los Altos Square 



From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 

Chari ene Su > 

Thlir�dily. August 13. 2017 1716 AM 

Pl.inning ServicP 

Concern$ over dE-velopment 

Los Altos Plannin! Department. 

I wanted to write an email stating my support of the CT Zone petition calling for rejecting any 
development over 45 feet. 

I am not able to attenti the City Hall meeting on Thursday but I wanted to voice my concern. 

Best. 
Charlene 



From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Cc: 

Subject 

Johnny Mudge 
Thursday, August 03, 2017 9:53 AM 
Planning Seivice 
mavis mudge 
El Camino corridor-CT Zone 

Planning and Transportation Commission, 

l)Los altos needs developers but it doesn't need greedy developers. so it is important that the amendments close off
areas that can be exploited by greedy developers. This is dif ficult to do and time consuming but, in terms of time, it is a

case of "pay me now or pay me later". Greedy developers are not interested in the spirit of the law but more in areas

they can exploit. Maybe, the new regulations should
be tested from the view point of the greedy developer! How to do

that? Not sure.

Typical areas that get exploited are concessions, allowed by the state, for the inclusion of "affordable units" in a multi 
unit construction--likely on the El Camino strip. These concessions should be well defined--precisely what options are 

available for each concession for example. 

2)There should also be something that prevents developers like 4880, who, I think, got a very good deal (58ft up from
45ft, a nearly 30% increase), from coming back later for some small and out of code addition that had to be known at 

the time of the deal-- a "nickel and diming" approach. The tower height was driven by the ceiling height, which allows a

luxury development and hence more revenue. This is wasting commission's time and citizen's time. For the greedy
developer his or her the additional time is factored in to the cost of doing business. A deal is a dea I.

Inevitably, development of these regulations is a "work in progress" 
because of the changing conditions brought on by industrial growth and environmental conditions etc. and 4880 was 
part of the learning curve. 

Thank you for you time. 

John Mudge 



From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 

l·lec1ther Larkin 

Thursday, August 03. 2017 9:32 AM 

Planning Service 
No buildings over 45'. Residential 35' limit. 

Dear Planning and Transportation Commission Members, 

Please remember why current residents chose to live in Los Altos. Allowing over 45' buildings and 
over 35' residential buildings will obliterate Los Altos as we know it. 

Developers are coming at the city with all sorts of angles: gifts, affordable housing promises, 
construction issue woes (elevator). Please protect the city and residents from developer greed. 

Thank you, 
Heather Larkin 
Oakhurst Avenue 



Jon Biggs 

From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 

Attachments: 

Please see attached. 

Pat Marriolt 

Wednesday, Augllst 02, 2017 8:29 PM 

Los Altos Planning Transportation Commission 

8-3-17 meeting re CT zoning & CA Density Bonus Law

8-3-17 to PTC re CT zoning & density bonus.pdf



8-2-17

To PTC 

Subject: 8-3-17 PTC meeting rcgording CT zoning code and CA Density Bonus Law 

Dear Commissioners: 

Comments/questions re the CT zone: 

1. RESIDENTIAL added to purposes

14.50.020 Specific purposes (CT} has been modified to "allow" residential. The rest of the purposes 
remain unchanged. 

If, as Council has indicated, El Camino is a good place for higher densily housing, does the old wording of 
this section - e.g., A, B, and E - still make sense? As it stands, it doesn't sound like housing is desirable, 
and •we all know that retail is struggling in anv location. Shot1ld we emphasize what we would most like 
to see? 

J 4.50.020 - Specific purposes (CT). 

Specific purposes for CT Districts are as follows: 

A. To promote the economic and commercial success of Los Altos commercial districts;

8. To strengthen the city's economic base through promotion of El Camino Real for high-revenue,
destination commercial uses;

C. To encourage aggregation of parcels;

D. To buffer the impacts ofcommercial fond uses on neighboring residential properties;

[. To emphasize a healthy proportion of retail uses as opposed to office and service uses;

F. To allow for mixed uses of commercial and residential and

G. To allow residential development. including affordable housing development.

2. "same general character"

f'rn uncomfortable with item G of 14.50.030- Permitted uses (CT): 

G. Uses which ore determined by the city planner to be of the same general character.

Is it really up to the discretion of the city planner to determine permitted use 7 Seems like th is shotJld 
read the same as N. in 14.50.040- Conditional uses (CT): 

N. Uses which are determined by the planning commission and the city council to be of the same general
character.

3. Micro Units

Given the discussions in many Bay Area cities about "micro-units,'' should we consider modifying the 
max permitted density in the CT zone? Currently, it's 38 units/acre. We should be prepared for a 
developer coming in and proposing such units. 

4. Open Space

I'm confused by the common space requirements: 

14.50.150 Open space (CT). 

1 



A. Although nor requited for each dwelling un,t, on overage of fifty {50) square feet of private open space
shall be provided for the total numbe r of dwelling units within o project.

I don't know how to parse that sentence. What does It mean to have ''an average of 50 square feet" for 

the "total number of dwelling units"? Would that be SO * 100 = 5.000 square feet for 100 units? 

If so, why not say, "an average of 50 square feet per dwelling unit"? Based on the info below, I don't 

think that's what it means, because 10 * 50 = 500 (not 800} and 25 * SO= 1250. 

C. Depending on the number of dwelling units in o multiple-/ amily project, common open space shall be

provided to meet the following criteria:

1. Two (2) to ten (1 OJ units: a minimum of eight hundred (800) square feet of common open space shall

be provided

2. £/even (11) to twenty-five (25) units: a minimum of one thousand six hundred {1,600) square feet of

common open sp ace shc1JI be provided.

Seems it would be better to use some number per unit rather than jumping from 800 square feel to 

1600 square feet if a developer has 11 vs. 10 units. 

Also, should we specify permeable materials For driveways and common areas? 

D 5. Common open space areas shall be surfaced with any practical combination of fondscoping, paving, 

decking, concrete, or other se rviceable material. 

5. PUD zone

At the February 2, 2017 PTC meeting, there were sorne questions about the PUD The Slaff report said: 

"Stoff is also recommending a clarification to the Zoning Map by clearly indicating that the area 

at the south west intersection of San Antonio Avenue and the El Camino Real {indicated in the 

image below} hos on underlying zoning designation of CT. The C(Jrrent zoning map identifies 

this area as having a 62-PUD/Cl designation, but it hos been indicated the area does retain an 
underlying CT designation. This area is surrounded by the CT zone and it seems appropriate to 

confirm the underlying zoning by amending the City's Zoning Map ond reflecting this 

designation." 

Existing Zoning 

7 



My understanding is that there's still some confusion about the underlying zoning is. Seem!> like it'!. 

important to clarify this before you sign off on any CT zoning. 

Comments/questions re the CA Density Bonus Law: 

1. PAGE 27:

14.28.050 - Density bonus standards. 

Developments eligible for density bonuses as provided in Subsection 14.28.030 (Development 
EligdJ//ity, Bonus Densities, and Incentive Counts) may receive the density bonuses as provided below: 

I r1,, µ11.'pOS1!\ o/ rr,111·'',L, pl::,\, 1:1d1:·/:,,�1 <• )'ti.' l)ion.J!oor pion a:uJ cle.'l::,,1ns, _tt,:, 
1 OJc,t UJ•?;'orni•nu t.., the -;:t.? c!eveloµmPnt 'i' JrlOOrt!� ut £he m11c d,�tnct ,•11 1 ch th 

f!ro/ect 5,tc IS lou:tecl ,//tJ// llL' sabrnitted. 

This doesn't make sense as a bullet point under this section. It should be a standalone paragraph (in 
14.28.040?) with better punctuation that clarifies we want a plan for the project with and without and

incentives or waivers, e.g.,: 

In addition to plans for the desired project (with any incentives or waivers), applicant shall submit plans 

for a project that would conform to the site development standards and zoning code. Plans shall include 

a site plan, noor plan and elevations. 

2. PAGE 27:

14.28.060 - Development incentive standards. 

A. On-Menu Incentives.
1. Requirements. A development is eligible for incentives from the menu of
incentives provided in Subparagraph 2 (Incentives Menu) if the development
complies with the following:

a. The facade of any portion of o building that abuts a street shall be
articulated with a change of material or with o break in plane, so that the

facade is not o flat surface; and
b. All buildhigs shall be oriented to the street by providing entrances,
windows, architectural features and/or balconies on the front and ofong
any street-focing elevations; and

This section is very confusing The paragraph structure isn't logical or consistent: 

• Part A says it's about incentives, but then lists requirements

One of the requirements, the paragraph about an articulated fa�ade, is really part of our

standards for good design. We would require that from� project. Sarne for b.

• On menu (A) has requirements. Off-menu (B) seemingly doe-snot, although B 2 Sdy�:

IJ'J''" ,111011 ( '111111·111., I.\ J't11'f of 11,, 11p{'lic11fio11 de.,l·rihcd m ,11h.1clf1011
I/ ".;',, I) w .. l (Af'f)lk'af/(>IJ), tlte il/'J'li,·,mr 11111\I i11d11d,• (I pr11 /,11'111,I /If' utl,a
d1Jl llilll'lll<1fio11 or 111,tf, l'I ti,· f11 .,11011 that//,,_ l'c'</llt.',\l,·d 11/i-m,•1111 /II< '< 'Ill/\',' i,

3 



Isn't the requirement for economic feasibility a waiver, not an incentive? 

In anv case, aren't the requirements for incentives set by the stale? 

Respectfully, 

Pat Marriott 

4 



From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 

I Her v. r der l 1nder 
Wt-dm",,fc1y, August OJ, 7017 818 PM 
r . n'l ng Servicf> rc�11•1 v.10 cler Linde 1 
I' =aSf- r. JeCI too high developments 

J supf't•rl Lh� CI lune p-:Litit,n cdlint tt,r rcjcctint2 a11y dt::\·elopmc11L mer-+.:; lcc:t. 

l\·e li\·cd in I .o::. t\llns for 1r, )Ci11, 11 1

, al,ir111ing to :;CL' Jiu"' lrt.>qucntl) dcVL'l11p-:rs arL' gr:rntcd wain:rs 011 
pl.urning requirements \\ith no ,1md pro qun 

Thank. ) ou. 



From: 

Sent: 

To· 

Subject: 

Conr11e kwok 

\.Vednec;day, Au;J11s1 02. 2017 s·o9 Pr11 
Planr ng Scr:1ce 
I support tne ( T /one pct1t1on c.ill ng for rnJect,nq ,111:.1 dl'vclopme 1: ovH 41 f,,·C'l 

1\.1' 11,11111.. 1-; Co.mh.· .111d I l1H: in "\onh l.,ls Altn, I support th1..· ( I /.one p-:l1ltL1·1 rnll,ng f<,r reje..:1111g a11� 
d..:\·1..·lop111..:11t ti\ er 45 kel. 
Thank:-: 

(' nnn i e 



From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject 

Dear City Councils, 

Jean Xie 

Wcdnc�day, August 02, :2017 6?8 PM 

Planninq Serm:t 

Building height 1"1 Los A:tos 

I support the CT Zone petition calling for re-jecting ony development over 45 ftct. 

Best regards, 

Jean 

SE"nt from my iPhone 



from: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 

Dc;ir Conuni,srnnr:rs. 

f,c1t1p lleley 
1.Vcd 11. day. A.19u ,l 02. 201! '1::r., Piil 
F'l,:inrnng Serv ce 
Ple,he 1P1f'ct devPloprncnl� over 45 feet tn the l I Lcmt' 

Than!-- .:,uu for scning un thc PTC \, ynu C'llllliruc L<> \\or� un th: 11�,\ ordinam:(' fr1r tlrl..'. CT 7,0nc. J'J lil--e to 
c:-.;pres:-. Ill) �upp,'>11 for lhl.'. ('I /.olll' petitiun. ,-..'1id1 c::.ill, for the r-�kuiu11 tirnn) <lc,doprmnt o\·cr 4-i fre in 
height 

M.:, family and l mon:d to Los i\Jlus fiom Pait, /\Ito. br!,:\:!l) he.:aust> \\C passionately dislit..cJ lhc larpc :..c,1le 
lil11IJ111gs that \\l'rC rapid I) appearing on El C'aP11110. The cons:rnctilH\ procl!ss for lhese pniJCCls wa� tlil'tit:ult to 
live thrnugh rnrd when 1h1.::..I.! rrnjecb. were compkled. the incrcascJ tralfa· \VHS w11rs<::. Additionally, s11per 
tnll:'large building'> look <lll' 01· place in ll\ll' :ircn and do not r('ll\olt:l ) enhance the charm of our community. 

·1 hank you for c0nsidl'ring m� input.
Kalie Heky



From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 

N Clllt- f·r,,..-,, 

We<lrw">d.iy. A1.1gJst 02. 201 I� 14 PM 

Planr ng S1.:-vice 

Plea<;i- I 1ri1 bi.11 d111g he.gilts ir' Lo� Alto,; 

I jt •a hea•d that co1111n is co11'..1Gcw1g IJur dine development over llS feet 

I do think WP need to address affordable housi11g needs, but there must be a bcllcr way. 

I hope ·we can keep th� village look and fPel of loc; altos 

Please keep tne curr<?11l height llrn,ts for buildings 111 the cit•( limits. 

Thank yo11, 

Nicole 



From: 

SQnt: 

To: 

Subject: 

Georg( < 

Wed nesd<1y August 02 201 7 3 l 6 PM 

Planning Se'VrcP 

Building height lurnt 

"/ su,npon the C' r Zone pet,t,on ca!lin9 ro, re1ecting nny rfovclopment over 45 feet" 

George Dunn 

Los Altos 94024 



From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 

Lleanor tung 

Wednesday, A\.1gusl O?, 7017 7:57 PM 

Planning Scr;ice 
l5uilding I !eight 

Dear Planning Commlssion Members, 

I am writing to express my objection Lo increase the building height to above 45 feet. 
Thank you for your consideration. 

Eleanor & Sung Tung 



Jon Biggs 

From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 

Roberta Ph:lrps 
Wedresday August 02. 2017 J 40 PIV 
Los Al··or, Planning Transportation Cornmissron 
CT ZONE and C.ilifo,nia Density Bonus I aw 

Dl!ar Planning and TrnnsporL.Hion ( ommission tvkmber� 
ln 20 lO the ordinances for the CT zonl? ,vns changed. J hnVL· atLJ.ched a C<'P! A, .st<lted. the intcn:-.ion ,,.a, to 
pro, idc greater flcxibilit) lo achieve: high qmlll) Lommen.:1.il prnjel:ts and suppor t econom1c <le\elopmcnt in 
Lo-. ,\ho:-.' business district. It was also intcnJcc.l 10 encourage affordable housing. I !eight limits were changed 
form 30' for rnmmcm:ial 35' for purely residenlal. and 40' f1)1" mixed u,;c 
Tht:se chunge:-. \\.ere nt'\er intt:n<lt:<l to pennit ouilJings u,cr 45'. 
I h aw read the agenda for tht! PTC mi::c:ting for August 3rd. corm.'mtng the recommended height change� fo, 
the l' I Zone and the Calt fornia Dens it� Bonus L.rn. 
l am nsking. tbot you consider offering o proposal h1 thl: City Council limiting heights to no 1110re than 4-5' . 
Perhaps the height limits for residential and mi, LL'>e huilJing, should be no more than 35'. and then nllo,\ 
de, dopers the additional height for al'hir<lablc hOLL'img. 
Thi! ordinance chunges ha\ e been in plaL'.i.! for se,en yems and has hccn relatively un'>ucc1..·ssful in pro, iding 
.iffor<lable hou�ing or the intt:nl ol' lhl! 20 IO ordinance changes. lt ma) be lh� rig hi tune to consider otha 
alternat1\es. 
Some people ha\'C: mentioned I hat therl· nre tnlkr buildings across Fl Camino nn the Mount View si<le. The 
difference on the l.os Altos side of LI Camino is lhut we ha,e residentinl propc11ics right behind. Hundreds of 
residents \,·ill be negatively impacted i r developers are alhl\\ d lo build 49' high buildings. plus and 
additional I L · for n dens it� bonus and an ac.l<lilion .. il 12' t o  15' high ekqnor l hie; "oulJ aJJ up to b-:t,vcen n·

or 75' h igh buildings. Cit) Council put a moratorium in pince to avoid another pro.1cc1 like lhl! 4880 !.'.I Cnmino 
building Ii-om happening :.igain. I hopt.' Lh:.it additional options will be offcreu to City Council. 
Sincerd>· 
Roberta Phillips 

hllJ)://los-ultos.gr:rnicus.com/Met,l \' ic" CL,PhQ '\ it:\\ iJ-4&c lip id :!M&meta id= 1666 7 



From: 

Sent 

To: 

Subject: 

Lt�c 

'Ne� ncsdily August 02. 2017 7 n PM 

11.anrung Serv1cf' 

Propowd Change· 

Please do your best to prevent any changes in building codes and 
ordinances thaL allow buildings to be taller Lhan 45 feet. 

I am strongly opposed to wealthy developers destroying the charm of our 
neighborhoods with their greedy projects that rob our communities or their 
elegance and individuality. 

PLCASE oppose any development that is more than 45 feet tall! 

Respectfully yours, 
Leo Rarnek 
Los Altos, CA 



From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Cc: 

Subject: 

�uzan1 •We'.<, 

V/c-<J1 1.•s.day A�1g1.;st Ol. 1017 7.7'> PM 

Plann119 Service 

�uzar,n,, VJe 1 

8/3/_ 7 [L CAt11UJO CO={RIDOR • Cl ZOi'J� 

Dear L/\ Planrmg and I ransportation Commissioners, 

As a long time resident of Los Altos (38 yrs) I believe that the City of Los Altos needs to ma1 ·,ta1ri its rnsident1al 

character for all 94022 zip code! With the 

zoning heights established for the Village Bus"rcss District at 30 feet and Loyola Corners at tv.·o story max I urge you to 

respect the Los Altos re<;idents who 

L>order El Camino Ple.ise do not treat us hke "last Los Altos" i.e. ''[Jst San Jose" 

I v alue that the city is looking to expand Affordable Housing so teachers an�I c.ity crnployeec; can hve in the city 

they serve! The Preserve Los J\ltos 

Petition with over 300 signatures ha.:; a great proposal. K[(P THE MAXIMUM BUILDING t--lLIGHT TO '15 F[L T CHANG[ 

THE CT ZONE HEIGHT 

R(GULJ\TION TO 34 FLL T TO MATCH THF DFNSITY BONUS ORDINANCE FOR ADDING 11 FEET 34 11 45 FEET! 

The currPnt 7 yp;ir pol cy is not working What is be·ng constructed is Luxury llousing with lO"ceihng'>, large 2-4 

bedrooms, 1500-2000 sq ft, and roof 

deck amenity. (4880 Fl Camino Reali. Even the recent PTC approval of lite parkine lot deve 1opment near Chef Chu's. 30'' 

2 unit developmen1, 2000 h, 3-4 

bedrooms. This i� NOT AFFORDABlf HOUSING! 

I v,iluc your time and work as volunteer Plc1nning and Transportation Comm;ssiom like my dad years ago 1n 

Larksp11r1 CA. Tlfs CT Zone policy will be 

with us for a lone time so let's work for al Los Altos Tax payers and voters 

Tl1t1nks for your serious consideration, 

Suzann� \!Velis 



From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 

Dear Pkurn.ing Commission, 

Kirn Goiter < 

Wcclncsdoy, August 02, 2017 2:40 PM 

Planning Service 

CT Zone 

I am emailing lo mld my support lo the CT Zone peliLion to reject any dc\'clopmcnt o,l..'r 45 f(!et in Los Alto . ..;. 

Respectfully, 
Kim Uollcr 

Los A lLtlS, f' A 94022



Jon Biggs 

From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Cc: 

Fred Ho,1oensc.1� 
Tuesd;::iy, August 01, 2017 4·34 PM 
P,ann r,g Servi( e 
Jon Bigg'> 

Subject: Density Bonus Ordinance ancl CT 7on0 modifications 
2010 0� 2:_10-3':,l pd'. 7008-05 27 _08 323 pdf Attachments: 

'Jo: PI C commissiona-; 
Cl Jon Bi).!g'> 
Re·(' r Zoning Codt.' Amendm�nts �md Density Uonus Rq!ulatirnh Amt!11d1rn::nt 

CommissiLlllcrs -

Rcsp�cllull: the report Imm ,Luff lilr the' August 3rd public hearing for(' I /.oning ( nde .\mcnclm�nb and 
l)cnsity Bonus Reguktliom, Amendml.!'nt does Ill)! have rl'commcmfations or option:,; [l1a1 take into accnunr the
n:sitknl'i inputs as we h:l\'c hccn communicating ll\Cr lhl' past f�,., nwnths.

l ,,ould like 10 submit these inputs trnm m:sdl und m) ,\ife '\Jaomt, ::ind that also rcllL·ct n.:s1dcnts voices bust:d 
on om canvassing the ncighhorhuo<l hen.\ lie included in yom consideration and ro!'>sihl, l(H' your 
rccomcndntion to cit� 1.:oum:il 

I Rt<\idenls nre calling fur .i�· 111:nl1110111 hl'i�ht ln..:luJ111g lhl· Dcm,il, Bnnus La\\ excepti,111�. Ove1 ilH> n:sidt"lll\ have nov. signt"d th\.' 
pe111i,1n mpp<"rti11g th,._, nh,,111 20", l•I the rc)id.:111, ul the CT Zulk hc1v, ,igned 

1 ·1 he CT z�nc \\ .i� htl'rca�ed from J:5' to ..i ,, in May 20 IO tn nrrnmotlrue hii.:hrr dro)ily or re:.idential de, elopmrn1� Our r..:ading t1f 
1hi:. hl�tory i" that the p11rpl1sc wa� prmiding for affordahle hn11�ing and '';ilJo,�ing appropriulc d,wlopmcnt" that is "i:,111t1.1c11ibk 1\ ith 
uJja,enl r��idcnts' .\s sr.:cn on pagl ::! of the \pnl :"' .!II It �taft re[lj,'rJ h, the ell', ,;vunnl: 'S11ft<eq:1t!11t ro ,h., Nmnlw., R,,�1d.:11,·,• h1111-r11i1·� 1 
,111, I c,m5i.Hellf ,, itli 1h,• .:f11)Y ( ,,.m·r,11 I Ian ur,lm, re, ·,,mm, 11il,11w11J, th,· ( If) re,•1•.ilu<11t!d If\ :,,niilg 11,m.l11rd.i for l It 'ammo /(,•al I I:,• 
( ,.•11,•rw' P/11111 ·,·m11me11rl, ,I m1ms11rn 111 imprnn th,• l,md 1m: mLr al,ms Fl Ca111111,1 N.·a! ,,, 1·m11n· fl,n of 11,1Nfi1y em·o11rag1' 11jjord11bfr 
lw1ni11g 1111,l 111111/o(l'!tu flJIJJrt1pt/11te th:1·t!lapnu!11I illf(.'/l.\'/jil'atio11 aim,;: tlllt corridor thaJ ll'llt C0/11/11//lhfr rd/h utlj11ce111 rnltltna�: " 

,:I I hb p.lli1.) h,b been 11• pln..:c for 7 )Cars. anJ 11 1s not \\l'ltk1ng as 11 ,,:,_ 1n1.:mkd 111 prvd1K, almrtl.1bl..: hnu�mg R�cent ck,dt,pmcnt), 
pwpu,t:<l have JII b1.-c11 Ll Xl R 'r hl111�mg I I)' ccilrng,, larfe �11ed 2-4 bedroum� I ,oo-2000 �qn. ct.:. anJ 01he1 !;()Ccial am,niti..:!> 

l. lhta pn1nt I ·Hi80 L: l ,1111i11,, a,t,: �ill.' 2-3 L, ... -Jrulllll:i 151)0 �qft. I i' cl!il n�,. \\ 1'1 n,1ftvp dt:"I. IUTit'llH�.
L>,1ta IX''"':! Re-:ml PTC ,tppro, al 11t 1hc dc,d,,pment t-i:h1nct Chi:1 Chu\ (962 Auu:iJ Aw I \ 2 unit d..:v,:k1pm.:nt with J :mJ .J
bc<lrouim .ippr-1,inrntt:h 2000 sqli .

..i \\t' s11b1111t llnt 1h1� ,;,111.111..:omc 1111!1:th..:r k,r a \\in-,,m liir t'l;: .:tt} 111LI t,,r res1,k11, ll,1� \�,,., \ml'nU the 2010 Orrlin:111l't' lh:tt rabed 
lht• CT Zone height to .i:;', becau�e thnt wn� :i mi,tnl,en n11r111pt lit implementing a highrr tlrnsity nffordnhlr hou�ing polir� nn Fl 
C111nino. This would hr d11nc ,.,.ith the 11nder�1.111tling ihilt 1h.: lknsil� llvnus Ordin,111.:c draft wt,ulJ add res� the I lens it\ Bunu� I aw mmc 
cnmrktcly and dTec1ivel} \!\.I) g11e res1de11t-.1•1 the l'I ,une \\hJl \\: 1\ant ,b' l•c1gh1. :mu the other den et\!< lr"m the OrJ:n:i11ce n1cm1 
,,h di are fuP, a.::.::eprnhle nt this timt>. I he ch.ut).!cs t, th.: 2010 Ordman.::\; ,,.nuld he 

• Rei 11n c the -l �· hct!(hl d1.1ngl' l gv ba,� h1 .,5' l�>r :ii I rc,1de111i:i de, r:l,m111c11t�,
• Refrr t.1 the l>l·1i.1t) Br•11u� Or,hn;m,l (:1, th, ,urrl·nt draft for tic CI 7,,n1.: amenctme1115 d<"e, IIL•'\) tur l1t>\\ h• g.:t 1he ,>pliL•n tu l!L'I

I ' 1ddc.:<.I hc11;ht nmong 1hc ,11hcr menu, f ,,pt inn� 
• \!ah mhed 11,c R·sider11i.1l:'rd:iil a l!CllL'rHI purptis,· u�'- (lllll a \pccial p111pn,e'1 I hi I'> ir. lhl· ,1mcnl c·t /l!llC amen,l111cn1 drall

pn•on,,11. a11d r,·-.u..!11 1.:· lhi, I'- �upp"rt1,..: 11f all,11 bhle h111 ,1m• 



" ll unlca-,1 I 1:· ,1-.: \�lttp\."r.., \\ 1th a tlh�f\." !!iilllllt•rh .. ind l1,11�p�t1l'.'lll p.rL'\:t:S� lt1 huild ,,i1l 111 ,,·c.."JJ·<ll"lin-.:-<l l11ni1s. 1 he.-e: u plcnl) of room to 
gro\\ Hrri,•:1lh 011 f.l Camino. 

6 l d� l1Jl'" bcyunu grnwth-al all-cost url:\u,m:nh as the 0111v �nlullnn ti1· 1111. liuu�ing ;:riw, Allow nod enrouraAt' 1knloµer� to huilcl 

home� lhat _givr ne,\ re�idtnl!. choices of 11 ,dder ran�e of si,c., !Hicl prkt>s wl11.:h ,dll al Ill\� 11· 1. l..l'I lur .. t'�., ,1 �.,,.:mmcnl p,"'h.;y h 
pr,,, iJ� rul} altord:ihh. lrnusin,g 

lic1,,ecn enahlin!' , rn1no1l1111i111,1erial kwl r11>u:,-. 1v11h thl.' Dcn�it> 8111111, I .a\� I,) pr .. 11idc B\IR u11ii.- allnwing fu11he1 <lt'vt:l11pmcnt up'" 
45 in hl0i(•h1. aml prN1wlin� c;hnicc� in umt sill'� in uc,·clupmcnls in the Cl 10111:. we;- l'au 111<1kc a ditkrmc..- anJ hal:in-::i: thi� \\llh l\:�id..-11t, 
,alu1:, 

Thunl.. )t•u, 
Fred Haubcnsak :1110 ,.mmi David;;nn 
l.n\ All,1, �qu:11c

Atluchm.:m I is lhl) 'U O Ordin:111..:c fo1 your 1)1111venien,;:,: and C,)nsid..-r.111,m lllr mt•c.hfo:ation. 
•\tt:it:hl'h'nt � i� the ::>f1(1S Onhn:11 ..:c for fN )•.1u1 informa1iu11 Iv n.:l�n:m:i: th: hci.;hL, prcvinu�I� 
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t . ' ORJ)lNANCE N0.10-351. ....... ··. :' : ! ·,;

AN ORDINANCE OP THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY 
OF LOS ALTOS AMENDING CHAPTER 14.50 OP THE LOS �LTOS MUNICIPAL'' 

CODE PERTAINING TO REAR YARD SETBACKS; INCREASING THE MAXIMUM 
ALLOWABLE HEIGHT TO 45 PEET AND REMOVAL OP STORY LIMITS 

IN-THE.CT DISTRICT · · ·. • · 
. ;• . ' '· . . . 

'lbe City Council of the Gty of Los AJtos does hereby ordain as foUows: 

SECTION t AMENDMENT OF CODE: Section 14.50.110 of Cbapter J 4.50 of the Los 
Alto:i Municipal C...odc entitled "Rear yard (CT)" is hereby replaced ,,..;th the following: 

Rear yard (CT). 
No rear yard sball be required, Uflless the property abuts an R district (excluding access 
corridors) in which case the following rcqui.remeors shall apply: 
A. Whe� �e re;u property lipe of the sile is across a street or rult:y from property lfl ao R

Qistcict, the rear yard setback shall be thirty (30) feet foe all structures thirty (30) feet or less
in height and seventy (70) feet for all structures over thirty (30) feet in height;

B. When the rear property li.oe of the sice abuis on property in an R Di.c;tricr, the rear yard
setback shall be forty (40) feet for all structures thirty (30) feet or less in bei.ght ao<l one
hundred (100) feet for all stcuctures over thirty (30) feet in height;

C. A mmimwn twenty (20) foot landscape buffer of evergreen trees and shrubs to proV1dc
screening sball be provide<l, all of which shall be pcan;mcntly mainra.i.oed by the property
owner. No below grade garage construction or excavation is p.ermittcd within this landscape
buffer.

SECTION 2. AMENDMENT OF CODE: Section 14.50.120 of Chapter 14.50 of the Los 
Altos Municipal Code entitled "Height of structure:; (Cf)" is hereby replaced with the 
following: 

Height of suuctures (C'I). 
No structure shall exceed forty-five (45) feet in height Commercial and ouxed-use pcojectli that 
include ground floor commercial Ooor are.1 shall provide a ground floor "'�th a mirumum i..otcnor 
ceiling height of twelve (12) feet. 

SECTION 3. ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS. The amended ('(.-gulations set forth herein 
have been reviewed and considered by the Gey Council i.n accordance with the provisioos of the 
Cali fomia Environment.al QuaLLy Act of 1970, as ameodc.-d, and the guidelines promulgated 
tbeceunder, and Council finds that it can be seen with certainty that there arc oo significant 
environmental impncts on the enviconmcnt cesu.1ti_og fcom these 3tlleodmeats and said amendments 
are therefore exempt from the requirements of the CEQA. 

SECTION 4. PIN DINGS. The City Council finds rn accordance with Chapter 14.86 of the Los 
Altos Municipal Code that the :unendmeors ru:e i.o the besr interest of the City foe the protection 
and/or promotion of the public health, safety, comfort, coovenieoce, prosperity, and welfare; and 
that the amendments are i.o confoanance with the City of Los Altos GenCt"al Piao. 

SECTION 5. CONSTITUTIONALITY. Jf any section, subsection, sentence, clause or phrase 
of this Code is for any reason held to be invalid or uocoostirutional, such deos,oo shall not affect 
the valid.tty of the n:mainwg poruons of this Code. 
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ORDI N:\NC£ NO. C8- JZJ 

AN ORDINANO� OF Tl IE CrTY COUNCJ ! 
OF Tl II:. OTY Of LOS ALTOS A.MENUING O IAPTf.RS 14.50 ANO 14.76 

Of THE LOS ALTOS MUNI OPAL CODE PERTAINING TO J\LI OWARI.f RUILDJNG H£1CHr IN Tl If
CT DISTRICT ANO ARQUTECrURE ANO sn E RI.:. VIEWCOMMIITE[ APPf ALS 

11,e Cicr C.ouncil of the Gry of Los AllOs docs hereby ordain as follow,:

SECrLON 1. A.\1END�1f 1,rr Of COOE: Section 14.50.140 of Oiapter 14.50 of che Los Alws Mun1cip;il
Code entitled .. I I.eight of structures (CT)" is hcrt·by repbced wfrh the following:

14.50.140 I !eight of structures (CT).
A structure shaU not exceed two <it0nes or thiny (30) feet in height. except as follows: 
A. For exclusively housing projects, a structure shall not exceed rhn::c stones or thirty-five (JS) feet in height; 
B. For mixed-use pmjccts that include a minimum of forty (40) percent of the gmss floor area for housing. and
provide a ground floor wich a minimum interior ceiling height of twelve (12) feet, a struccure shall not exceed
th�<" stories or fony fee1 (40} feet in height.

SECTION 2. AMENDMENT Of C'.DDE: Seclion 14.76.0')0 of Ouptcr 14.76 of the Los Ahos Municipal Code
enricled "Appeals'' is hereby repbced with the following:

14. 76.090 Appeals.
A Within fifteen (15) d.1}'S of any denial of an adminislr.Hive design review reque<;t, lhe deu�ion may be
:ippealed to the architecture and site review commiucc. 
B. Withtn fif tccn (IS) days of any approval or denial of an architecrure and site review comminee design review
request, the decision may be appealed to the planning commission. 
C Within fifrecn {15) days of any approval or denial of :i pbnning commission appeal request, the decision may
be f unher appealed to the city council.

SECTION 3. ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS. 'Jhe amended zoning rtgubtions set forth herein have been 
reviewed and considered by the Gey O,uncil in accordance wich the provisions of the Calif om1a Environmental 
Quality At:t of 1970, a� amended, and the guidelines promul�atcd d1en:under, an<l C.Ouncil find<; chac u can be seen
\\oith ccruinty that there arc no significant environmental impactS on the environment resulting r rom these
ainendmems ,md said amendments an.' therefore exempt from the requirements of the CEQA

SECI'ION 4. CONSTJTlJflONALITY. If any section, subsection, scmence, clause or phrase of chis tode is for
any reason held w be invalid or W1cons1irutional, such decision shall not affect the validity of tl1e re1TI.1ining
pottions of this code.

S£CrION 5. PUBLICATION. This ordinance shall be published as provided in Govcmmrr11 Code section 36933

SECflON 6. EFFECrtVl·. DATl:.. lhi.s ordmance sh,tll be cffcwvc upon the commcncemem of the Ll1iny-first
day following the adoption date.

The foregoing ordinance was <luly and regularly inrroduC'ed ,ll J meeting of the Gry C.Ouncil of the Ciry of Los Altos
on J\.,lay 13, 2008 and ,.,�.15 thereafter, at a regular meeting held on Miy 27, 20C8 passed an<l adopted by the following
vote:

Ayes: PAO<AH.0, SATfF.Rl.EE, CASAS, BECXER CARPF NTl:R
Noes· 
/\bscm:

NONE
NONE

Ancst:/ I"'\/' , 

�� 
Su --sa-1-h-K_i

,.....
tc....,.h-en_s_, -o-·-ry

--,

o .ERK
n.,,(· � .lJ+_. �a 8'

�QQ 0.,0
Valorie Cook Ca�



From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Emil,, G1>1a1 

Tlresday. August 01, 201/ 10·36 AM 

Planning Service 

Subject Fwd CT zone 

Sent from my iPad

13�gin fornarclcd message. 

From: Emily Gmail 
Date: August I, 2017 at 10:21 :21 AM P[)T 
To: planningra losaltu:-.ca.um. council·111losaltosca.go, 
Cc: Oave Wallher · 
Sub.iect: CT zone 

Dear Commis�ion and Council tvkmbers-

Please accept this letter regarding the prnpo,;,�J < T /oning changes. Lnfo11rn1atcl), due Lou 
prior commirmcot. "c arc tmahk to allcnJ the upc(Hning meeting. 

We ha\C been activd) J1scuss111g these change� with our t\onh Los J\llos neighbor .... nnd the 
rc!iponse and tenor has been :.trongly opposed to exceptional growth and hulk beyond currcnl 
limits. You should knmv that many were quite upset thal aJJitional change.., were being 
proposed Our fedings are sununarized here. I hank. )<HI tor your consideration \\hilc \\l' are 
out of statt:. 

I. \Vr wnnl ,\ 45' ma:i.imum height induding the Density 13omL'> Law 1.:xc1.:plinn .... My 
un<lcrsla.n<ling \\Us that thi'i wa.., the intent of chc rrcvious ;one chungl! 
1. The goal is Lo increase affordable housing. NO I e,cl:!ptionall) 'ii1ed lu\lll) units in \\hu�h the
clt:vclopers trike and take from the cic) nml nrl' lone <leaf to the residents. f'or example, when wns
the 4880 project C\'Cr in line \\.ilh tht: spirit ol'll,e law. I lo,v .u·e you as appointed aml dected
otlicials. addressing the pnihlem� th1.., project highlights''

3 \\'e recommend thnt you Amend the 2010 Ordinance that raised the CT Zone ht'ight to 
�5', because that was a mi,tal<cn attempt at implementing a higher density affordable 
housing policy on El C.tmino. This \\.otild b<.: done with the und<.:rstanding that the current 
Dcnc;,it) Bonu ... OrJ111.mcl:! urn It \\.Ould .iddrcs� the Dc11'-1l) Bonus I a\\ more complecd� and 
clkcliHdy. ANO gin: 11s 1,.vhnt we want: 45' hi:ight. Thi.! t:h:mgt.., lo the 2010 Ordinnncc would 
he: 

• Rl!mme the 45 height ch:mgc (l:!Ol'S bad, t11 1�}



• lh'kr lO thL lknsit� 13nnw, OrJinancL' (in draft form nu\,) and the other C1pt1<111s
• \1al,.L' nm.ct! use n.:.s1dl..'11l1al!rduil u general ll'>I..' (not a \pL't.:ial purpose'). lhis j., in tbc

cum.:nt Jraft proposttl. an<l rl!ct1g11i7e this i!, suprortiv(! ol'ulforcl.ible housing .

..i. Lncouragc actual affordable lll)usinµ through .smaller unit options. 

5. 1:-.nlorc�menl. \fore I .o.s Alto:,; resident-. will increase lht: hunkn on cil) services. Current!).
there i'> an im.:rea'..I..' in traffic flow. kids rcntrning to school and �ople laking to indnidual
affordable housing. Please b1.: proacth c i 11 staflinµ an<l an:ess Lo ser\'ic1:s.

With thanl..s-
David ancl Emily \Valther 
R Hmn I n 
T.os Altos 

l 



Jon Biggs 

From: 
Sent: 

To: 
Subject: 

Importance: 

From: Dave Wallher 

Planning D1vis1on (r AX) 
Tuesday. May oo 2011 8.49 AM 
Jon Biggs 
FIN' CT ?one Pl.:in / Density Bonus/ C. Jo1d,rn memo 

High 

Sent: Monday, May 08, 2017 8:21 AM 
To: City Council <council@losaltosca gov>, Planning Service <planning@losaltosca.gov>; Emily Walther 

Subject: CT Zone Plan/ Density Bonus/ C. Jordan memo 

All-

I am sorry that I \\ill be ::iway on busim:ss for tht: upcoming City Council meeting A:- '>w.:h. I ,un suhn1itting 
this note in my absence. 

/\.:-. )OU .m; ,.l\\an.:. F:mil) an<l I are in suppon of not exceeding the n111\:nt 45' zoning. \Ve ba,c participated in 

,L'i m:iny :toning rdute<l meetings as possible. and hnvc yet Lo hl·ar rcsidc:nts asking for an cxn:ption to this 
hc:ight lin1it In contrast. de\c!Opers lHtYC been ast...ing for inne:ise<l hi;:ights 'to make pr�jccts penciJ out'. I do 
nol hd ie\ e 1his to be the case and would suggesl that de\ t'lopcrs prcn ide their internal hurdh.: (profit) rat� or 
forego this argument. 

Secondly. it bas l�cn raised �\.'\ cral time�. that,.., ithout some draft stmc Jcm,ity hon us hmguagc. ,,i.: arl.! 
concerned that the 1.:urri.:nt .1.nning "' 111 serve only a:> n starting point. rathl!r than as limits. We have heen 
advised b) both City Coum.:il anJ Planning and J'ranspot1ntion committee members that the proposed toning 
regluaLions "ill he evalui.JLe<l in co1�unction with the propos.:d <lensil) hon us language. I am qui Le concerned 
thal this does not seem to be consistent with the Cit) i\·lanager. Tn Mr. Jordan's memo on progress. it appears 
that the 7oning changes arc 'complete',, itb a check mark. Pkase ensure that there is tim� for public comml!nl 
on propl1sed density bonus language At\D n::-review of propliscd zoni11g change� in thal light prior to liflln!? of 
die morntoriwn. 

Thirdly . ..,,e ari.: lortunatt! enough to ccmnect with rvtr. Fred lfauhensak and his colleag11cs of Lhc l.os f\ltos 
Square association nncl are in support of the overriding. prinl·iple:-. or Lhcir petition. We ,,ere uhle lo mcel in our 
Gatev,ay neighbo1hood nnJ discuss the common lht:mes and goab of 'the l' I zone'. To highlight one topi1.:. 111) 

extended family \\nlkcJ to dinner on Suncla1 e\'cning. with 111) 5 ycm old nit:ce [hcre are t,.,IJ\NY am1s \\here 
b�ing a pcdcsLrian rcquin:s ,,..al king behind cars, on bumpy sidewalks, u11<l , cry nl!ar onrushing tralfo.:. The 
inh:rsccLion al I ouds and �an Antonio is a prime C\.amplc Proposed inning changes in this area\\ ill only 
incrt'a'>l' l<Hll trnlfo.: and incrt·:ise the ris!,,, of pcdc!-.lrian aceidl.!nls. DO OT \\ Al I co addrc'>s the::.e items until it 
is too lak for some famil� 

Th.u1h. you li.ir cn11-;iJcring 111, inputs in my absence and thank �ou 1<1r )llltr continued sen kc 



David Wnltbc1 

Rilma I 11. 

l os Alto,. l'.\ 

') 



Jon Biggs 

From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 

MJry Skouguurd 

Tuesday. March 21. 2017 9 28 AM 

Jon Bigg,; 

CT HEIGHT GUIDELINES 

To Planning and City Council -

It is 1mperat1ve that the height for buildings adjacent to R 1-10 residential be measured from the 
ground level of the residential property. Measuring from adjacent raised heights would be grossly 
unfair to the lower level residential properties. 

Example is Village Court built on 4 foot fill next to family residential on Rilma Lane built at ground 

level 

And story poles should be required for buildings over 2 stories next to these properties so any special 
intrusive issues can be resolved in a timely manner 

Mary Skougaard on behalf of Rilma Lane residents 



Jon Biggs 

From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 

Attachments: 

From: Roberta Phillips 

Chris Jordar 
Friday, March 1/, 7017 2:02 PM 
Jon B19gc; 
FV-/ PTC meeting March 16th 
Att;:ichment A er 01d1r)ancc 3.16.2017.doc; Cl Amendments 3-16 17 PTC (1) ppn 

Sent: Friday, March 17, 2017 1 :58 PM 
To: City Council <council@losaltoc;ca.gov> 

Subject: PTC meeting March 16th 

D�ar Cm1111.:il l\'kmht'r:-. 
I ulknJec.l the PT( meeting b�t evening. I he rroposcd <.:hangcs to the CT 1one include: 
I. R:1ising the height of the buildings from 45' to 49'. I guess the PTC' is ignoring ancl not dis<.:ussing the
California Ocnsic} Uonus Lm.v implication bccuu'ie even with r1 l O' additional allo, .... ancc th<.: hui !ding. ,..,·ould bL·

59' tall without a roof or rool scruetun.:. This height could b1.: potential I) much high�r tlep\!nding on ho\\ mai1)

L3MR units \\·ere oflcn:d. ThL' <.kveloper sli.llt'd he thought that \Va'> line tL<; the Planning Oepm1mcnt col<l
him 57' was O.K.
2. Raising the height or the rooftop elt!\ator strucrurc from 12' Lo 15'6" F\en l\'fike \lcTighc t hought thi-; \\as 
ri<li<.:ulous und he is very wll. fle said no bed or couch re4uiretl 'iuch a brg1.: elevator. 
1.Side �et bt1l:ks of 7'5" wid1 !1 minimum of3'. So in other wcmb if a building were to be built next door. and
each had a patio extending om J'6'. there would remain ," het,\een tbe patios. ·1 be neighbor-; from each
builJ ing could hold hands.
4. Automatically change from Com1t1crciul lo Re:;identinl and mixed use. I hdicvc this should be condicionnl ,is
we could end up \vith all rcsi<lcntial high ri:;e building,; and 110 commercial buildings. It \\0t1ld take the <let:ision
away from the Cit) Count:il lo decide wh.it mix of buildings they \\anto.:cl.
Tile public had a chance lo speak, but their well prepared comments ,,ere ignored The public could spi:ak for

3 minuto.:s on Lhe dlll. but the de\eloper was allowed co <.peak for 9 minuks.Tht: land O\\OCr also had as much
time us he \vi shed to speak.
The PTC \V,cl� doing no work or research on their m\.n nr i:,·en \'OltmteeriJ1g to help out. .1\ny time a question
came up they asked staff to do chc ,1,.ork or rt!'>t!Urt:h for them. "\lo \\onder the staf

f 

i� huric<l. Staff has to do
their o,, n \\ orl and the \\ ork or the Commission. Did \\C pick commissioner!, so they can h,l\·e the pre'>! igc ,, 1th
out ,lily rc'>plmsibilitics?
I ha, e allache<l the pre'ienlat ion that fon Uiggs k1ndl� �cnt me m. there \H�re no copies in the lobb) for me l1l 

get. Please read the two prescmations as there is much more than I highl ightcd. 1 am very ph:asc<l th.1t Anita
En:rnder ,vas cl10scn to the P'l C. l ki10\., she will do Lhe \\Ork required to hc-lp tile- City Council mak.e �mart
dcci�ions.

Sincerely 
RPberta Phillin, 



To: Los Altos PTC 6-1-2017

Re: Petition to Prest!rve the Neighborhood Character for the El Camino Corridor 

P1 C commissioners -

A group of residents in the neighborhoods surrounding the CT Zone are collecllng signatures for the following 

petition. We have 220 srgna Lures as of today. Please consider residents vo,ces in the CT Zone decision process 

befor(> us. 

lhanks you, 

Fred Haubensak, 
29 Los Altos Square 

Petition to Preserve the Neighborhood C_h¥acter fot the El Camino Corridor 

We. the residents in and surrounding the ti Camino (CT) zone request that the Los /\ltos City Council and PTC 

Implement these in the CT Commercial Thoroughfare Zone District: 

1 Reject developments that exceed a defined maidmum height of 45'. 

2. Maintain the neighborhood charactM for retail businesses.

3. Provide for safe and walkable streets.

4. Provide for adequate setbacks and privacy screening for residences adjacent to multistory

developments.

S. Define the Public Benefits & Concessions regarding the California Density Bonus Law.

More complete text for Petition to Preserve the Neighborhood Character for the El Camino Corridor 

1. Reject developments that exce.ed a maximum height of 45'. Retain the 45' height criteria in the CT zone as

a #maximum total height''. Redefine the CT zone height to 30' and incentive structure with affordable housing

units so that the maximum total height of 4S' is never exceeded.

2. Maintain the neighborhood character for retail businesses. Require retail businesses that are

neighborhood supporting In future developments. Set design criteria to promote neighborhood supporting service

businesses, such as eliminating the requirement for minimum retail ceiling height of 12'. Adopt the recommended

exception for new retail development in the affordable housing linkage fees schedule.

3. Provide for safe and walkable streets. To compensate increased development density in the CT zone, define

these public benefits; Wider sidewalks, increased visibility at cross walks on El Camino with better lighting and 

crosswalk visibility s1gnage, speed mitigation measures and safe walking paths or new sidewalks on side streets. Tie

costs for these to developer fees as deemed appropriate.

4. Provide for adequate setbacl<s and privacy screening for residences adjacent to multistory
developments. Define increased side yard setbacks that face adjacent Rl and R3 zones for those portions of

development above 2 stories. Implement design requirements for 4 or more foot minimum window height

requirement above 2nd floor windows that face adjacent Rl and R3 zones.
S. Define Public Benefits and Concessions pertaining to the California Density Bonus Law. Define an

ordinance with specific developer benefits and concessions that may include public benefits in addition to 

affordable housing units. Publlc benefits may Include: wide sidewalks on El Camino, cross walk visibility measures

along El Camino, traffic m1t1gat1on measures and safe walking paths or sidewalks on high traffic side streets, and

measures to promote neighborhood supporting businesses



To: City of Los Altos Tran<;portation Comm1tt('e 

From Lil, Najim,. North Los Altos Resident 

Dear Comm,tt(>e members 

I believe Lhe density Bonus Incentive� Menu Item e. should be amended with an el(cepllon for when 

,t borders a single family home R 1 zoned property as follows· 

e. Height. In any zone in which height or number of stories is limited, a maximum of 11 additional

feel or one addmonal story may be added to the underlying base height except for when it borders a

single family home Rl Loned property

I believe the building height or a developmental property bordering a single family home shoutd be 

limited to 45' including the bonus density. There should strictly lx" no exceptions or waivers to the 

height limit. 

Sincerely, 

Lili Najim1 

North Los Altos Resident 

June l, 2017 
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Petition to Preserve the Neighborhood Character for the El Camino Corridor 

We, the residents in and surrounding the El Camino (CT) zone request that the Los Altos City 

Council and PTC implement these into the CT Commercial Thoroughfare Zone District: 

1. Reject developments that exceed a defined maximum height of 4S'.

2. Maintain the neighborhood character for retail businesses.

3. Provide for safe and walkable streets.

4. Provide for ade-quate setbacks and privacy screening for residences adjacent to
multistory developments.

5. Define Public Benefits and Concessions pertaining to the California Density Bonus Law.

Signed, 
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Petition to Prese,rve the Neighborhood Character for the El cailnlno Corridor 

We, the residents in and surrounding the El Camino (CT) zone request that the Los Altos City 
Council and PTC implement these into the CT Commercial Thoroughfare Zone District: 

1. Reject developments that exceed a defined maximum height of 45'.
2. Maintain the neighborhood character for retail businesses.
3. Provide for safe and walkable streets.
4. Provide for adequate setbacks and privacy screening for residences adjacent to

multistory developments.
5. Define Public Benefits and Concessions pertaining to the Califomia Density Bonus law.

Signed, 

Name 
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Petition to Preserve the Neighborhood Character for the El Camino Corridor 

We, the residents in and surrounding the El Camino (CT) zone request that the Los Altos City 

Council and PTC implement these into the CT Commercial Thoroughfare Zone District: 

1. Reject develo.pments that exceed a defined maximum height of 45'.

2. Maintain the neighborhood character for retail businesses.

3. Provide for safe and walkable streets.

4. Provide for adequate setbacks and privacy screening for residences adjacent to

multistory developments.

5. Define Public Benefits and Concessions pertaining to the California Density Bonus law.

Signed, 

Signature Date 



Petition to Preserve the Neighborhood Character for the El Camino Corridor 

We, the residents in and surrounding the El Camino (CT) zone request that the Los Altos City 

Counci'I and PTC implement these into the CT Commercial Thoroughfare Zone District: 

1. Reject developments that exceed a defined maxjmum height of 45'.

2. Maintain the neighborhood character for retail businesses.

3. Provide for safe and walkable streets.

4. Provide for adequate setbacks and privacy screening for residences adjacent to

multistory developments.

5. Define Public Benefits and Concessions pertaining to the California Density Bonus Law.

Signed, 

Name Address 
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Petition to Preserve the Neighborhood Character for the El Camino Corridor 

We, the residents in and surrounding the El Camino (CT) zone request that the Los Altos City 

Council and PTC implement these into the CT Commercial Thoroughfare Zone District: 

1. Reject developments that exceed the defined maximum height.

2. Maintain the neighborhood character for retail businesses.

3. Provide for safe and walkable streets.

4. 1Provide for adequate setbacks and privacy saeening for residences adjacent to

multistory developments.

5. Define Public Benefits.

Signed, 

Name Address 
- - -
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Petition to Preserve the Neighborhood Character for the El Camino Corridor 

We, the residents in and surrounding the El Camino (CT) zone request that the Los Altos City 

Council and PTC implement these into the CT Commercial Thoroughfare Zone District: 

1. Reject developments that exceed the defined maximum height.

2. Maintain the neighborhood character for retail businesses.

3. Provide for safe and walkable streets.

4. Provide for adequate setbacks and privacy screening for residences adjacent to

multistory developments.

5. Define Public Benefits.

Signed, 

Name Address 
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Petition to Preserve the Neighborhood Character for the El Camino Corridor 

We, the residents in and surrounding the El Camino (CT) zone request that the Los Altos City 

Council and PTC implement these into the CT Commercial Thoroughfare Zone District: 

1. Reject developments that exceed the defined maximum height.

2. Maintain the neighborhood character for retail businesses.

3. Provide for safe and walkable streets.

4. Provide for adequate setbacks and privacy saeening for residences adjacent to

multistory developments.

5. Define Public Benefits.

Signed, 

---------

Name Address 



Petition to Preserve the Neighborhood Character for the El Camino Corridor 

We, the residents in and surrounding the El Camino (CT) zone request that the Los Altos City
Council and PTC implement these into the CT Commercial Thoroughfare Zone District:

6. Reject developments that exceed a defined maximum height of 45'.

7. Maintain the neighborhood character for retail businesses.

8. Provide for safe and walkable streets.

9. Provide for adequate setbacks and privacy screening for residences adjacent to

multistory developments.

10. Define Public Benefits and Concessions pertaining to the California Density Bonus Law.

Signed, 

-- ------
Name 
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Petition to Preserve the Neighborhood Character for the El Camino Corridor 

We, the residents in and surrounding the El Camino (CT) zone request that the Los Altos City 

Council and PTC implement these into the CT Commercial Thoroughfare Zone District: 

6. Reject developments that exceed a defined maximum height of 45'.

7. Mainta1n the neighborhood character for retail businesses.

8. Provide for safe and walkable streets.

9. Provide for adequate setbacks and privacy screening for residences adjacent to

multistory developments.

10. Define Public Benefits and Concessions pertaining to the Californla Density Bonus Law.

Signed, 

Name Address 
-r.t - -- ---,

I .,, I �..A--6-=� ' c.-, I 

- 32 v J\� 5> a "" _
I � 

� -- . 



Petition to Preserve the Neighborhood Character for the El Camino Corridor 

We, the residents in and surrounding the El Camino (CT) zone request that the Los Altos City 

Council and PTC implement these into the CT Commercial Thoroughfare Zone District:

1. Reject developments that exceed the defined maximum height.

2. Maintain the neighborhood character for retail businesses.

3. P.-ovide for safe and walkable streets.

4. Provide for adequate setbacks and privacy screening for residences adjacent to

multistory developments.

5. Define Public Benefits.

Signed, 
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Petition to Preserve the Neighborhood Character for the El Camino Corridol' 

We, the residents in and surrounding the El Camino (CT) zone request that the Los Altos City 

Council and PTC implement these into the CT Commercial Thoroughfare Zone District: 

1. Reject developments that exceed the defined maximum height.

2. Maintain the neighborhood character for retail businesses.

3. Provide for safe and walkable streets.

4. Provide for adequate setbacks and privacy screening for residences adjacent to

multistory developments.

5. Define Public Benefits. 

Signed, 

Name Addres 
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Petition to Preserve the Neighborhood Character for the El Camino Corridor 

We, the residents in and surrounding the El Camino (CT) zone request that the Los Altos City

Council and PTC implement these into the CT Commercial Thoroughfare Zone District: 

1. Reject developments that exceed the defined maximum height.

2. Maintain the neighborhood character for retail businesses.

3. Provide for safe and walkable streets.

4. Provide for adequate setbacks and privacy screening for residences adjacent to

multistory developments.

5. Define Public Benefits.

Signed, 

Name Address 
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Petition to Preserve the Neighborhood Character fur the El Camino Corridor 

We, the residents in and surrounding the El Camino (CT) zone request that the Los Altos City 

Council and PTC implement these into the CT Commercial Thoroughfare Zone District: 

1. Reject developments that exceed the defined maximum height.

2. Maintain the neighborhood character for retail businesses.

3. Provide for safe and walkable streets.

4. Provide for adequate setbacks and privacy screening for residences adjacent to

multistory developments.

5. Define Public Benefits.

Signed, 

Name Address 
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Petition to Preserve the Neighborhood Character for the El Camino Corridor 

We, the residents In and surrounding the El Camino (CT) zone request that the Los Altos City 

Council and PTC implement these into the CT Commercial Thoroughfare Zone District: 

1. Reject developments that exceed a defined ma><imum height of 45'.

2. Maintain the neighborhood character for retail businesses.

3. Provide for safe and walkable streets.

4. Provide for adequate setbacks and privacy screening for residences adjacent to

multistory developments.

5. Define Public Benefits and Concessions pertaining to the California Denslty Bonus Law.

Signed, 

Name Address Date 
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Petition to Preserve the Neighborhood Character for the El Camino Corridor 

We, the residents in and surrounding the El Camino (CT) zone request that the Los 
Altos City Council and PTC implement these into the CT Commercial Thoroughfare 

Zone District: 

1. Reject developments that exceed the defined maximum height.

2. Maintain the neighborhood character for retail businesses.

3. Provide for safe and walkabie streets.

4. Provide for adequate setbacks and privacy screening for residences

adjacent to multistory developments.

5. Define Public Benefits.

Signed, 

Name Address Signature Date 
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Petition to Preserve the Neighborhood Character for the El Camino Corridor 

We, the residents in and surrounding the El Camino (CT) zone request that the Los Altos City 
Council and PTC implement these into the CT Commercial Thoroughfare Zone District: 

1. Reject developments that exceed the defined maximum height.
2. Maintain the neighborhood character for retail businesses.

3. Provide for safe and walkable streets.

4. Provide for adequate setbacks and privacy screening for residences adjacent to

multistory developments.

5. Define Public Benefits.

Signed, 

Name Address Signature 
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., ()lfll,IN# 
Count First Name Last Name Street Address City 

1 Patricia Osborne Los Altod 

2 FERAYDOON JAMZADEH LOS ALTOS 

3 Lili Najimi Los Altos 

4 Deana Atassi Los altos 

5 James C Taylor Los Altos 

6 Karen Solheim Los Altos 

7 Lori Sevcik Los Altos 

8 Stephen Fan Los Altos 

9 Phan Truong Los Altos 

10 Jean Xie Los Altos 

11 Maryann Konton Los Altos 

12 Ellen Baron Los Altos 

13 connie kwok los altos 

14 Stanley Klein Los Altos 

15 Aidan Lucero Los Altos 

16 Irina loiinski Los /\ltos 

17 Mary & Bob Skougaaard Los Altos 

18 MARIANNE BALDRICA Los Altos 

19 Edith Huang Los Allos 

20 Mark Starr Los altos 

21 m potter los altos 

22 Judith Golub Los Altos 

23 Joyce Smith Los Altos 

24 Suianne Bayley Los Altos 

25 George Turnbull Los Altos 

26 Kirk Lindstrom Los Altos 

27 Isabelle Starr Los Altos 

28 teresa morris las altos 

29 Birgit Shay los altos 

30 Igor Palant Los altos 

31 Siva Ganapath1appan Los Altos 



From: Jeff POtt'i 
Sent: Thursday, March J 6, 2017 11.58 AM 
To: Jon Biggs <1b1ggs@losaltosca.gov>; Mircea Voskerician 
Subject: CT loning I Fl Camino Moratorium 

Jon 

1 ,.,antc<l h1 LOu1.:h bi.lsc before the mccung h'1nii;ht. \\ c arc hop111g to get some da1 it) on the 

dirl'tlllln tlu,t st.1ff is taking on the l' I /oning and the [· I Cnminu \1orat1>rium. We arr hopdul 
{und it 1s our opinion) Urnt these items ure going to remain on a separate track at1d th,ll lite r·1 (' 
,,ill be able to recommend to the Cit) ( oun�il that the) aJupl the CT Zoning ns it i'\ current!) 
,, rittcn. I his,, ill help w tn'iun: Lh:111f the Council needs '-C\ cral meetings to re\ ic.,, and 
appro\c the l"I /,oning that il does not impact th� Density Rcrnus Ordit1nnel' which ( am sure 
will rnl-.e mu1.:h <liscui.sion 

I clunk the <.'t 7oning .is ,,Tiltcn meets nil of the cntena d1s1.:ussed in the bsl l\\o PT( meetings. 

I <lo believe that perhaps 0111? chnngc should h� made that would he in the ht!o.;t interest of the c1ly 
for lhe long term. I think you may \\�ull lo consider an alternate to the SiJc \ ard section and 
ha,e it read; 

1-1.50.100 Side Yard (Cl')

�itk y,m.l \\idth shall be 7.5' on nn imennr !->it.It! yard and 15 on a rnmer side )ard. l mnhah1tccJ 

building feat mes ( pop-outs), balconies, and stair to\vers shalr b� allowed to encroach 2 5' inh1 the 
side yard setbacks. h>1 a property thul abuts nn R District (c,cluding ncces" corrid1)P,). the 
follo\\ ing rcqui r�mcnts shall .ippl): 

11\CI l lDF A:,, \VRJTT f-N 



I think this \\ill alltl\\" lhc fkxihilit� l<lr tht.· <lc:-.ircd building articubtion but"' ill 1.c:cp the side 

yard:s foding much mnrc orcn. 

Thanks, 

Jeff 

Jeffrey J. Potts 

Architect I Prnc1pal 

SOG Architects, Inc. 

3361 Walnut B'vd Suite 120 

Brentwood, CA 94513 

925 634 7000 Office 

925.634 8020 Fax 

www straussdes1qn com 

DISCLAIMER T'le del very o' th s draw rg 111 elec"on c ktmal s for the benefit of :he ct ert for ,•,horn ll'e design s.:ivtees ha1;0 
been performed This dehvef)I corstitutos a nonexclusive lur,ted license 'or 11'e recip cnt to ..ise the r'forrrat.on n t'le electro11c ft e 
for the specific purpose of respond rg to t�e requirements of the Con:ract Doc;.urients for this project Nothhg 10 this transfer should 
be construed to create any r ght of tt>e contractor to rely 011 the l11forma· on i:rovide<l or tha: ll'e use of this electror,c infom'a�on 
1mpke,; ttia· t'le rPv ew and appro.,.a· by lhe design professional o' any draw 1·9 bao;ed ori 1¥ rforrrat.cn II is our professic11al 01lln or. 
that tl'ls electronic info,n,at,oP provides des,gn nforMatron cuf"'ent as of tro date of ts re 1ease Any use o• ti-rs rformato" ·S at the 
so·e risk and I abil1:y of Iha user who rota,ns the resp-0ns b11i:y o• meeting the requi'emonts of the Contract Docuirents The roc,p,ent 
1s a so sole y respons ble 'or i.pda:,rg the in'omiahon to reflect ary changes iri the design rollowing the prepa·.ihor date of this 
r·row1·lt1on 



Jon Biggs 

From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 

Mary ':,l<ougaard 

T 1u1�d y. t.l,n._h 16, 20:.13 il FM 

Jo•1 B1g�.1s 

Pl,innrng Cor-im ,•;ion/City Courcil i'1pl•· 

To Planning/Council members -

For the record - here 1s what I originally intended to say at tonight s Planning meeting - best delivered 
1n writing for future reference purposes: 

Mary Skougaarc. - - act1v� many year� on rnany issues involving North Los Altos 
residential properties near the El Camino CT area. 

Tonight my neighbors have asked me to summarize tl1e1r current concerns which we hope will be 
resolved before the El Camino moratorium 1s finally lifted Foremost is the request that the Planning 
Commission (and subsequently City Council) analyze and approve elements of proposed CT 
amendments in a more organized manner so both developers and residential neighbors can proceed 
accordingly. 

Multi-family housing with its 24/7 - 365 day - impact on res1dent1al neighbors is our prime concern. 

First priority would be confirming (or denying) multi-family housing as cond1t1onal in the CT district. 

Second priority would be confirming (or denying) multi-family maximum height at 2 stories. We do not 
feel environmental study results adequately protect residents from inherent intrusions from higher-rise 
developments 

Third priority - resolving any issues which may surface about density bonus matters. 

Beyond that 1nd1v1dual decisions would be concerning roof-top and landscape buffer access by multi­
family residents, extended mechanical equipment, traffic (auto/pedestrian/bicycle) and, of course, 
safety and environmental issues like sound, light, odor etc. 

We feel this more organized approach to this issue will save tir11e and energy for all. 

Mary 



Jon Biggs 

From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Cc: 

Subject: 

Corn missioners: 

David Kornfield 
lhursday, Mar<:1116, 201710:15 AM 
Los Altos Planning Transportation Commission 
Jon Biggs 
FW: Comments for PTC regarding CT Zone changes 

We received the rollowing letter regarding the CT amendments. 

David 

David Kornfield 
Planning Services Manager-Advance Planning 
650-947-2632

City of LOS Altos 
1 North San Antonio Road 
Los Aftos, CA 94022 

NEW! Sign-up to receive City of Los Altos news delivered right to your inbox' www.losaltosca.gov/enotlfy 

From: Darren Jones 
Sent: Wednesday, March 15, 2017 10:19 PM 
To: David Kornfield <DKornfield@losaltosca.gov> 
Subject: Comments for PTC regarding CT Zone changes 

Hello Mr. Kornlicld, 
I have rc,·iewcd the agenda for !he PTC' meeting tomorrow, 3/16/17. Pk:asc fc.irnanl this c:mail on co the PlT 
commission. Thank you. 

Dear PTC commissioners. 
I apologize for the kngth of chis cma.iL but I wanL�d lo get on lh� record with my concerns around the Cl 
zoning changes. I do believe that the CT 1:one is important to Los Altos and I look forward lo parcels being 
re<lcvdope<l aml improved over time. H11wever. there needs to be limit� rut in place for Lht' good of the city anJ 
for the resic.knls. Please con�ider the following: 

�, The housing ckme111 lists an o�jcctivc of 551 multi family Dll's by 2023. ,FJ% of which are c,1re111ely lo\\., 
very low. or low income units. It should be nole<l that h istoricnlly. nbout I 0% of de\ clorc<l units falls into these 
low i1K'Oll1L' catcgoril's. Of the '.20 mullifamilv Oll's built from 1/1014- 8/2014. nnh I wa� a lmv-incomc unit. ' . . 

( 5%). Ir I .o-; Altos \V,mls to t!ncoun1ge more B\,1 R units, it should consider changing. sect ion l 4.28.030, !-.el:11l)J1 
[) to incre<1se th" minimum require U\,1R. units. 

Sl.':ctions 14.50.030-14.50.040 
Then.' arc 6 Spl·cific Purposes nl the CT ,on�. J of these talk about L'ommL'I c1�11. 1101 re-;iJt>nli,11 goals: 

- T ,, rronwlt! lht' ec1>n1}11llL and 1.:ommen:ial �u..:ccss ,)I Lo:-. ,\Ito-. commen:ial dtslrtl'I"



- 1 o stri.?ngthcn 1hc dty's ccorwnrn: ba"e throug.h pronH)lion ot' El Camino Re.ii for high-re, en11e.
i.lc,ti natitin eummcrciaJ uses 

- To empha�i1.e n hc.thb) proromon of retail use� HS opposed co otlice ::ind service uses
One of the g_nab spccitict1ll) calls for the l" 1 zone to provide bufkr to residential properties: 

- ·1 o buft�r the impacts of wmmcn:ial lan<l ll5C5 on 11cighbl)rin� r..:sidcmial properties
One one goal talb. ahllUt n.:si<l,:ntial. and this goal mitigatl·� the purpose to only "alhnv" !or it. 

- ·1 o allow l'tH mi,t!d uses of tommcr�ial an<l r�!->iJcmial

It i!-> inappropriate to ch..111ge mixed-use and multifamily housing from L'lmdiLLOnal use to permitted use 
ht'cilLLSL' it docs not match with the Specific Purposes of the CT zone. Other sections of the municipk code 
"all<rn" u o.;es an<l this rnrresponds to conditional uses ( see rhr C>l zone. for in::,rancc ). 1 he Cl zone toJay 
represenh a significant portic1n of the commcrcinl activity for Los /\ltt)S. �faking these permitted usl'.s will 
mean r he c 1 t)' \\ ill haH: no recourse as de\ clopmcnts d iminmt commcrtial nnd r..:place it '"'irh hou!->i ng. 
h1rthcrmore. this reduce� the publir input and control" lht' city ha.s tiver tho.:.\e large prnkcts. I urge the 
conunission co lea\'e mi,ed-w,e and mullil�1mil) hou!->e as C'unJicional { l<;e� 

Section 14.50. l 00 
Than� � 011 li.,r mak i11g the side-yard sec backs similar to read-yard setbacks when adjaccnl to Residcntinl. r his 
is entire!) aprropriacc and serves to buffer the residential rropcrties. 

Section t4.50.140 
The height limit in the CT zone ha::, hec:n rai�ed lwit:e in the p,1sL 13 years ,mJ i!> alreJ<ly 50°·:1 higher than it 
wa� in �004. !'he additional 4 feel being prnposeJ i'> arbitrat) ::md poorly supported by a �ubmission of a 
single Ut'\elopcr wbo shov,:ed that to build hl1t1sing with over 10ft ceilings \vould require slightly higber than 
45rt that exits to<lay (45ft 8inches for 4 stories). further increases i.n height impact neighboring properties 
v,ith light noise. !-.t1t111d noise. aod sunlight block.age for no more good reason than to increase an amcnic) 
�uch ns ceiling height. l"his ,viii rrnt n:sult in any value to the city in terms of additional units. onl) a<lditional 
profit to the de\·dl)pt'r. Thi.s come� at no impact/cost Lo the dC\'cll>f)lT - onl1 to neighboring rc�iden<:es. r urge 
the conunission to n:set this height had, lo the nrmmL 45ft. Alternativdy, :,ou may consider requiring 
additional setback:.- - 125ft si<le and rear )ar<l seLbad..s for structun:s higher (h:in 30ft. 

�edion 1-L50. l 50. subsection (A)

The n:4uircmcr1t of one dimension being 6ft is somewhnr ludicrous. sjnce a 6ftx2ft bakon:· could be counted 
as pri'vale opt'n �p�1ce and yi...'t would be completely unusable. I he commission should includi...' Yerbiag.c :,uch 
as ''no dimension le�s than 4f1". or some other language so a� 10 make the space usable. 

Sl.'clion 14.50. I 50. suhset·tion (C) 
The requirements for open space are 100 smull. A lift: ·unit Je\ek,pment might reasonabl:· house 125 people. 
and 1he open space \\Ould be 800sq.ft'? Thut is the size of a 3-t:ar gnratJe. 1 be 1.:ommission should increase the 
open spal.'.e rl.'tttti remcnts for all dc,·dopmcnt sizes 

Section L4.50.160 
I strong!) object to the wt,ftop usage. Tht: C'T /.l>lle is primari l) a commt'n.:ial /Ont:, and restaurant;; art> 
�pec1fieall) permitted. This section will thus alkm· outdoor seating for restaur • .mt patrl.ms and other 
commercial activities. I his \\ ill i.?au'>e an unJue hurdcn on neighboring properties in the form of noise. -.mclb, 
lights. etc. I �ugge,;t n.:stricting roofh)p tt!->i.: such that it faces El Camino anti j::, not visible from adjacl:.'nt 
residential pn.1pertics. 

Sectio11 14 50.180 
l\kl'h,mi1,;al parl..ing is 11cccs<;artl) hi...·,n y m:ichincr) designed Lll mo, c car.., anJ trucks thnt \\C1gh Sl'H:ral 
thou,and plHin<.b. IL is ((luJ anJ obtrusiH: tn resident-. on the pn1p1.·rt� as \\ell .b ncighhl1rin?! rfl)r�rltt's. It 

2 



upi..·ratinn ,,ert..' rl's1ric11:J {a, other sound creating uctivilie:- ,m.·> hcl\\CL'tl chL· hours of I Opm-7am. then it 
\\uu!J be acceptahlc. but its tough to prc,cnt pl.!ople from using thl.'.'ir <:,us out ,1.hcn the) need to. IL mc.11 he.' 
\\orth mentioning in 1h1:; section th:.11 an) system must cnmrl) \\ ilh noi..,t: 11rdinancc 6.1 o ::it all hnuro.;. 

Section 14.66 240 
lht.' e,cc:ss height :ill,n,cd 101 dc,alor and sum housing was rncreased us a ft.'sull ol a wmmcnl trom a single 
de, doper <luring J Pf( meding. l his person doe.., noL ha, c the best interest... nf tht.. t.'ll) us lhl:!ir prima1; goal 
Did the co111m1s,ion dt1 an) further research to find out \\hat a n:-al-\\Orld reqmrement is tc.,r ,uch �lt.>vatur 

shafts? 

rhank you. 
Darren Jones 

ect.:..!.-:1 , •'I, •.• , 

3 



Jon Biggs 

From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Mary Skougaard 

Wednesd.iy. M.:irch 01. 201 / l:25 PM 
Jon Biggs 

Subject: BUFFER? 

It has come to my attention the City is currently using the term '"buffer" incorrectly as a verb instead of a noun as originally 
intended The intended verb 1s the word "mitigate" which includes physical buffers but adds architecturat. environmental 
and other such elements Code sections 14.40 020 (CN) and 14 50.020 (CT and recent City statements should be 
corrected accordingly. 

Note - my old General Plan Glossary lists the following definitions 
Buffer Zone - An area of land separa!Jng two distinct land uses which acts to soften or mitigate 

the effects of one land use on the other 
Mitigate - To ameliorate, alleviate, or avoid to the extent reasonably feasible 

Note also - There are no buffer zones between EICamino commercial and adJacent R 1-1 O residential. 
Earlier zone areas have been modified to include hotels (Marriott) and parking lots (Village Court). 

We hope Planning and the City will "mitigate" El Camino CT development with adequate "replacement buffers" and other 
"mitigating" elements 

Thanks for seeing this term is properly clarified 

Mary Skougaard 



Jon Biggs 

From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 

From: Clara Roa 

Chris Jordan 
Tuesday, February 21, 2017 11 :53 Alvl 

Jon Biggs 

FW CT 70NE DISTRICT AMENDMENlS 

Sent: Thursday, February 16, 2017 8:09 PM 

To: City Council <council@losalto�ca.gov> 

Cc: Jeannie Bruins <Jbruins@losal10sca.gov>; Jean Mordo <jmordo@losaltosca.gov>; Jan Pepper 

<jpeppcr@losaltosca.gov>; Lynette Lee Eng <lleeeng@losaltosca.gov>; Mary Prochnow <mprochnow@losaltosca.gov> 

Subject: CT ZONE DISTRICT AMENDMENTS 

Commcncs about this issue: 

Privacy. Tht' cit: puts a lot of privacy requirements for a11y nc,v two story rnnstrlH.:tion next to a on� story or 
t,vo story hous�. The same con�ideralion for privacy should hi! givl'n for high density situations located next to 
single family ho111es. 

Trees mny not be a solution because there isn't height requirement. In addition. what if a trc� clic!s. \Vho'd be 
responsible for replacing it? 

\Ve cannot compare Los Altos side of El 

Camino to the Mountain Vim· side. The lall nnd high density buildings tht.Tt> already ubut apartment buildings 
uml cnmmerciul properties. The I ,os .A. ltos 5ide is mostly one story ranch houses. Comple1ely different 
con:;eq uences. 

\Vl1at1 s the plan to address the higher densit)' in partnership with neighboring cities'! Do you talk to them 
at all'? 

In JU) opini0n. existing heights and setbacks are OK. Consistency in code is important. And higher density 
residences are Ok_ hut not m:ces�arily lallt!t buildings or smaller set bat:k.s. 

Thank you. 

Clam Roa 

Scm from Gmail �vJobilc 



2/16/2017 Los Altos City Planning 

David Walther, Rilma Ln 

I speak to you tonight in solidarity v1ith my neighbors on Rilma Lane about what is great 

about Los Altos - the community/ village feel. This is the primary thing that encouraged us to 

move back to Los Altos, 

It is especially difficult to articulate and value this feeling, in light of commercial and housing 

development, transportation, safety, legal precedents and rights, but In my discussions, it 

remains the primary attraction for people moving to Los Altos and the primary driver for our 

established property values. It is the calling card for Los Altos, highlighted in city documents 

and websites, and a key differentiator from our neighboring cities. 

Current zoning and regulations have made Los Altos. Projects and development has 

been carried out fn a rational manner. Quality projects have been successful, including rational 

mixed use development. I ask you to SLOW DOWN, consider the long view and respect the 

codes and zoning currently in place and to be cognizant of the risks, for once the decision is 

made to overdevelop, there is no return - and that affects all Los Al tans. 

Specifically, it is proposed lo make housing a permitted use for the CT zone. 

vehemencly oppose this position because it potentially opens the door Lo some unintended 

con sequences. 

• Housing as a permitted use opens the door to excessive developer incentives -

including overriding heights, set backs, etc. For example, the 583 unit Prometheus

development in Mountain View, Just across ECR received a 35% density bonus -

standing 7 stories and removing nearly SO heritage trees.

• Housing as a permitted use can bvpass environmental reporting( which is one of the

few checks and balances for current residents. It ignores the impact of nearby

projects, leading to unchecked expansion, such as the 72 development projects on

the books in Mtn View, bringing well over 1500 housing units to the North Los Altos

area.

• Housing as a permitted use, with incentives. \ii/ill meaningfully change the value

proposition of Los Altos.

• Housing, as conditional use, addresses housing in a rational/manageable way.

Unfortunately, developers have continuously been able lo green light projects by

making promises which remain unfulfilled such as trJffic mi ligation, reforestr1Llon,

c:1nd more.



2/16/2017 

Mary Skougaard - next to Village Court.

We have an extra large lot touching on 4 CT properties which had 20 ft. high 
commercial landscape screening and over a dozen mature trees on our property when 
we purchased it. 

I'm a long-time vocal advocate of max 2 stories along El Camino. The intrusion of 
higher structures is incompatible with Los Altos residential properties especially along 
this corridor and especially for high multi-family units with 24 hour visual and activity 
intrusion. 

Los Altos El Camino R1-10 family residential properties are immediately adjacent to 
CT. There is no transitional zoning (like Mt. View) and prior transitional zonings 
rezoned as CT have been modified to limit heights and require deeper setbacks to 
mitigate this imbalance of property use. These modifications applied to hotels. 
residence inn housing, senior housing, office use and limited parking for commercial 
business clients at Village Court. A sweeping rezoning of all these properties to a 
generic CT zoning is inappropriate and detrimental to the entire community. 

My Rilma Lane neighbors and I ask the City to formally reconfirm these zoning 
limitations which affects not only our immediately adjacent Village Court properties but 
all of its surrounding neighborhoods. That would be limiting any development of the"-
42" parcel (next to Loucks-not El Camino) to 2 stories with a 75 ft. setback for parking 
only. Rilma Lane owners have bought and made major property improvements over 
the years based on prior "promises" and would like assurance they "go with the land" -
not the commercial land owner. 

I have submitted more detailed history and pictures for your review and welcome email, 
phone and personal visits to our property to demonstrate why our concerns are 
valid. Note this is not a strictly NIMBY issue. We have, are and will support other Los 
Altos residents with similar concerns. 
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QpenS� 
I, tne Sli Si or ft>qulrPd O;>en �9;i,e �" ,WUl•l;l' ac ros� th<> un,1� or a mrmmu,n per uni!? 
If it 1s � 'l11nim11rr, fW' lln l ,t should be red·Jced as some units reouire more oper, spacP. and 
some require iess 

1\lter q,1tt Opi:n $p,,,,,t' C.:ill."Sv.'. 
Opens space shou:d be pH>Y:ded in an ilmount equal m )O'J,, of lhP site \l1e. rtil) 01,en sp;,,;e can I� o 
combinat,on of Private> and (-0mmon O::>en Space oer tise flJ,de1 1nes below. 

Private Open Space 
l'rMH<' Ooeri S9�re .�h.)tl 11'f' prov,c1e,J .1l dO avctagc of 50 Sf per dwollhg. Trc minimum Prwate Open 
space shall be .3G Sf when provided. There shall be a minimum 6' x r,• arP.a within anv Pnv:.te OtJen 
Space. lhe m•nimum dlrocn�lon ol ar,y Private Open Spam shall be 4'. See O agram 14.50.lSOA 

<.:ornmon Opt·n Spat,. 
A min 11wm of 400 Sf of Com mo,, C)p�r, 51>aco �hdll be pro•; dcd at ground 'evcl arid outside ot the 
req,ned Lands<ap� Buffer. n1e•e shall be a rr-immc m 20'.,. 20' ar�a withm any Com'Y!on Op;;n Sp.1u• 
rhe n1 n,muin d1men51on of ;1ny C<J'Tlr-.on Open S?ate shall be 1s·. See Diagram l4.50.lS0 B 
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Changes to CT Zoning 

Change 

Permitted Uses 

--

Side Yard Setbacks 
Height 

--

Open Space 

-

R�oftop Uses 

-

Mechanical Parking 
Loading Spaces 

- --

-

Cap on State Density Bonus 
Incentives 

Previous Proposed 
-

--

See Zoning Added Multi-Family 
Added Mixed-Use 

None 7.5' 
45' 47' Residential 

49' Mixed-Use 

None required Private= 50 SF per Unit (average) 

-- - --

Common = 800 SF - 2400 SF 
--

Not regulated Design standards added 
Not regulated Desig� stan�ards a�ded 
Not require�-- _ _ De�n standards added
No caps, bonuses left up to 11' maximum Height Increase 
developer request 20% setback Decrease (one side} 

-

j 
l 



Subject: rw: Februar; 16th Council Meeting and 17 CA 01

from: Celina LI . ___ _ 
Sent: Thur�day, February 16, 2017 5:41 AM
To: Jon Biggs <.!;,�o _..il:o , � g_uv> 
Subject: f-ebruary 16th Council Meeting and 17-CA·Ol

lkar Community Oi..:,·t:hlprnt:nt l>irednr Uiggs:

We arc unabk to am:nd lhc (. ity Coun�il meeting tonight l,n Fdmtar) I tilh hut \\ould likt· Ll1 cxpn:s, our
opinions rc!-!ardi n� 1 7-CA-O I and a-.k tor l'.lur; li1.:ation on tcrminolog�. 

Ruller point !it<, - \\hat j,; th'" ddinirion nf "puhli..: hL'n-:!11"·; Why should v,c bl.' concerned about rt1hlil'
bcndir'? Shouldn't thC' focus hl· fnr thl· local n:sidi..:nh bcnl.'fit'?

"' I Jon· t hdtcn. lhat the height limit shc1uld be 111c1-.:ast:J r-:garJle!'>S 1lf circum:-.t,Ulct.'s. I Ju not like and (.hj 

not "ant I .i,s AILos Ll> looJ.. lil-.i: the ne,,. dc\dormcnb pi1pping up all U\Cr r>vtolmtnin VtC\\ am1 Palo Alto (and
�anl:ma Rm,>,, ith tall huildmgs ltning the strc1..·t. "l lK·s'- huil<ling,; impart an urban. <.:ulJ aml um,elcomi11� 
alm()sphert!. ha\·ing a barricade-like image (thin!.. ··1ortr�ss··1. This is not Los /\Ito�. l'<l lil-.c our city tu maintain
th� small town auno!:>phcrc thai imparh a wann ancJ wdcoming kcling.

J. I ha\. c lhcJ in Los, \Ito!-> ,;,in<.:c lhl.' 1980 :-. lrntfo: has bcct)llll' L'.\ poncntn.il I) hom:ndous sine� !he San 
/\ntonio Center in Mountain Vit.:v, was developt.:<l. 1 have dillicult) uc.:es,1ng S.111 Antonio RoaJ from I ouck::. 
f\ \ �nw: and , 1<.:1.: H:rsa Buih.linl:{ high den:-:.il) housing alon� �I ( amino Real. San •\ntonio J\ \cnul! and Louci..,
,\\cnuc ,,ill c11mpound trnf'lil congestion ti.1rtl11.'r . .\-1) ct1mmutl.! lime to and from ,,ork has alr'-"ad) im:rcasl'<l 
h) upprm,.1rnak'I) 10 1, minute� trying to access San Antonio R1Ktd and driving nonhhoun<l uncJ smtlhbounJ to
"orl-. anJ homt:.

T bdic\c' that ,\c sholild not compromise th-: 11111.:grity or our c0mnn11lit) and rL"sicJ�1lls ,,.,hilt: updating thL' Cl 
Zone Oi�tn�t LI Camino Real ( orri<lor as prop1)st:<l in the last mC'l.'ting. I agr\.'e lh,lt \\c ha,·1. limitl'U land to 
huild housin� n�t:L' ... s�tr) to Jl'.L'ommouah:: the low incoml' l111u:-.in� rt.'4uirt:mt:nts; however. I'd like the council to
c:\plorc othcr rnt:ans rnther lhan build high dcnsit) units \\hic.:h will aff�ct the current resident-. t,1·Los .\ltos

1 hank you fix liskning to Ill) <.:orn:cms.

Sincl.'rd�.

I knr) and C1.•lina Li. rc'.)tdcnh
'.\kr<.:l'<lCs !\, ._·nut.'. l.11s ,\llos w� �pg�� 

lJt) ll:B 1o2C17 l0 
I - - y l,f LO� ALTOS

� PLANNING



Subject: FW; Thursday niight meeting re El Camino Corridor CT zone 

From: Carolyn Posch __ _ 
Sent: Wednesday, February 15, 2017 2:47 PM 

To· Jon Biggs <1�.@lq_'>�lO�u: 50'.'> 
Subject: Thur�day niight meeting re: El Camino Corridor-CT zone 

As I can't attend the meeting on Thursday, I would like to state my concerns by email. 
I don't believe that our small community can support any more traffic on our side 
streets. ( Loucks, Mercedes ,Los Altos Ave ) And this will be the outcome 

of more high rise apartment buil dings. San Antonio Rd 1s impossible to make a left turn 
from Loucks. 
Los Altos has already lost the charm of the past with the many stoned buildings that 
have already been constructed. 
Please remember that for every apartment, there wrll be at the minimum 2 or three 
cars. Thus adding to our traffic problems. 

Thank you, 
Carolyn Posch 

member of Los Altos Community for 52 years. 
t..arul,1. I JSch 

ff Fl ! '1 bl 1 
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Jon Biggs 

From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Cc: 

Subject: 

Chris: 

Thank you your input. 

David Kornf cld 

Wednesday, February 15. 201/ 9:2!:> AM 

ChrisHlavka 

Jon Biggs; Los Altos Planning Transportation Commission 

RE. 2/17 PTC Item 2 

By copy of this message I am forwarding it to tile Director of Community Development and in turn the Planning and 

Transportation Commission. 

Regards, 

David 

David Kornfield 

Planning Services Manager-Advanc� Planning 

650-947-2632

City of Los Altos 

1 North San Antonio Road 

Los Altos, CA 94022 

NEW! Sign-up to receive City of Los Altos news dellvered right to your rnbox' www losaltosca.gov/enot1fy 

From: ChrisHlavka 

Sent: Tuesday, February 14, 2017 4:14 PM 

To: David Kornfield <DKornfield@losaltosca.gov> 
Cc: Jeannie Bruins <jeannie@bruinsfamily.net> 

Subject: 2/17 PTC Item 2 

The proposed amendments follow last year's review of a proJect in the El Camino corridor, but are missing BPAC 
guidance, in particular· the recommendation against landscaping in the right-of-way along El Camino. While the City of 
Los Altos generally encourages landscaping rn the public right-of-way both by residents and developers, it is not 
appropriate along a maJor urban corridor with high density development and increasing public transit, thus increasmg use 
of sidewalks by pedestrians and cyclists Therefore. I recommend that amendments guiding development along El 
Camino should include a ban on alteration of the right-of-way along El Camino Real except for installation of driveways 
into tl1e property 



Subject: FW Comment on El Camino Corridor - CT Zone 

From: Phan Truong __ _ 
Sent: Wednesdav, February 15, 2017 12:12 AM 

To: Jon Biggs <jb1ggs@losaltosca.gov> 

Cc: Phan Truong 

Subject: Comment on El Camino Corridor CT Zone 

Mr. Jon Biggs 
Los Altos City Hall 
One North San Antonio Road 
Los Altos CA 94022

RE: Proposed Amendments to Chapter 14 50 CT Zone District 

Dear Mr Biggs: 
My house is located at 739 Casita Way, abut to a High Potential Site for new development in near 
future. My house is shown below by the red arrow. 

Enclosed is a picture which I took looking out toward the business building in my backyard. Currently, 
the building is 3 stories. However, the first floor is underground, so the second floor of the building is 
the same ground level to my house. As you see, I can see that the building and its occupants can 
look directly to my backyard. We have NO PRIVACY. There were trees but the trees died. I took 
them out and replaced them with mutual trees (24 inches boxes). The trees were planted there more 
than 2 years ago and still cannot cover much of anything. The new plan proposes to allow a 45-60



feet (4 stones) building in the same location would cause more of an invasion of privacy Please 
imagine how this tall building would look down in my backyard 

The setback as of right now between my house and the building consists of a 10 feet land retaining 
wall and a full parking lot (Around 60 ft). A new set back rule reduces this distance to 40 feet, but new 
projects that include affordable housing decreases the setback by 20%. becoming around 32 feet. In 
addition to the possible height increase. please imagine how this tall building would look down my 
backyard while being closer to the fence line, making the building look much more imposing on my 
backyard. 

If the developers care about the need to their investment, I feel that I have just as much right to 
protect my investment My investment is not part of a profit seeking project, my investment is my 
HOME. where I live my life and raise my family, and have barbecues in the backyard to celebrate my 
kid's birthdays So yes. I do care about my BACKYARD, and the backyards of all Los Altos residents 
The new zoning regulations as proposed raise serious concerns for all Los Altos residents. with 
extreme impact on those residents who, like me, live abut to the CT zone. 

Please consider the Los Altos residents living abut to the CT Zone to make the right decision on the 
height of the building and set back from the property lines. 

We cannot compare with other side of El Camino (the Mountain View Side) as they do not have 
single-family residential housing abut to CT Zone 

2 



Thank you very much for your consideration. 

Best regards, 
Phan 
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Jon Biggs 

From: 

Sent: 

To; 

Subject: 

Attachments� 

From: Margie Woct 

Chris Jordan 

Wednesday. Februa,y 15, 2017 11:28 AM 

Jon Biggs 
FW: [I Camino Corridor input from LA resident 

201/0214 160424JP9 

Sent: Tuesday, rcbruary 14, 2017 5:19 PM 

To: City Council <council@losaltosca.gov> 

Cc: IC ( Tom Woch ; Chris Jordan <qordan@loxiltosca.gov> 

Subject: El Camino Corridor input from LA resident 

Dear I os Altos City C'ou111:il members. 

My hu!)band and children and T li\e on Loucks A\'enuc. I hi� is to oiler some mput and feedback on tht' 
development of the El Camino corridor as ·wcl I as lesson� kamcd from 1he recent dcvclormcnl-; neur us, 
specifically 960 �. San i\ntonio Rd. and the permitting or /\dohe Animal Hospital to move to �70 F.I Camino 
Real. 

During the con:-.lructiun ol' the 960 J\: .Sun l-\ntonio Road rroject, the work was rough on our street as well as the 
surrounding stri:ct ... \Ve had <.:ontractor mu.:1-.s and \\Orkcr!> cars parked on our street, in front of my house. 
humpl.!r to humpt!r for months. The \\Orl..ers trncks often partiall) blocl-.�J our <l.ri\eWU), garbage binc; anc.l 
frl.!q11ently Lhe tire hydrant across the street. LAPl) was unwilling to help LL'> \.vith the driveway if,vc were able 
to maneu\·er our cnrs out or our dri\'cway and around the parked cars/trucks. and if these said vehicles \\ ere 
blocking our gnrbage bins. we were rc!)ponsiblc for relocating our bins and making sure thC)· \\<.:re not missed 
by the pick-up company. ·1 he fire b) drant at the Vi llagl! Court \Vas often parked in front of too, and \\ he11 it ,vas 
rcporicd by me. it \Vas otkn asked how lung the car wmild be there which of course I had no idea. h was 
dif'licult to tell il'it was the car of an all-day worker or someone wbo hnd an appointment at Village Court and 
simply had no other place to parl. The construction workers often picniclcd in our front yard on sunny da}s, 
and when T asked them poliLdy to get off our property, they scooted to the outside 1 imil. I did not appn.:<.:iate the 
scoping of my property or m:ti,,ities of our fomily. It would be important for new development to nm take 
ad,·antagc of families who bought homes here, in a ranch rnmmunit}. rural setting and tum it into the likes of 
strip malls ru1d condensed housing comrnunitic.s lil-.e they an: seen in t-.lilpitas. 1 airfield and Rot:kl:md to name- a 
rcw. 

'\o\\ the structure ,, hich looms 0\ er our property ( sec attached photo) \.\ ith �9 \\ inJo\', s lnol,.ing onto our 
backyard is :1 hit on our home value .mcl our pri\'acy. \\,hich \.\e ha,·e none. '\Jo mailer how palatial a building 
could be constructed it is not beautiful to the nearby privalt: residents. I will not begin to mention the traffic. 
pollution, incrcusc<l taxcs and need for more school space ns this will lil,.cly oc n<l<lrc:-.sc<l h) others. 

Second is Ac.lobe Animal I Jo�pital on I· I Camino. Loucl-.s 1\\'cnu.: bccam� the employee parking "lot" shorlly 
after it opened in :!O 1 O. which coincided with the COlllplclion of' the San A.nlonio project mcntionec.l above. 
b er) da) in front of tn) home ,\.as 2-1 Adobe cars. \\ nt!n someont' cmnc to ,·isit us, tht.:� might haw had to 
st.'arch Im purling farther chm 11 the slrl!l!l. All<)\.\ ing dail) bu">incs::. prnling on a residential street create:-. 
frit.:tion between business pl!rsonnel nnd residents. I his hns been the u11fortunall! rnse ,viLh Adobe Animal 



I lospital a11d Loucks A\'enu� 1 ll::n\.· hi 111c11ti1111 that city rouncil member .hill Pepper was n great adH>cale li>r 
<lllr s1rcc1 m tr) ing Ill con,·1ncc AdohL' tn e,plnrc other pnrking h>r their employees There is still daily Adoh1: 
employee rarking on <iur street. but 11.!..,s. and there is "omc amount of c::;t;mford l [en Ith Care cmplo)cc parking 
hy their cmplo)ccs a-. , ... c11 I lopelully the same cquauo11::, in new <le,dnpmcms ,,ill not be usl'<l to determine 
parking spw.:c:-; for ne,, homes um.I businesses. the cun\:nt \-VU:-i inaccurate nnd unfair 10 po.!oplc who pay to live 111 

J .ch A hos. 

1hank you for the opportunity to share i)tir c,pcrience. ft:el free to come hy an<l ,1s1L us at home nn) Lime or 
conrac1 us in this mmtcr. 

t-.largic \\ och 
l om \Voch J 





Subject: FW El Carnino 

From: Carmichael, Jamie 
Sent: Wednesday, February 15, 2017 7:23 AM 
To: Jon Biggs <1�fi)lo,.� to�c.:i gov> 
Subject: El Camino 

'.\fr. Jon Rigg,. r>in:ctor of Planning Rl.: Prop,)s.:d .\,fa:nc.lm1..:nh Lu Chaptl!r 14.50 l I Loning Distri�t 

My husband and I are Los Altos Residents We are in support of adding multi family 
housing to Los Altos Many seniors are anxious to move from their large older homes 
into new multi family homes that are close to restaurants. retail and transportation. The 
area along El Camino is perfect for CT zoning By developing 5 story 58-60 ft new 
modern buildings we can offer that kind of housing to many families. 

Thanks, 

Jamie and Steve Carmichael 

fhl 111l�iflll! 1u,n II ,,, d.:1. fhl'!"I,· fr,!JII ff��,•:·.� I\ 171•.: ':t t.-.J1 ·r ... ,.;1111f rt.' 11., 111,,0� .�r,LI llr�" �·"' kµ '- ['fl\ 1k·rx i• '-: I l\!11tkr1 ,11' .. I, �;,1 11, ... ;,:-,,t,i1<"i'tt"t\�.,.i ,\l't....:,, 111 I" 1, I l'\'.I l•'I 
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Subject: FW' 2/17 PTC Item 2 

From: ChrisHlavka 

Sent: Tuesday, February 14, 2017 4:14 PM 

To· David l<or"lfield <D.<ornf e d(wlosalrosca.gov> 

Cc: Jeanii e Bruns 

Subject 2/17 PTC Item 2 

The proposed amendments fol1ow last year's rev1ew of a project in the El Camino comdor, but are missing BPAC 
guidance in part1cu ar the recommendation against landscaping ,n the right-of-way along El Carrino While the City of 
Los Altos generally encourages landscaping in the public right-of-way both by residents and developers, 1! ,s not 
appropriate along a rnaJor urban corridor with high density development and increasing public transit. thus increasing use 
of sidewalks by pedestrians and cyclists Therefore, I recommend that amendments gu1d1119 development along El 
Camino should include a ban on a terat,on of the right-of-way along El Camino Real except for 1nstallat1on of driveways 
into the property 
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Jon Biggs 

From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 

Importance: 

PTC members. 

Planning Division (FAX} 

Monday February 13, 2017 10:14 AM 

Los Altos Planning Transportation Commission 

FW New proposed CT Zone 

High 

Please read the email below regarding the CT zone amendments for your meeting on Thursday 

Thanks, Yvonne. 

From: Paul Huang: 

Sent: Sunday, February 12, 2017 10:46 PM 

To: Planning Service <planning@losaltosca.gov>; City Council <council@losaltosca.gov> 

Subject: New proposed CT Zone 

All, 

\.Ve were recently advised by our neighbors or the prnposed cit) changes lo the CT/ one 
rcgulutions and the process for· making the changes or El Camino corridor. \�.\: \\.ere 
totall: not a\.vart:" of a puhlic meeting held. 

The t.:ity not only had done, if not intentionally. very poor job in informing th� rcsidrnts 
orthesi;: important progress, but also failed to solicit r\!prcs�nlation of the com111unily. 
Should not the city make di I igent efforts to ensure \vhatc\ er planned are going to 
cater community interest� than the developers'! 

T,.vo of Lhc proposed changes are strongly negnti\,c to our community: I. Residential as a 
pcrmitkd use. This opens the parcels ur to the D�vdopmcnt l3y Right, i.e. falling in the 
c.kvdopcr\ discn:Lion nol city. This will do severe damagt: lo the control/govemancc than 
dc,\:lop our Los Altos neighborhood. rvlany re-;idents li�c me went to Stanford or alike 
because these schools lun c hi f.!h standards. so were our choi<.'I..' or Los ,1\ ltos as residctKL' . 

..... 

Du not n:rn.kr our living conciitions mediocrt'. :!. Height limit::, c:-.tcndcd Lo 57 feet from 
3.5 Ced. E\·cn the 35 foot n.:sid�ntial limit is irnoked for th<: "downtm\11 11 area. \Vhy th<:

hel I El C.. amino n�igbbors "rcsidcnLial '' nrea shou !cl recei\ e lrcatment \\ orse than the 
dO\\ 11w,, n? Doesn't this look totally lx1ckword? Are) ou impr�ss�<l b) the skyless and 
super high tknsily mess across the T· I Camino ( �an /\ntonio Center)? It might iake pride in 
compc1illg ,,.1L11 d0n�loping countries for l:rowJ�dness. ·1 hat sc�ne 1s IWL pktun.: or our I .o<; Altus 
commu111t), uur sLrl'cls. our lraffics, our schools. 



LO()king forward lo the <:oming 2/16 meeting. I lowevcr, ,ve don't bcli�\·e the city ha� 
proper n:prcs�nlation or the t:ommunity \'oices ac; )' et Lo put forward a decision, which 
could impact so man) rt!sidenls dinx:ll) or indirectly. A city's cxi�tcncc is lo surrort its 
com mun it) nnd residents. "lot the other way around. Isn't that lair ro .say city's plans 
should have proof of surport from the community first? 

Reg8rds 

Paul Huang 

Sent from ITl) iPhonc 
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l.fA(;l E OF \\'OMEN VOTl(RS

of the Los Altos-Mountain View Arca 

I cbruar) 11, �(JI 7 

Ch.11r �h1i"111 and \kmhcr-. ol tho..: Planning and I ran�pnn:itk1n Comm11tcc 
<..'11) of Lo!> ,\Ito:. 
I ,. San /\n11111it1 RtiHd 
I l,,; Alt11� CA 9,HJ:?2 

Rl.· PT( Mo..:l-·f ing • l\:hruar) 16th 

fhc I W\ -..11ppt1rt:-. a flordabll: lwu::.mg and abo 1rn:rea..,ed den,i� \\ here appropriall.. The L W\ ,upport-. 
m,�ed-u;;e lwu,mg. hou::-,nµ near cran,it, i11cl11wmar) Lt111111g. and mcenlh es for dc\elopmcnt ol alhirdabll! 
hou,;ing. WI.' hcl1c,c that higher hcights than whnt are prnpo�cci hy ... 1alf l'ur [·I Ctm11w :,hould he considered 
We 11,tcm.·d In 11u1r1) Pr< mo..:mhcr,; opining that h1gh�r h�1ghts are reast111a!1le and \\'Cha\\! ,1a10..:d our main 
rca ... �111� fur agret.>tng bclo\\ 

•\s many of you have :.aid. the mo�t appropnalc ar1.:a in I u..; i\lLu:. for im:rew,c::d dl!nsil) is alonµ I.I Ca11111w 
Ro..::11. T111, i,; � way t1f helping vv11h tlu: n.:gi1mal and Lo:, Altos jl1h-./hnw,ing imhalan.:.:<.: and n:laLcd 
tr:rn�pwtation problem .... h) huildinp. h ighcr Jcnsil) hou,ing along transit Cl1rrid<,r'> rhe L \\, \ thcrcrl,r\. urgc:-, 
:,uppt.>11 for lx11h cntin.:I) n..,tth:ntial dl!,elopmcnt along I.I ('amino, a., \\di a-.. rni,cd-u::.ed Jc,ellipment. \h: 
hclicvc chat h)okin!? nr tloM area ratio'> (FAR) and building mass are nH1rc i111porra1111han lo,)k111g al dtmsit) 
Smaller units ma) kad to a :,maller I· AR \\·hile being a hip.her dcn�it} limn is typic,dl} imag:int'd 

,\., for m.:.:entl\es for alfordahle lwu•w1g. we ad,11t1wlcdg.c thal l.n-. \hllS ha'> m.:l11si1m:iry requirement:,,. but 
p,,int ,1111 th.it <h11.' In the Palmer dce1::.10n. lhe,;t' are currently uncnfr,rcc:ihk ,, ith 1':spcd lo ro..:ntal housinp. 
unless a Jcvcloper is u:-:in!!, the \tntc Dcn'lil)· Bt)llus I :N (<;[)[iL). �ll iL 1s important that the SDT11 i:-- li11l..ed to 
local 1oning tirdi11aucc:-. 

We en.:ourage the City to adopt polic1c� that will c11cournl:!c housing along.1:1 Camtth.J, perhaps h1ol..ing at lhi.: 
Ntirlh Bay::.h0rc Prc<.:i-;c Plan andlor the 1:.1 Camino Preci:,,c Plirn adopted O) \fou11tai11 Vic,, am.1 thi.: (,rand 
Boule\ ard In it int he. These plan" pro1, idc i11ecnti, I.!::. for de, eloper, to huild a h ighcr pcrccnt3)2C 111" afTorJabk 
hc,u-..ing than unJ�r the �l)l3l.. in e,chan�e for hi�hcr r i\R, ror c,ampk. 'vlountam Vie" require,; a 
de, elnpcr to prm idc co1111111111it) ,'public benefits m e:-..change for addit11111JI fo'AR. ,\ 1fordahk hou:.mg m 
r\,fountain Vil'\\ 1s a cop priority as a .... ornmunity hcnclit. \Ve bdii.:,,c that Lus /\Ito::. needs tu d1, mnrc 10 
pn ,d uec hL1u,i 11g aci.:unl i 11g LL' lhc Rcgiunal Hliu�i ng Need-; A llncation •• md a bo ,llll1ild wor� clthd)- \\ ith lb 
nl'1ghh0r. ,-tnuntain vie, ... altmp. the r I Camino Rl.':tl corridor 

t\:-. part ol �uod land u,c planning for LI C'ami1w. i.::,pe1;:i,11l) if more re:-.idcnccs u!\! built, .::ale hil..1: um.I 
pt!destrian rouk�:,, should he careful I) C()nsideri.:d A bt1. highl.'r building hcight'i alon� LI Camino .... houl1l 1;1l..c 
11111, co11'idcratiL1n 1ran-;i11oning to the ndghbonng ,oning. ,,hich l)pic.111� rcquirc:-. l1mer height.... I heSt' 
111n111� chan!!e, c;hould .11:-.n ta!-.� into ,m;ounl lrnni.; h::,ues gl11ng through adjoininµ ncig.hlx1rho(11k 1 hat :--aiJ. 
,..,c hdie, c tht' l'1t::, ::.ht1uld he ahk 111 reconcile lhc�c intcrc,b \\ ith h1gh1:r hcight I 1mits tlrnn \\ hut i), prop1 ,�ell 
for the 71111111g. ( \)de ,\111c11dmcnl l\:h 16th I hanl... you for 1.'.0r1:.iclering t1ur input 

�m: R u::.-.d I 
('o( hair lh111-.i11g( ommillcc 
I V,'V Lll'thc l.o� :\1t�1::.-'v11.111nta111 V1C\\ Arca 

L>a, id 1'.1lrn fie Id



To: Los Altos Planning Transportation Cornm1ss1on 
Subject: FW Concerns of a Los Altos Resident and Homeowner 

From: Eric Hwang_ 
Sent: Monday, February 13, 2017 9:21 PM 
To: Planning Service <planning@losnltosc.1.gov>; Jon Biggs <1b•ggs@losa!t0sca.gov>; City Council 
<counc1 l@losa' co sea.gov'> 
Cc: ; Eric Hwang 
Subject: Concerns of a Los Altos Resident and Homeowner 

Oi..:ar Cit� Rcpn.:�cntati\C�. 

I under�u.md th<1l �1 city council meeting \viii be taking plate on 1-ehm:.in 161 to discuss. mnong nlher things.
allo\.ving the re-:toning of cerl:iin parcels to allow rcsidi..:mial as a pem,ilted use rather than as a rnn<li1ional us�. 
the latter of \\hicl1 requires city input and approval. Ry allowing this change. lam conci..:rneJ that the dty will 
be relinquishing its ability to cxcn needed inllu1:m<.:e and control over the widespread residential development 
that is taking place along the I .I Camino Real corridor, in particular in and around the FCR-San Antonio
intersection. 

Aside from heing ahlt.: to inlluence the de:>ign of nc1,,. rrojccts anJ preserve the feel of Los Altos a� a 
community. maintaining oversight and approval rights over nev,, de\·elopments is critical co L'nsure tha1 the 
cm·ironmcntal effects of nc,., dcvclopml:nts i� studied and not ignored. l'hc quiet streets. larger lot sizes and 
lack of sidc\:1oalks and street lamps gives thi;: community <l ··::..mall \'illng� fc1..'l" that i� unique and sets Lo:. Altos 
apart from the .surrnumling wmmunities. Los Altos is decidedly not urhun, an<l it is important that our 
rc:presentativt.:s understand that it is with.in our collccrive control lo have l .os Altos continue as such. 

1 am a 13ay Arca native. a graduate of ncarhy Paly and a re�ident of Los Altos since 2012. My fomily. 
consbting. of my \\ilC and our 1\-\'0 young children. live on I oucks i\ vc. where you may r�call that last )Car a 
l'.ar traveling well in �xccss of[reewilJ' spec:ds lost control. flipped and landed in our nt'ighbor·::. from yan.l. Our 
children frequently play in our c.lrive\vay. and we regularly wall-_ along Louck\ Lo Lh� rt:staurants and grocery 
slorc::s al the FCR-San Antonio intersection. ·1 his cvcm was .shocking. to .... ay the least. As many arc aware. mid 
consistent with lindings of the environmental studies J)('rlomie<l in rnnne<.:Lion with the development or the 
Village at Sun Antonio Center. the increase in traffic al()nl:.{ San Antonio mid f-CR has been significant. One of 
the primar) efJects of this large development is that lrartic is now finding alternative routes to avoid the 
gridlock that \\'C' face on a dail) basis. ll1i.s means Lhat trnnic overflows onto Loucks and Los Altos Ave, 
among many others streets. I understanc.l Lhat tralfo: is bad everywhere in the Bay /\n�a (I remember as a child 
when it \\as vcry. very c.ltrlerent). but we as a community have the abilit)' 10 eontml the 1:,.rro,.�1h that i� 
happening. within our c(illlmtmity. not only for the :-:.aJ'i..:t)· ol' our children ,.,t,o play on our streets, hut 10 

maintnin the feel of our community that is core l() the ONA of Lo::. Altos. 

Adtm: moving. to Los Altos in 2012, my wite and L along \,\·ich our lhL'1Hnfanl son. liH,:d in San 
frnnciscn. lhP.ing !en a high-density urban cmironmcnt for 1he 4uk1 suburb:,, of Los Altos wa� an intentional 
dcci:,,ion. It reflected our desire to lcaw bchin<l the high density residential ncighhorhnods or Mission 13a1 for 
the safety. space. quid an<l qualiLy schools that Io, Altos could offl.·r. \Vc \\ere <loing. \\·lrnl we thought wm; 
bes! for our famih·. Since rdocnting. we have seen the Village ..ii �an i\ntonio C'enter huill. "' ith the m�;,...I phm,e 
llO\.\ in pn.1ce'>s. \\ l' have nbo seen the Oomus un thl' B(1uk\. arc.I. Col(lllnnde I os Altos and Lo::-. Altos C iardc-ns 



h1.:·,. \\ith :1ppro,al !;Jr th1.; di:\'c·l,,pmcnt of21 uniL'i at -1880 FCR anJ a mammoth ,iG univ ..tt -100 �an 
,1\11101110. < >ur 1wighhorhood 11(1w rcs..:mhks nur ol<l nt·ighhorh<h)d in \t1s..,1on Ba) more 1han I e\cr could lmvt: 
thought po..,sihk. 111 ..i<lditwn. \\C ha,..: ,cen a 1.:ar spccdtng in l'n.111L of Ill) huust' wdl in t:\ce 'i or an) 
r...:asonahk llll!a.'>Un.: of sanil\ lose control. !lip and land upside dO\\ in our ncighhnr"'> )ard. an e\l'lll that \\U:­

lar_1!1:I) th..: r...:'>ull of lhc incn:,.1.st:<l merlltm Lraflic that our !)ln.�ct Ill}\.\' Sl!l.!S. In Lhc..,I.' lh\ y..:ars l)f living hert:. we 
hi.1,c ocgun to see thi: t'msion of the kc) \alues that brought U'.'> L<1 I .u:- .\Ito.., m the lir-.t pla..:l' and this is ,,hill) 
Ji..,hcarkn ng. 

Atlov, ing. residential dc\'doprncm tu continue .11 1b current pace in our communit) ,, ill Jramutically change thi: 
unique chJract..:r that ,ch I o:-. Altos <1pan From our Pal{, \Ito and \1ount .. 11n Vi�1,,. ncighhor .... Its lon!!· and 
shorL-ll'nn impact, Lo nur roac.l said� trnffo: congestion and abilit) h> s�nl' an unprec.:c<lcnt..:J influ!\. of 
addition.ii sLm.knl" 111:cd LO be careful!� considered and stu<lie<l. and our representatives nccJ to ha .. 1: u sea! ,ti 
th'- cable "hen dclistons that carr,) su�h 1mme1hc dcmthlrcam imp:h:ts to our communit� an.: made \\ c cannot 
simrl) giw Lhis po\\·<:r 10 real estuk dt!\dopt!rs. whose interests arc not aligned w11h the long term\ 1c\, thal we 
a.., resident" and ml'mhcrs of chis small c0nummi� ,;;harL' Our l'IL) is ,pccial and cniquc It i" 11r tn 11, I!) cn'iurc 
that it rem: ins so 

l 1nfortunatcl1. dul' hi a lont;!,:-.LanJing pnor commitmcnl. my \1,iJr..: nnd I ar..: unable to attc11J tht: meeting. As 
suc.:h. I am ,, riling this em:.11 I to � ou in mh an<.:..: of the mc\!ting \O that our \ oicc c.:an he heard and count�d 
umong those \\ ho , mce c.:nm.:crn over th1.., ,·ery unportam issue. 

With \.\anncst reganl,. 
1 ht: I h,,ang famil�. 1 os Alto-, n:sidents �incc 2012 

}. 



Jon Biggs 

From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Cc: 

Subject: 

Attachments: 

Mary Skougaarci 

Saturdc:1y. Febrtwry 11. 2017 5:52 PM 

Jon Biggs 

VILL.AG[ COURT CT 

RTI MA PIX HISTORY.docx 

To Los Altos Planning - Director. Staff ,Commission 

. .  - � 

Zoning all propert es CT on El Cam no (and ,ts main artenes) subiects al these prcpert,es to all the same cond1t1ons 
making them incompatible w th the intended and actual use of adioining properties 

Los Altos El Camino (unlike Mt View) has no transitlonal zoning between CT and single family residential Thus several 
El Camino area parcels shown as CT are actually modified CT's replacing the orig nal transitional zoning between E 
Camino CT and adJacent R 1-10 properties and should not be considered properties suitable for more intense 
development 

The Village Court parcel bordering Loucks and Rilma Lane is one of these (Village Court on El Camino 1s regular CT ) 
Ongmal modif1callons were for max 2 story with a 75 ft parking only setback from R1lma Lane and were adopted by 
mutual agreement after the original Rilma Lane homes were built Attached are some pictures and comments about the 
evolution of this agreement - and the special Los Altos spirit of Rilma Lane residents over the years 

The Village Court development requirements noted above have been in effect and verbally verified by every planning 
director since the shopping center was built The City should provide adJacent homeowners with valid wntten 
confirmation of this fact for valuation and disclosure purposes 

Mary Skougaard 



RILMA LANE:/VILLAGE COURT PIX HISTORY 

2005 - Feature article in San Jose Mercury and Los Altos Town Crier 

RILMAtANE 
FR1Etl0SH1PS THRIVE 
ON LOS ALTOS CUL OE Sf\C 

R Lane II cul� that ne , hi. , 
�'° p,u1m11 t�'"' 

2012 Village Court zoning- Rear parcel "42", front (E:I Camino frontage} parcel "-47 "-46 "was Wells 

rargo - now Dittmers. "-45" same long-term owner at lower elevation. 
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"Oak Grove" submdivided 1953 - Rilma lane and Loucks Avenue dedicated 1954 

Commercial wraps El Camino corner to Loucks. Rest is orchard. All bul 2 Rilma homes were bui11 by 

George Owens whose family (including current builder Bob Owens) lived on Rilma Lane 

After the Old Plantation Restaurant burned down this corner sold to I believe Home FederiJI who built 

the original Vill age Corner shopping center (changed to Court with new owner}. The orchard area was 

temporarily rezoned to transitional housing (smal l lot) same as Sherwood Triangle across San Antonio 

Both residents and shopping center owners agreed that a more suitable (for residents) and usable (for 

commercial) transitional area would be parking within 75 ft. or resid�nces with non-parking uses limited 

to the front commercial area. Accordingly, the owners added substantial fill from Loucks to El Camino 

requiring walls around all north edges and hmited buildings to non-intrusive residentinl heights. 



Village Court area priot to 1953 



Jon Biggs 

From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Cc: 

Subject: 

Stenn Kay 
�nday �ebruary 10 7017 2 11 PM 
Jon Biggs 
Carmicht1el. J;.m1ie, Phyllis Carmichael 
CT Zon·11g Letters from l os Atlos res·dents 

I am in full support of the build with specific supporting emphasis of the below: 

* CT zoning is not downtown zoning were we are at 35 ft height . we can afford to go at 58-60 ft in
CT zoning since we are on a Highway .. El Camino Real 1s a Highway

" If developed right with a height at 58-60 ft/5 story all remaining CT zoning cites could bring 
approximately 40 condo units as BM R's in the next 7-10 years That is 40 families that will benefit 

Thank you, Kay 

I appreciate rej"t.1rrafs and f'm alu-uy.,; reuJy IP ud cm ancl respond to your 1·1'.fi•rrcr/s' 

I have not verified any of the information contained in those documents that were prepared by other 
people 

Kay Stenn

Realtor•- Broker Associate 
1-650-224-2222 / cell
CalBRE #01985404

Coldwell Banker 
1-650-941-7040 I 0H1ce
161 South San Antonio Road
l os Altos CA 94022
[mall. kay stenn@CBnorcal com
https.//www facebook com/kaystennhomcs
www kaystcnn com

Campbell . Monthly Area Report 
Los Altos · Monthly Area Report 
Mountain View· Monthly Aron..B.m9!1 
P@!2.6ll.9 Monthly Area Report 

1 lu. 1nf\'i111i H,,111° fhl'; Clt"l lru111\!' r· t1l 11 �Je'.C, Liu: .. �11\l..:r', "''nt1�c1:.01 t.1 ..,,r.r rt d m�., ,·I..• 1 ) pn"1h:�i:J lt 1s nti. .. r.di:'\ �k, r, � • .• .1 ... h '1' ,.,, 1 \ .... ("'\., t� t11, 1 ,. , ... 
"t N .. m11l 111c).5i.tt;\." ti\ , l\\;flC < �\.' ,., unJ11ll1'""ltt.·d II ,·no IUC' '",� tlv• 1 t: , �,Ir "- 11 t 1 ', d,�_u:, .. te ll•p\: nJ J tn ti ,r r,r 1 , OC1r-. - J , •: '-ltrll.��J I,) IY .. • r �.. 11 
rch,111,: ''" II � 1•11.>tl ll(tl I C:J\ t.'<' UL;mf.l 



I h: ::.tn..!:.1 � lt'"H."S thal !fl_,; L Ilk I .. , l\.. ,Ill'\+ tilt1d1f11l lJI I.\'�, .. rtly, 11f 1'11\ ". 111�. Wlllrl .. hup·1 h,ll�('. u.,-J.\1r md1\...0'J."j {A)�k trAb:r 'iCOI r,, Inc; , ... }: I .,i; I'\ ,n.•1 hnt""rl:,, ltlllld 
h,tvt.. '\:l n I tk�tt\.i. Jll.1 111; t1:·1,�111:ss•or· u, a, l\lir� Iii."" .. ��•e�· 1 ·�� 1x,·11i�tJt ;,n., .1l\itd1.r1ct1b tl1t' 1�1.: 1p1<nt Jltt:pL"i rul ri:,rH1:i.s1h1lttv tnr :..J .•. np l)ff•t1i.�c11v,: ;-·Old 1v11J�'fil a�tun 
J.liou "'"U.;�� .nu.I uU11.�r Jd ... ;,:.:, J hr !.-<n..._1� !'t n.1111r,111y '\ ·1N lk,hl, k,r 1•1·, l11S!\ lll ..J:,111Ubl: ;u,«. ng .11 .1 1:, \'t.:..ty ·�om th:,) r.t<:�SJf't.: or 1:s 11.:::?. • .'1n.:m!\ 

NiHl'tn� tr thl" :1l.:1 I �h.JI h..: th:-.: n�d lt1 crc-J�-.· u h,r.J·n� (\'Ol�:.: t l\l pur�h.l.\t\lsdl rec.I C'-il!.l:C r,..: \L�r.Jcr i,\r 1h1- ('lflf.11 '"�"-·,: I nt rt 1\\0 111� lti.f l(llll\' hl h1r.t.! J hu�cr o· v:I Cl I \ d 
,,ontmll 1•m wrll,'.1 n· �,:::hJI ,,,rrn,1nicu110ns 1rduJ1ri; NJ: nv l11n1:ctl IJ\, cru,I ,llmmJr.1�Juon� 



Jon Biggs 

From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subj�ct: 

Attachments: 

Hello Mr. Grenier· 

Jon Biggs 

Thursday, February 09. 2017 4.38 PM 

'joe grenier' 

RE: El Camino Corridor-CT Zone 

At1achment A Draft CT Ordinance 2.16.2017.doc; 1:xhibit 'A' - Map.pd! 

I am including a copy of the ordinance that is moving forward to the Planning anu Transportation Commission (PTC), 

which includes the proposed amendments to the CT regulations. The PTC will consider these amendments at their 

meeting next Thursday, August 16 at 7:00 pm here in the City Council Chambers of City Hall at 1 North San Antonio 

Road. I am also providing a map that shows the extent ot the El Camino Real corridor and the CT zone district. 

I am searching for the plans for the Marriot - I may need to pull them out of our archives so I do not have an exact height 

to give you yet, but it appears to range in height from 35' to 40' at the peaks of the building. 

Please let me know if you have other questions. 

Thank you for your interest in this 1oning amendment. 

Jon Biggs 

--· ·Original Message····­

From: joe grenier 

Sent: Thursday, February 09, 2017 8:06 AM 

To: Jon Biggs <jbiggs@losaltosca.gov> 

Subject: El Camino Corridor-CT Zone 

Jon, 

I would like to find out more about the amendments that are under consideration. Specifically, what exactly is the 

location, or boundary, of the Corridor and what is being amended? What areas of the Corridor are being considered for 

redevelopment? 

Also, what is the current height of the Marriott on the corner of Los Altos /\ve and El Camino? 

Thanks, 

Joe Grenier 



Jon Biggs 

From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 

Dear Mr. Biggs 

Ellen Dolich 
fhursday, February 09. 7017 1 53 PM 

Jon Biggs 
ECR CT zone 

I am unable to attend next Thursday's meeting about the l:CR Corridor but wanted to express my thoughts� As a resident 
on Distel Dr and ECR, I am disheartened by the usually high amounts of office spaces, and new housing especially, 

condos and apartment buildings in this already congested area. Traffic is becoming unbearable. I would much rather see 

more user friendly development of green space, parks and high quality (not chain) small businesses and restaurants. 

Thank you. 

Ellen Dolich 



Jon Biggs 

From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Cc: 

Mariel 
Wednesdoy. February 08. 2017 1:40 PM 
Chris Jord,m. Jon Maginot, Cny Council 
Jon Biggc; Dave WalthN, fmily Walther· darren jones Mary Skoug,i.ird: Ja11<.1ki 1 ennet1. 
Raman tennet1; L1s,..1 Martinez, Luc Bousse; sara song. Harry Logan. 
mrke stoops@yahoo com: Jenni4er Jones Harry Loga'1 

Subject: Incorrect PTC pub 1c notice (CT zoning) h.irms residenl input 

1 o: Chris Jordan. Jon VlaginoL City Council. 

WI! appn:ciate the Planning effort of the Iii ( ·nminu Corridor - CT Rc-7 nne. 

\\"e arc following up nn rhr Publit. Hearing 'Jot1l:� lrom the PT Commission for thl'. lir:-,t meet111g on I hursday. 
Fcbn.mr) '.:!nd, 20 I 7. 

As 1n<licated at this meeting. lhe nolice \.VUS is:-ued with the 111u,rrt!c..f datt If H'ed11estla) lib 1111n 1ml "OJ 7. 
Abo. it is important to note that the J_nj(>rmation Packt:t iim 1101 avurlah/(' /or rc\'iew as promi'>l'.<l, and other 
in1�rested parties ,vcrc n_gr 1�orjfied gj_rhis met•ring. 

• Our ncighh<.>r. \.far) Skoug,imd. contacted � our 1.kpartmcn1 in person on the firs! business th.1) alh:r
n:cei\·ing the nnti<.:c, :-,tamped 1/19/2017. in order to get cl,uifaution No one in Planning km:,\
an)1hing. i\:far) monitored your web-sire daily for O\Cr u ,.,.eek. She alerted neighbor� ,1,hom she could
reach as soon as she saw the posting, \Vilh the c.:orn:<.:t infomrntion.

• Other intcrcs11.xf pa,1ics in Ollf n..;ighborhood were nm included in the Public Hearing l\oticc
• l he notice promised thnt an lnfomm11on Pm.:kel was \\0tild be available on the \\eh-:-,1te nnd m Plu11ning

at City Hall the Thursday prior to the meeting. It went up late on Friday c, cning

L pon learning of the c1 rors. our neighbor� and I hm.1 e:-:r«::<.:tt!d an amended notice\\ ith thl! corrected date or with 
a nc\\ date of a r·c-schcdukd mc�1ing 

As residents ,,.,hose Ii ,·es ,, i II be ;1flected b) the CJ' Rc-Z(lnc. 11 t' were c.·omp!C'h Ir d1sre\Jh'Clcd We ha, t' tht! 
right ll1 kamnnd urn.krslnnd ho,,. zoning mil affect our li\l!s, our neighborhood. nnd to prnvi<.lc input 10 the 
pl:rnning process We were minimized b) the Planning Pro<.:es, and b) the Pl,1n11ing Commis:-,it1n in the \.\U) it 
responded to our input. I he input ('I resiJl.'nls '"ho attended the meeting CHl rhur.,day. rchruary 2. 20 l 7 \\as 
complctcl) disregarded 

The Planning and Transportation l'on1111bsio11 mc1.:ting ol Fchruar� '.2. 2017 took awa) the rcpn:s�n1;it1on thar jc; 

O\\Cd to the communit� 

Corrcclh l' .\ctinn Rcguc,t: 
\'Ve are n.>qut!sling u rcspnnst' \\ ith an appropriate lcH:I of cum.:1:ti \c .iction We arc also rcqucstin� rcl'.1,rds "ith 
n,1me and addre\s of e, eryon1,; on , our Public Not1l'1.' Distnhut 1011 J 1st of tlus Public I k::trin� \Joliet'. 



Sincerely, 
Mariel Stoop�. Da\'C Walther. Lrnil) Walther. Darren .lont!s. Mary "ik.ougaarJ. anJ C'oncernc<l Neighbors 

2 



Jon Biggs 

from: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 

Mary Skougaard 

Wedneic;day, February 08, 2017 1:19 PM 
Jon Biggs 

fwd CT ORDINANCE ISSUFS 

oops- t·redfingers here's correct your correct address - mary 

--Original Message-­
From. Mary Skougaard 
To. 1b1ggs <jbiggs@losalosca gov>; DKornfield <DKornfield@losaltosca gov> 
Cc dave walther ·, emily wafther 

... -

maneLstoops · mike stoops · • • 

harrylogan 
raman tennet1 hsa mlmc...es1gn < 

Sent· Wed, Feb 8 2017 1 11 pm 
SubJect CT ORDINANCE ISSUES 

H1 Jon -

Our famrly 1s one of many who have sacrificed to become part of the residential oasis of Los Altos We live on R1lma 
Lane adjacent to the Village Court parking area - a family-oriented neighborhood of active community members deeply 
concerned about potentially drastic changes to Los Altos residential properties and lives 

We were therefore shocked to receive a notice on a weekend about miscellaneous CT zoning amendments (rncludrng 
major ones which could affect our homes) noting a wrong day, date and year It appears other interested parties were 
not even included. It stated that further infonnatJOn was available at the City's planning office with complete packet 
information available a week before the meeting NOT SOI! I I checked planning immediately and nobody knew anything 
Then the packet promised Thursday got sent late Fnday with letters included the day before the meeting I checked again 
and sent reminders to the few from our street who were able to attend 

We feel you should know that those residents who attended felt their concerns were minimized and basically disregarded 
We understand the Council is pressuring Planning to nnahze issues so they can end the El Camino moratorium but we re 
concerned that UNINFORMED decisions could be made that would permanently alter hfe for the residents - and 
residential Los Altos Certainly no permanent zoning changes should be adopted for VILLAGE COURT until more 
information 1s documented and resolved regarding the rear 75 ft parking only area and the front 2 story max This is lhe 
only property needing affirmation of these special considerations 

We look forward to hearing rnore from you on this subJect. 

Respectfully, 

Marv Skn11n:::i_::1rr1 



The Walther Family 

Los Altos, Cl\ 94022 

February 7, 2017 

To: 

Planning and Transpo1tation Commission pl .rnning@losaltosca gov 

Mr. Jon Biggs Jb1ggs@losc1 to�c;i gov 

City H.ill 

One North San Antonio Road 

Los Altos CA 94022 

RE: Proposed Amendments to Chapter 14.50 Cl Zone District 

Comments to the proposed changes to the CT Zone regulations and Lhe process for making the changes: 

Thank you to the staff and Commission for the work being done to carefully create a sensible 

development plan for the El Camino corridor. It's clear that there are changes on the way and this effort 

to get m front of it and plan cohesively in advance is ver{ much appreciated. 1 here are many 

constituents involved and affected and all deserve to be in on the planning process. 

At the last meeting, I had n strong feeling that the comments of the residents seemed to be dismissed by 

some commissioners. The commission listened to the developers ask for 57 % feet and then said "we 

need 57 * feet" The commission listened to the rcsrdents but then characterized them as not ·wanting 

any change. 

As a resident, I have a right to be respected and heard. I understand that change is coming, our request 

is that it come sensibly and with full protection for the already existing neighbors In thf' community 

One commissioner, in fact, accused the residents of saying "not in my backyard''. Well, we are literally 

discussing my backyard. 

The commission stressed the need for more housing as a priority for Los Altos. 

I don't know if the developers Ci'lrc about this need, but I would say that they an .. here protecting their 

investment - and I feel that I have Jusl as much right to protect my investment. My investment is not 

part of a profit seeking project, rny investment ts my HOME, where I live my life and raise my family, and 

have barbeques in the backyard to celebrate my kids birthdays. So yes, I do care about my BACKYARD. 

And the backyards of all Los Altos residents. 

The new zoning regulations as proposed raise serious concerns for all Los Altos residents, with extreme 

impact on those residents who, like me, live adJaccnt to the CT zone 



1 wo of tre proposed changes deserve the most scrutiny. 1. R<''i1dcntial as a permitted use, and 2. Height 

llm1ts 

first, the proposed change lo Jllow Residential as a Non conditional use ls of pnrticular conct'fn. The 

problem here 1s that 1s opens the parcels up to the Development by Right principle, which can take all 

rnntrol away from the city Tbe combination or a proposed 57 foot limit and permitted Residential uc;e 

has the possibility to gr<'en light an entire corridor of sky and hp,ht blocking building::.. I urge the 

commission to retain the Conditional Use nature and grant appropriate residentiJI project,; on the 

conditional use basis 

Second, the proposed height ltmits Residential property should be ltmited to 35 feet. Even though this 

doesn't even mean 3� feet, as with the Oensicy Bonus, it will e.isily go up lo 45 46 feet. The 35 foot 

residential limit is invoked for the downtown are..i - the El Camino nc1ehbors should receive the same 

consideration. A 45 foot b;:ise limit, which then runs to 57 feet wich Density Bonus, SEVERELY impacts 

the neighborhood all around in terms of sky and light blocking, noise, ac; well as traffic and other 

concerns, and most of all PRIVACY. Landscape scr�ening can go only so far and "80 foot Redwood tr�r>s" 

.ircn't the answer as they would block sunlight too. 

In addition, it doesn't seem necessary to protect luxury height ceilings In the regulations -the actual 

code of law should ill low for standilrd height ceilings, not the expanded luxury height. If a particular 

development pro1ect finds the expanded height important to that project, it should be on the developer 

to find a way, but not be written into the code. Imaginary future residents of these units should not 

hJve mor� rights thar1 those of us who already live here. 

As a final pornt, I need to reiterate that the community must have an appropriate amount of time to 

consider and be heard on these changes. With the lack of notice for the prior meeting, we did not have 

the necessilry time lo study, consider, work through and provide complete comments before l._.e latest 

draft. I urge the commission consider the comments made here and at the 2/16/17 meeting -which 

possibly could have been included in the last meeting if we were given correct notice. Any final 

determination at the 2/16/17 meeting would be rushed and inappropriate. 

Thank yolJ for your consideration. 

Emily Walther 



Jon Biggs 

From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Cc: 

Subject: 

Attachments: 

DavC' Walther < 

Saturday Feb,uary 04, 2017 7.26 PM 

David Korn'leld Jon Biggs: Planning Service. Ma,y P,ochnow 

l:.mily Wallher 

Planning commission comments. CT p,oposal comments 

rilmil_ CT proposalcomrnents 2 4_2017 _dcw.pdf 

Dear pbnning commission. city council memh1:rsh1p. ma)M· 

Attached l IHt\'l' aHcmpL.:J h> prmitle ,ome l't.:edback to tJ1c CI d�-.dopmenL proposals. I have aLten1pt1.!d 10 
provide the mutcriul in a munnL'r which lits with �k I3iggs proposal As noted at the plmrnin!! <.:ommis�ion 
mcl.!Ling. ,.,t.: anJ our ncighhors unc.kr')land the need fur rational dc:,·el,lpment in light of housing :,hortagcs and 
apprt!ciale your elforts on hdK1lf of all Los J\lwc; rL'siJcnl-; The sum mar) comments to the rc:sidenls came 
m:m.ss as .1 bi1 p1;:damic when compared to the 1.:011sideralion giYen to the clcvclopcrs presenl. 

J'or pcrspccti\e. at the meeting I n\)h:J Lh�I I "'as a 5th generation Lo'> Altan -- nol bc:c::iusc I am suggesting ,ve 
return to the orchards and \incs c�LahlisheJ by the Distds in  the 1800.., In Ii.tel. 111) great grnndlathe1 (f\.loshcr) 
was one of the c.1gncrs estahlishing tht.: City of Los Altos in 195::?. My gr,mdralhcrs store (Walther's) was 
lontt�<l in CT .1.onc 

Through all the dc:velopment. we chose to rclltm to 1.os Alto::. becm1sl! of the unique way in which the city 
rrovicks a rel"ugt:: from the hustle and bustle of Silicon Valle:). It is n palpable Ceding wh1.::11 you cross inlo Lhe 
cit) at El Camino. The, illagc feel i-; a primary lt!aLure. In fact it is the tirst line of the city ,,ebsitc. J fear that 
exccssiYc height buildings along 1.:1 Cami nn "ill lead ll1 a border ,,.all type feeling. "' hich will feel 111111·elc:ominp, 
in addition to infringing on RI neighbor.'>. 

I ill\ ilc an) 01· you co speak \\ ith me funher or to \'isit to -;cc the rnm:nl impact of(' r on RI. I -.,oulu be 
pkiL-;cd Lo prmidc any rurtht!r darilication or comments. 

Wilh he�t r�garJs ,m<.I �incere thanks for your crt'tirts that makc: ror thl! best Cit) or Lo� Allos­
Da-. id \\'all her 



Jon Biggs 

From: 

Sent: 

To: 
Subject: 

Jon, 

Pat Marriott < 
Saturday, February 04, 2017 10 48 AM 
Jon Biggs 
FW public bcn('f1ts 

I sent this to JeanniE' by ml:.Lake. Oullook is too smart for me !:.;; 

pat 

From: Pat Marriott. 
Sent: Saturd'1y, February 04, 2017 10:41 /\M 
To: council@losaltosca.gov 
Cc: cjordan@losaltosca.gov; Jeannie Bruins Ubruinsra:•losaltosccJ.gov) 
Subject: public benefits 

Council Members· 
At the February 2'' PTC meeting, there was a peripheral discussion of public benefits and Jon Biggs mentioned public 

art. 

I'm strongly opposed lo allowing a developer to offer art as a public benefit for 2 reasons· 

1. Everyone has an opinion about arl, and what one resident loves, another may hate.

2. The city has many actual needs that could be funded by developers

rm also opposed to the 1% (or any percent) for public art for the same reasons. If a developer wants to include art in a

project, that's fine, but if we have an opportunity to negotiate with developers, let's use the proceeds where they will 
do the most good: improving our city infrnstructure and - if it's legal - donating to Rotary or LACF projects for the 

needy. 

Thanks for listening, 

Pat Marriott 



if"' 01! a 

Open Space 

February 1, 2017 

Jon Biggs, Community Development Director 

City of Los Altos 

1 N San Antonio Rd 

Los Altos, CA 94022 

:;, .'{ � €11?:irC(<­
pv1 MA/"{ Cv �Cfi. � ,-..J

7 -, . \ 

Re: Amendments to the CT Zone District - El Camino Real Corridor 

Planning and Transportation Commission Meeting, February 2, 2017 

Dear Director Biggs· 

On behalf of the M1dpeninsula Regional Open Space District (District), we would like to submit the 

following comments regarding the proposed amendments to the CT Zone District 

Comprised of over 62,000 acres of protected and acquired open space, the District Is one of the 

largest regional open space districts In California. Our mission Is to acquire and preserve a 

regional greenbelt of open space land in perpetuity, protect and restore the natural environment, 

and provide opportunities for ecologically sensitive public enjoyment and education. We have 

enjoyed being a partner with the City of Los Altos in helping to provide open space opportunities 

to its residents since 1972 

As you know, the District is planniig for a future administrative office, and our Board of Directors has 

recently determined to rebuild the D1stnct headquarters at 330 Distel Circle This site 1s zoned as 

Commercial Thoroughfare (CT) and recognized as being part of the Grand Boulevard Initiative 

(www.grandboulevard.net) With the smart growth Inlt1at1ves like the Grand Boulevard that focus new 

development in walkable, transit-accessible areas, we realize how fortunate we are to have our 

headquarters in this location As such, we feel an obligation to maximize the development potential 

of this site to meet the larger greenhouse gas reduction goals of SB 375 and our region's Sustainable 

Communities Strategy (Plan Bay Area) 

As currently written, the proposed amendments to the zoning ordinance appear to apply primarily to 

residential uses within the CT zone. Given our future design and development of a new adm1n1strative 

office, we seek clanf,cation on how the proposed amendments would affect the redevelopment of 

existing office uses 

In addition, we seek clarification on the height limitations in the zoning language. Recent 

correspondence with you indicates that a three-story office building would be allowed 15 feet per 

story, totaling 45 feet, with ari additional 12-foot elevator or mechanica structure permitted on the 



roof However, the current code and proposed amendments do not appear to address the additional 

height allowance for mechanical equipment on building roofs 

We apprecrate the opportunity to comment on the proposed amendments to the CT zoning 

code, and we look forward to remaining an important part of the Los Altos community 

Should you have any questions please feel free to contact me at (650) 691-1200 

Sincerely, 

9«ZY�-
Jane Mark, AICP 

Planning Manager 

Midpeninsula Regional Open Space D strict 

cc: Ana Ruiz, AICP 

MROSD Assistant General Manager 
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Proyosed CT ZonJngAmend_mcnts 

We have received and reviewed the Staff Report and revised LOning Ordinance for the CT Lone.

Although we believe this is a good starting point we have a variety of questions, comments, and 

concerns regarding the proposed Zoning. During the hearing process we heard it stated very clearly that 

the City would like to increase the number of Affordable Housing Units provided within new multi-family 

projects. In addition, the Zoning Code requires that Multi-Family zones be developed to their maximum 

densi1Y unless specific condinons exist. (See Section 14.18.030) Many of the requirements within the 

proposed CT 7oning would rnake IL difficult, if not impossible, to develop to the maximum density of 38 

dwelling units per acre much less add the iricreased density for additional Affordable Housing Units. 

Section 14.50.100 

There should be a provision for encroachment of architectural features and balconies into the side yard 

setback. This will allow for a more articulated building exterior and not unreasonably reduce the side 

yard clear space visually or the siie of the building. This could also be written as an average setback that 

would allow projections of a certain distance so long as they are balanced with larger setback areas. 

Seclion 14.50.110 B 

The 30' height limit does not correspond very well to any number of stories in a conventional building. If 

the standard height m this portion of the site was 35' it would be feasible to build three stories of 

habitable space with a reasonable plate height and structural floor section, See Table A 

Section 14.50.110 B 

There should be some allowance in this landscape buffer area for some usable features so long as a 

reasonable buffer and screening is maintained. 

Section 14.50.l'IO 

The minimum height should be increased to 46' in order to accommodate four stories with a reasonable 

plate height and structural floor section, See Table A. 



Section 14.50 150 (this needs clarity and flexibility) 

The required amounts or Open Space in lhis section are excessive for projects within Lhis density range 

We have reviewed the requirements of many Cities and find smaller and more flexible levels of Open 

Space to be typical, See Table B. 

A. Private Open Space shall be provided at a ratio of 60 sr per unil averaee. When provided

Private Open Space shall have a minimum dimension of 6'

B. Common Open Space shall be provided at JOO SF per unit. Common Open Space shall have a

minimum dimension of 12'.

C. The required Landscape Buffer should count as Open Space, landscaped areas typically are

included.

Questions 

A. Does the area 1n the front yard setback that includes feritures such as seating and landscaping

counl as Open Space?

B Can interior public spaces such as large lobbies, fitness rooms, and gathering rooms count as 

Open Space? I think this gives an incentive to developers to include these building features. 

C. Could a side yard on a comer site be considered Open Space?

Table B 
Open Space Priv;:itc Common Notes 

Mountain View 30% of s·ce Ave 40 SF/ Unit Landscape areas count 
�in. 40 SF if providt>d 

Palo AILO 20% of Sile 50- 75 SF SO SF 
Min o' / so SF Min 10' / 200 SF 

Menlo Park 80SF 100SF Either/Or not both 
Min. 6'x6' Min. 20'x20' 1.25 -1 ratio If both 

S"f' .\ppPnd • A •o, more ccmp'ctl! �ccLon� or lh. code, �um-,,ar-wd in thr; tablf'. 



Section 14 .SO 180 
A. The queuing space should be looked at by project. For instance two projects cotJld have an

equal number of spaces provided on lifts but one could have 1 lift system while the other has 3
separate lift systems. This would reduce the opNation times by 1/3

B. Section D that references parking standards should be amended. Parking lift sizes do not readily
correspond to the exact dimensions of a parking stall per the city guidelines. This section should
reference types of lifts that accommodate typical vehicle standards

Section 14.50.190 
D. The loading space should be allowed within the front yard setback or on the street. This space

will be used infrequently and for short periods of time. It could be decorative paving or even
ttJrf block paving. If this space is not allowed in the setback it effectively increases the front yard
setback by 1S' or 60%. This would also force the start of the ramp back by the same distance.
This would decrease the usable space to meet the density requirements and affordability
desires of the city.

Section 14.40.200 
Although we have some concerns with the notion of limiting concessions to a simple formula this 
section could be made more effective. We believe the concessions will only work if they correspond to 
something that actually provides the necessary space for the Addition of aHordable Housing Units 

A The additional height should be 11 '-6" which would provide for a reasonable section lo create 
an additional floor of habitable space. 

B. There should be an increase in the height of penthouse structures to accommodate an elevator
to service the roof This would be required by state accessibility laws.

C. There should not be any additional setback at the height increase. This becomes a serious
structural and waterproofing issue and makes the development of this floor and the additional
Affordable Housing Units that go with it much less feasible.

Table A 
Stories/ Structural Sections 11-7/8" J_o_is_ls ______ _
3-story ----------1--3_3'_-7 ___ 7/_8_'' __
4-Story 44'-11" 

34' 2 l/7." 

5 story �� -2 1/8" 

14" Joists � 

45'-7 11r 
57'-0 3/4'' 

------�-

WP bf'li<'�f' ti\ n tl'P br�t interest ol t•ie city to prov de uµ,c.ile hou, n� w rh n chi\ nar<i>t 0Jse:I 011 "P"'· from �l'�eral loca 

re.ill.or!> a�d dr�16ne•s Wf! beliPVP a 10· tE'l'inl! pl1te t<; rc,sonJblc More fco1> of units v,ith lowpr plalP hr ghts COVIil be 'It w1lh1n 

the �eight llm11s. but thc�c would be tnre,,o, unll� 

JI" �·co• JOl,t� provide• )Uperlor li¥1rg en·, ronmPnt 1ncl.i(! n,; no111\ �t,uctural �·-•b•ht·f. dnd HVAC P'licipnc·t 



Appendix A - Open Space 

Palo Alto 

C2) l l�ahlc Open Srac� (Private and Common). Ench project shall. al a minimum. haven 
purtiun ol th� sitl' . .is prl''iCtihed in Tahk 2. dt:\doped into pcnnanentl) maintained usable open 
.,pace. mdu<lmg private and common u�1ble open space arl.!as. t;sahl� open spnce shall be 
locutetl prot�ctt!d from the acLi, iries of commercial an:a'> and adjacent public streets anJ shall 
pro,·ide noise buffering. from surround mg use., ,, here kasihle Parking. driveways and rt'quired 
pnrkjng. Jot land5caping shall 1101 be Cl1untcJ a_<; usablt! tip..:n spncc. 

(.-\) Private Usabk Open "pace. 1-,at:h <1"elling unit -;hnll have at lea(,! one pri,ate usable 
npcn spaLL arL·a contiguous h> the unit that alkm, the occupants ofth� unit thl' person,il use of 
the omdoor !>pac�. The minimum size ol'such nrens shrill be as follm\,: 

( i) 8alwmes (at>ove ground Jc, cl): 50 square kcc. lht: kast dimt!n,ion of\\ hich shall is
6kd. 

(ii) Patios or yards in the l{M-15 and Rl\l-'.10 districts: 100 square feet. the least
dimension of,,hich is 8 feet for ar ka.,t 75° 0 ol the area. 

(iii) Pati()s or )i.lrds in lhL: R'.\,f-40 Ji..,trict: 80 square fed. the kasl Ji1111!11�io11 of ,,.Jiich is
6 feet for at least 75% ol thl! ar�a. 

( B) Commun l ls;ihle Open 'ipm:e. The minimum designated common open sracc area on
tht! site shall be 10 let!l wide and each such dc�ignatd area shall c.:ompri::;e a min.imum 01·200 
�lluare feet. In the R.\.1-JO and R\1-40 districts. r,art <1r all of the required private usahk opt:n 
�pnce areas may be added ro 1hc required common usable open space in a de, clopml.!nl. for 
purposes of imprO\'Cd design. pri, ac). protection and im:reas..:J pla) area for dii ldr�n. upon a 
recommendation of the \rchitc,turnl Re, 1e,, Roard and appro\'al of the IJirc<:tor. 

Table 2 

\lultiplc Famil) Rcsidcnlial OeveJopmenl Tuhlc 

I{ \1-1:'i lnl-JO H\I� Sull1tcl lo rti:ulalinn• in: 

.\,linimum Site Open .Spaccr�>(pcrccnt) 35 JO ._21 l 8. l 3.040(e) 

,iinimum llsable Open Space (sf per unit)1�1 200 150 I 0() 

Minimum common open space (.sf per unit) 100 75 5-4 18.13.040(1!) 

Minimum private open space (sf per unit) 50 50 ---2!.! 

( 'i) �UbJ.:Ct Lo thL I 111111.it 11111:, ol "icditm ! K. I 3 04Q(c) Lisa bk open spn1.e 1, included as pan l>l thc m1111nwm s1tl' 
open spacl'; required u�abli: orcn !>p,H:L· 111 c.,cc�s 11f tht.' minimum required 11.,r common an<l pri, .ilc opl'n space llli.l} 
bc use<l J!, c1clier 1.:ommon ur rrl\-ak u,.thlc upi:n spaci: t.mdsc:iplll� •na) coum tu\\anl, totJI ,11.: <'JX" ,;p:1ce a'tl'r 
11',able open ,pace requ,rcmt·nh an: met 



Menlo Park 

(7) Open Space

(A} Standards

(i) Residential developments shall have a minrmum of one hundred (100) square feet of open

space per unrt created as common open space or a m1r1murn of eighty (80) square reet of open 

space per unit created as pnvate open space where pr•vate open space shall have a minirrum 

dimension of six (6) reel by six (6) feet In case of a mix of private and common open space. such 

common open space sha be provided at a rat.a equal to one and one-quaner (1 25} square feet 

for each one (1) square foot of private open space that Is not provided 

{11) Depending en the number of dwelltng units, common open space shall be provided lo meet 

the following crltena: 

a Ten (10) to fifty {50) units minimum of one (1) space twenty (20) feel minimum 

d mens1on (four hundred (400) sf total, m1nrmum} 

b. Fifty-one (51) to one hundred (100) units minimum of one (1) space thirty {30) feel

minimum dimension (nine hundred (900) sf total, minimum) 

c One hundred one (101) or more units minimum of one (1) space, forty (40) feet 

minimum d1mens1on (one thousand six hundred (1,600) sf total, minimum) 

(B) Guidelines

(i) Private and/or common open spaces are encouraged in all developments as part of building

modulation and art1culat1on to enhance building facade 

(11) Private open space should be designed as an extension of the indoor living area providing an

area that 1s usable and has some degree of privacy. 

( 1) Landscaping in setback areas should define and eriharce pedestrian and open space areas

It should provide visual Interest to streets and sidewalks. particularly where building facades are 

long 

(iv) Landscaping of open spaces should be attrac:1ve. durable and drought-resistant

(v) Common open space should be accessible and located convenient to residents

(v1) Open space should be sited a'ld designed to be appropnate for Irie s ze of the development 

and accommodate differe nt act1v11Jes groups and both aclive and passive uses 



Mountain View 

30% of site m,rnmum 

Average or 40 SQ ft per unit, 
Open Area Private Open Space Minimum area shall be 40 sq � where provided 

I 
Open area. The land area within a developed s,te that 1s not covered by buildings paving 

dedicated to auto use, or garbage and refuse fac1httes Open area ls intended for active and 

passive recreational use and to provide access to the natural environment Landscaping is the 

pnmarv and preferred use of open are� but 1t may also include hard surfaces such as patios. 

decks balconies walkways game courts, bicycle parking areas swimming pools and associated 

structures that are not fully enclosed that are consistent with these purposes 



Jon Biggs 

From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 

Attachments: 

Mircec:1 V 
Wednesday, February 01, 2017 1:45 PM 
Jon Biggs; Zach Dahl: David Kornfield 
Fwd. CT Zor1n9 Meeting Feb 2nd 2017 Feedback to City proposal 
City CT Zoning _reedb.tck_Concerns riopo'.:>als .docx 

I Ii Jon. Per )Our suggeslillll 1 emnilcJ our fc�Jback tti PTC hul al..,o ,Hn1ld like )Oll and Znch ll> ha\e it right 
awn�. �cc )OLI tomorro\, 

·1 hanks,
Min.:\!a

--------- for\,arded mes),ige ---------
l'rom: Min-eti V _ 
IJatc: WcJ. hb I.2017 at l :42 P.\·l 
Subjcd: er Zoniug tvktling Fch 2ml 2017- feedhad. to Cit) proposal 
To: krr) Moison • 1ern moison a mmson.com ··, Sall) r...leadows sally .meadov,�.losalh>s;u gmail.conr>, 
ronith1\\1i1>hotmml.com, Auhi Or�i7y · bahirq:360designstud10.nct>. Phm.:ht:: Rressuck 
"phoebearch" l?.mail.com'-. Mid1ael � k fig.he mikdzJingcnuit, .com,. alt::x samek. wtheh.or�oup.com 

Dear Honorable PTC Members, 

As the sole property owner of 4846&4856 El Camino Real, Los Altos I am forwarding my comments on the proposed CT 
zoning changes recommended by the city I've reviewed them with my architect and realtor Lo provide feedback based 
on city council v1s1on expressed last year and that aligns closely with prevailing local codes and construction standards I 
look forward to your thoughts on the zoning proposal and our comments 1n the meeting tomorrow 

I will email this attachment to Jon Biggs to make it part of the packet for Thursday meeting discussion 

If you have any questions regarding my comments, please feel free to contact me a 

Best regards, 

Mircea 



Jon Biggs 

From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Cc: 

Subject: 

Mar/ �l ougaard 
Surd..ry. Januiiry 29. 201 / 6:37 PM 
Jon Biggs 
Dc1v1d l".orn· eld 
CT Am�r1dment Comments 2017 

Following are comments from long-time residem 
Mary Skougaard 
R1 double lo: - backing on 4 CT properties (adJa::enl to 2 R1 large lots) 

GENERAL COMMENTS 

CIT1' I F L us ALTOS 
PLANNING 

Los Altos is prnnan:y a s  rigle fa"11ly large rot res1cent1a corr11unity abutting E Carrino Rea· - prop1:::rt,es 
pu·crasec at highly 1rnated prices reflecting upgraaed values of Los Altos properties, amenities and q..ia 1ty image. CT 
zoning. regulations & enforcement shou d be adopted for these values - not those o' a highly different ether side of El 
Cam no Real 

Note that there has always been a s-nall lo� buffer zone between large lot R 1 and commercial - partially mod1f1ed 
to allow alternative hotel use This designation for V·llage Court was permanent'y changed to allow parking ONLY next to 
adJacent R I properties 

VILLAGE COURT rear pari<rng area. C1ty should restate prier mandate prec1ud1rg any a:::t1v1ty othe' than parking 
1n this area and needs to require regulaf security pa�rol & buffer maintenarice at least near res·dential properties 
NOTE Desirable requ1remert for other sirr· ar deve'oprrerts 

HEIGHT LIMITS 
Although a 45 ft heigl I limit is higher than desirable next to Los Altos prime neigriborhoods 1t has become tea 

comr,01 to be reduced However 55 ft (particula•ly Just to accomr1odate affordable housing/ 1s too high Note there 1s a 
slope to the land from the H 1:s which not only produces environmental traps but alters visual 1ntrus,on (� f:. along the 
perimeter of our property alone) Impact 1s from res1dent1al - not commercial - elevations Any increased he•ght on 
Village Court propert,es could have a major impact on neighboring R 1 properties 

AFFORDABLE HOUSING 
Los Altos affordable hous,ng should be for Los Altos care grvers & workers Other such hous.ng 1s avai able in 

the many nearby affordable l"ousing commurit es with adequa!e parks & schools for SJCh families El Call" no S"lou!d 
produce revenue - not incur expenses 

PARK SPACE 
Rooftop personal use poses environmertal & safety haza'ds for family-oriented neighbors Adequate 

pa1<s/recreabon fac1ht1es are needed for pnmanly resident.al l"omeowners. There are NO parks north of San An�onio to 
Palo A,to City needs to reinstate pr'or agreements for use of Egan/LAHS park/recreation areas 

RCQUIREMENTSJENFORCEMENT 
Mandated maintenance s not currently being enforced dJe Lo 1radequate staff and procedure 

CT property owners/developers shou!d provide annual proof or review and compliance - at THEIR 
experise 

Hope these comments w•II be useful 111 rev ewmg t1e proposed CT amendrrents 
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