PUBLIC HEARING

Agenda Item # 6

AGENDA REPORT SUMMARY
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:

e 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?

e Is the proposed amendment to the height limitation exceptions adequate?

Summary:

e 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



Subject: Ordinance No. 2017-436: CT Zone amendments

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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Subject: Ordinance No. 2017-436: CT Zone amendments

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 Cortidor

E! Camino Real forms the northern boundary of the City, supporting a miix: 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 neighborbhoods, to minimize additional traffic flow from and
onto El Camino Real, and provide a suitable location for small office-based businesses. However, the
corvidor 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 oning
regulations for the El Camino Real corvidor.  _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 excclusively. Al other uses conld 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 conld 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 goning code have been implemented)
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Subject: Ordinance No. 2017-436: CT Zone amendments

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 18" 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 PT'C 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 Thoroughtare) 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 No Current Standards Standards for Loading Spaces

Requirements Proposed

14.66.240 Height Limitations - | Twelve Feet (12) Minimum Necessary to

Exceptions 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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Subject: Ordinance No. 2017-436: CT Zone amendments

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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DRAFT ORDINANCE-

RECOMMENDED BY THE PLANNING AND TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION, AUGUST 17, 2017

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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ATTACHMENT 1



DRAFT ORDINANCE-

RECOMMENDED BY THE PLANNING AND TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION, AUGUST 17, 2017

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; ane

To allow for mixed uses of commercial and residential:; and

F.
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:

Professional and office-administrative services;
Restaurants, excluding drive-through facilities;
Retail and personal services;
Emergency shelters;-and
.__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.;

OO %>

s

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:

Animal clinics, hospitals, and kennels;

Business, professional, and trade schools;

Cocktail lounges;

Commercial recreation;

Day care centers;

Hotels and motels;

Medical and dental clinics;

Medical and dental offices that are five thousand (5,000) gross square feet or more;

TOTEHOO T >

§= L. Mortuaries;

K Multiole-famil housine:
- ]. Pet shops;

M:K. Printing shops;

Ordinance No. 2017-436 2

ATTACHMENT 1



DRAFT ORDINANCE-

RECOMMENDED BY THE PLANNING AND TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION, AUGUST 17, 2017

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. Sitesfor 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 previdesitesforsuch-thatare loeatedse-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).

O C y ar< D -

: Side vard width shallaverage

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 vard, 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 butffer.
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DRAFT ORDINANCE-

RECOMMENDED BY THE PLANNING AND TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION, AUGUST 17, 2017

14.50.140 - Height of structures (CT).

No commercial or multiple-family housing structure shall exceed ferty-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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DRAFT ORDINANCE-

RECOMMENDED BY THE PLANNING AND TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION, AUGUST 17, 2017

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
lumination 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.

14.50.450. 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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DRAFT ORDINANCE-

RECOMMENDED BY THE PLANNING AND TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION, AUGUST 17, 2017

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. Atingress, 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

roject, an on-site loading / unloading space shall be provided:
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DRAFT ORDINANCE-

RECOMMENDED BY THE PLANNING AND TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION, AUGUST 17, 2017

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. Ioading 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 vard 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.

14.50.466 200 - Signs (CT).
As provided in Chapter 14.68 of this code.

14.50.470 210 - Fences (CT).
As provided in Chapter 14.72 of this title.

14.50.486 220 - 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 swelrefeet{12%5 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.

Ordinance No. 2017-436 7
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DRAFT ORDINANCE-

RECOMMENDED BY THE PLANNING AND TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION, AUGUST 17, 2017

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

Ordinance No. 2017-436 8
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Planning and Transportation Commission
Thursday, February 2, 2017
Page 1 of 3

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 — E1 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

ATTACHMENT 6



Planning and Transportation Commission
Thursday, February 2, 2017
Page 2 of 3

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:

e No reduction in rear yard setback requirements, leave per existing code;

e 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;

e 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;

e Allow for on-site loading spaces within the front yard setback;

e Ixplore 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;

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

e [Explore requiring a bond for parking and landscape maintenance over a period of time; and

e 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.



Planning and Transportation Commission
Thursday, February 2, 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
STAFFT: 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 — E1 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 L.os Altos Town Home
Association), Jennifer Jones, Darren Jones, Sami Jones, Mary Skougaard, Emily Walther, Mariel
Stoops, David Walther, Mike Stoops, Brian Bayley, Chatles 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:

e Trash enclosure containers should be held within and rooftop equipment concealed;
e Open space should have a minimum six-foot dimension, with a 50 square-foot average;

e For mechanical parking, long term parking is allowed and a portion of
retail /visitor/handicap accessible units are provided within;

e Make side yard setbacks an average to allow for articulation in residential projects;

e Use an average height for elevator towers;

e Open space and density bonus can be an average;

e More residential and affordable housing along El Camino Real;

e Introduce Floor Area Ratios (FAR);

e Need guidelines for bicycle and pedestrian paths along El Camino Real;

e Review the side yard setback adjacent to a rear yard, and make it 100 feet for portions of
buildings exceeding 30 feet in height;

e Check with City Council on how they want to prioritize the density bonus; and

e 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
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Planning and Transportation Commission
Thursday, March 16, 2017
Page 1 of 3

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 — E1 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:

e Amend the purpose section to reflect the change allowing residential as a permitted use;

e Modify the order of permitted uses, with uses of the same general character being last in the
series;

e Allow minimum average side yard widths of four feet;

e Require that private open space have minimum dimensions of at least six feet by six feet;

e Reduce increments or amounts between the common open space brackets;

e C(larify that solid waste containers shall be stored in a “concealed” space;

e C(larify that accessible parking cannot be sited in a mechanical parking space; and

e 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;
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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



Planning and Transportation Commission
Thursday, April 20, 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, 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-D1.-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-DIL.-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 — E1 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 — E1 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. Pryject
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
tight 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:

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

O 0o

e Commissioner Enander:

Code was not intended for four stoties;

Questions State letter; and

City should consider better housing options.

Should set aside height issues and discuss the rest;

Can we do what the community wants and lower heights on El Camino Real; and
Making residential a “permitted” use encourages housing.

Oo0o0Oo0OO0O0

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

e Commissioner Samek:
0 Continue the items to allow for City Attorney input.

e 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:

e Have the City Attorney review the letter from the State;

e Have City Attorney present at the Planning and Transportation Commission meeting;

e Evaluate if Los Altos can do what the community wants to do by lowering the height along the
El Camino Real corridor;

e Show the intent of the City of Los Altos to meet the State’s goals; and

e 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 #06, 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, desctibing 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.

e 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 —]. 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 Mottis 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:

e 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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e Commissioner Enander:
o Concerned about the City not looking at the whole issue — Downtown Vision.

e Vice-Chair Bressack:
o Could supportt, 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).

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

e 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?

e 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:
e 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/acte.

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. Prgject 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: | Logan

THIS ITEM HAS BEEN CONTINUED TO THE SEPTEMBER 7, 2017 PTC
MEETING



Planning and Transportation Commission
Thursday, August 17, 2017
Page 5 of 6

7.  17-CA-01 — Amendments to the CT Zone District — E1 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. Prgject Manager: Biggs

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

e 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.

e 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.

e 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.

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

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

o 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:

e Uses per PTC/CC approval;

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

e 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-a-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
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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 1952, Los Altans fought for its' incorporation. Some Los Altans belicved if they became part of 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" 60" ananiversary in 2012,
estabtishing city ordinance as grecn building practices , formation of green town Los Altos and city designation as

bicycle community.
Los Altos has continucd 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 Mountain View developess 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 the Gensity Benus Law exceptions.

(34" Maxitnum Ct Zone height + 11' Bonus density)= g5’

Allow for green space. safe stdewalks, bicycle path, a range of different size hausing options in€luding smaller studio

unats.

The new developments in Los Altas with increased building height have not provided a solution for aftordable housiag.
fhe current developments in Los Altus wilh 2 and 3 bedroom units with 10°, 11', 12' celings are not affordable units, are
luxusy units. The 4880 £l Camino with all the bonus density exceptions raising the height from 45' to 69° only provided a
total of 3 below market rate units:

2 (2-BEDROOM UNITS) BELOW MARKET RATE - LOW INCOME

1 (3-BEDROON UNIT ) BELOW MARKET RATE - MODERATE INCOME
Let's get together and find a real solution

As keeping with Los Altos community values |, let's create a taskforce and develop real solutions for affordabie housing
so all of our community inclucling teachers, service workers, policemen can live and make Los Altos a better place to

raise a famuly.
Thank you for your time and consideration.
Lili Najimi

North Los Altos Resident

ATTACHMENT 7



David Kornfield

From: Jim Colby

Sent: Thursday, August 03. 2017 2:35 PM

To: David Kornfield

Subject: Please Share this Email with the Planning and Transportation Commissioners

Regarding: CT Zone El Camino

Dear Los Altos Planning and Transportation Commissioners,

| believe that the City of Los Altos needs lo maintain its residential character for all of the $4022 zip code. not exclude the
residential areas near the El Camino Real!

t was one of many residents that signed the Preserve Los Altos Now Petition. | would urge you to support it's proposal.
Keep the 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 careiullyto our community voices and retain our suburban residential environment. Don't vote to facititate changing
us to an urban center environment.

Thank you.

James Coloy
11 Los Altos Square



From: Charlene Su z

Sent: Thursday. August 03, 2017 12°16 AM
To: Planning Service
Subject: Concerns over development

L os Altos Planning Department,

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

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

Best,
Charlene



From: Johnny Mudge

Sent: Thursday, August 03, 2017 9:53 Al
To: Planning Service

Cc: mavis mudge

Subject: B! Camino corridor~CT Zone

Planning and Transportation Commission,

1)Los altos needs developers but it doesn't need greedy developers, so it isimportant that the amendments close off
areas that can be exploited by greedy developers. This is difficult 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 a3 muiti
unit construction--likely on the €l Camino strip. These concessions should be well defined--precisely what options are
available for each concession for example.

2)There should also be sometting that prevents developers like 4880, who, 1 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 husiness. A deal is a dea!.

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: Ieather Larkin

Sent: Thursday, August 03, 2017 9:32 AM
To: Planning Service
Subject: 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 3%' 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 Marneolt

Wednesday, August 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



3-2-17
To PTC
Subject: 8-3-17 PTC mecting regarding 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 density housing, does the old wording of
this section - e.g., A, B, and F - still make sense? As it stands, it doesn’t sound like housing is desirable,
and we all know that retail is struggling in any location. Should we emphasize what we would most like
tosee?

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 £/ Comino Real for high-revenue,
destination commercial uses;

C. To encourage aqgregation of parcels;

D. To buffer the impacts of commercial fand uses on neighboring residential properties;

[ . To emphasize & 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 generat character”

I'm uncomfortable with item G of 14.50.030 - Permitted uses (CT):

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

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

N. Uses which are determined by the plonning commission and the city councii 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).



A. Although not requited for each dwelling urnit, an average of fifty (50 square feet of private open space
shall be provided for the tota! number of dwelling units within a 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 50 * 100 = 5,000 square feet for 100 units?

If so, why not say, “an average of 50 square fect per dwelling unit”? Based on the info below, | don't
think that’s what it means, because 10 * 50 = 500 {not 800) and 25 * 50 = 1250.

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

1. Two (2) to ten (10) units: @ 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.

Seems it would be better to use some number per unit rather than jumping from 800 square feet 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 fandscaping, paving,
decking, concrete, or other serviceable material.

5. PUD 20ne
At the February 2, 2017 PTC meeting, there were some questions about the PUD. The staff 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 Comino Real (indicated in the
image befow) has an underlying zoning designation of CT. The current zoning map identifies
this area as having a 62-PUD/C7 designation, but it has 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 wunderlying zoning by amending the City's Zoning Map and reflecting this
designation.”

Existing Zoning
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My understanding is that there’s stili some confusion about the underlying zoning is. Seems like it’s
important to clarify this befare 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 (Developrment
Eliqibility, Bonus Densities, and incentive Counts) maoy receive the density bonuses as provided belowve:

I For purposes of review, plans, lncludiag o site plon, Hoor plon, and elevatinns, for
project conforming ta the site development standards of the zone district in which the
project site s located shoit be submitted.

This doesn’t make sense as a bullet point under this section. It should be a standalone paragraph (in
14.28.0407) with better punctuation that clarifies we want a plan for the project with and without and
incentives or waivers, €.8.,:

in addition to plans for the desired project (with any incentives or waivers), applicant shali submit plans
for a project that would conform to the site development standards and zoning code. Plans shall include
a site plan, floor plan and elevations.

2. PAGE 27:

14.28.060 - Development incentive standards.

A. On-Menu Incentives.

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

a. The facade of any portion of a building that abuts a street shall be
articulated with a change of material or with a break in plane, so that the
facade is not a flat surface; and

0. Ail buildings sholl be oriented to the street by providing entrances,
windows, architectural features and/or balconies on the front ond along

any street-focing elevations, and

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

* Part Asaysit's about incentives, but then lists requirements

One of the requirements, the paragraph about an articulated fagade, is reaily part of our
standards for good design. We would require that from any project. Same for b.

*  On-menu (A) has requirements. Off-menu (B) seemingly does not, although B 2 says:

Ipplicaton Contenis As part of the application described in subsection
(4 280000 (dpplicarion, the applicant nust include a pro forne or oter
docrmentation or materials o show thar the roquesied off-menu eentive iy



needed to ke the F‘n’.\l!‘f('h’ff(g‘/f)/"(fllf’fe' units economically feaiblo.
Isn’t the requirement for economic feasibility a waiver, not an incentive?
In any case, aren’t the requirements for incentives set by the state?

Respectfully,
Pat Marriott



From: Peter van der Linden

Sent: Wednesday, August 02, 2017 818 Pt
To: Planning Servce, Peter van der Lindern
Subject: Flzase reject too high developments

I support the C1I Zone petivion calling for rejecting any development over 45 feet.

I've lived in Los Altos for 30 years.  Ii's alarming to sec how {requently developers are granted waivers on
planning requirements with no guid pro quo.

Thank you,



From: Connie Kwok

Sent: wednescay, August 02, 2017 209 Pra
To: Flanning Seruce
Subject: I supporl the CT Zone pelition calling far rejecling any development cver 45 feet

My nane 13 Connie and | ive in North Los Altos. Fsupport the T Zone petition calling for rejecting any
development over 45 feet

Thanks

Connie



From: fean Xie

Sent: Wednesday, August 02, 2017 6:28 P
To: Planning Service
Subject: Building height in Los Altos

Dear Cily Councils,
| support the CT Zone petition calling for rejecting any development aver 45 feet.
Best regards,

Jean
Sent from my iPhene



From: Katie Heley

Sent: Wednesday, August 62, 2017 4:25 P
To: Plarning Service
Subject: Please reject developments over 45 feet in the C1 Zone

Dear Commisstoners.

Thank you for serving on the PTC, As you continuce 1o work on the new ardinance for the CT Zone. I'd like 1o
express my support for the CT Zone petition, which calls for the rejection ol any development over 45 fee in
height.

My family and | moved to Los Altos from Palo Allo, largely because we passionately disliked the large scule
buildings that were rapidly appearing on EI Camime. The construction process for these projects was diflicult to
live through and when these projects were completed, the increased tralfic was worse. Additionally, super
tall-Targe butldings look out of place in our area and do not remotely enhance the charm of our community.

Thank you tor considering my input.
Kalie Heley



From: MNicole Frees

Sent: Woednesday, August 02, 2017 £.14 PM
To: Planning Service
Subject: Please Imit building heights in Los Altos

I just heard that council is censidering building development over 45 feet.

I do think we nzed to address affordable housing needs, but there must be a beller way.
I hope we can keep the village look and feel of Ios altos

Please keep the current height mits for buildings in the city limits.

Thank you,

Nicole



From: George <

Sent: Wednesday, August 02, 2017 3:16 PM
To: Planning Service
Subject: Building height himit

"I sunport the CT Zone petition caliing for rejecting any development over 45 feet"

George Dunn

Los Altos 94024



From: tleanor tung

Sent: \Wednesday, August 02, 2017 2:57 PM
To: Planning Service
Subject: Building Height

Dear Planning Commission 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: Roberta Phillips i

Sent: Wednesday, August 02, 2017 2:40 PM

To: Los Altos Planning Transportation Commission
Subject: CT ZONE and California Density Bonus Law:

Dear Planning and Transportation Commission Members

In 2010 the ordinances for the CT zone was changed. | have attached a copy. As stated. the intension was 10
provide greater flexibility to achieve high quality commercial projects and support cconomic development in
Los Altos’ business district. 1t was also intended o encourage affordable housing. Height Timits were changed
form 30" for commerreial 35 tor purely residental. and 40" for mixed use.

These changes were never intended to permit buildings over 43",

I have read the agenda for the PTC meeting for August 3rd. concerning the recommended height changes for
the €'l Zone and the California Density Bonus Law.,

| am asking that you consider offering a proposal to the City Council limiting heights to no more than 43° .
Perhaps the height limits for residential and mix use buildings should be no more than 35, and then allow
developers the additional height for aftordable housing.

The ordinance changes have been in place Tor seven years and has been relatively unsuccesstul in providing
affordable housing or the intent of the 2010 ordinance changes. It may be the right time to consider other
alternatives.

Some people have mentioned that there are tatler buildings across El Camino on the Mount View side. The
ditference on the Los Altos side of Ll Camino is that we have residental properties right behind. Hundreds of
residents will be nepatively impacted it developers are allowed to build 49" high buildings. plus and

additional 1" fora density bonus and an additional 12" 1o 15" high elevator. This would add up to between 72°
or 75" high buildings. City Council puta moratorium in place to avoid another project like the 4880 L1 Camino
building from happening again. 1 hope that additional options will be offered to City Council.

Sincerely

Roberta Phillips

http://los-altos.granicus.com/Meta Viewer.php?view id=4&clip id=266&meta_id=16667




From: lLea

Sent: Wednesday, August 02, 20017 2:22 P
To: IPlanning Service
Subject: Proposed Chianges

Please do your best to prevent any changes in building codes and
ordinances that allow buildings to he taller than 45 feet.

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

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

Respectfully yours,
Leo Ramek
Los Altos, cA



From: Suzanne Wel's

Sent: Weadnesday, August 02, 2017 2:25 PrA
To: Planning Service

Cc Suzanne Wells

Subject: 8/3/17 EIl. CAMINGC CORRIDOR - CT ZONE

Dear LA Planring and Iransportation Commissioners,

As a long time resident of Los Allos {38 yrs) | believe that the City of Los Altos needs to mamtain its residential
character for all 94022 zip ccde! With the

20ning heights eslablished for the Village Business Bistrict at 30 faet and Loyola Cornars at two slory max | urge you to
respect the Los Altos residents who

border £l Camino. Please do nol treal us like “Last Los Allos” i.e. “East San Jose”

I value that the city is looking ta expand Affordable Housing so teachers and city emgployees can live in the city
they serve! The Preserve Los Altos

Petition with aver 300 signatures has a great proposal: KEEP THE MAXIMUM BUILDING HEIGHT 7O 45 FEET, CHANGE
THE CT ZONE HEIGHT

REGULATION TO 34 FEET TO MATCH THE DENSITY BONUS ORDINANCE FOR ADDING 11 FEET. 34+ 11 =45 FEET!

The current 7 year policy is nol working, \What is being conslructed is Luxury Housing with 10" ceilings, large 2-4
bedrooms, 1500-2000 sq.ft, and roof

deck amenity. (4880 Fl1 Camino Real). Fven the recent PTC approval of the parking lot development near Chef Chu's: 30"
2 unit development, 2000 ft, 3-4

bedraooms. This is NOT AFFORDABLE HOUSING!

I value your time and work as volunteer Planning and Transportation Commissions like my dad years ago in
Larkspur, CA. This CT Zone policy will be

with us for a long time so let's work for all Los Altos Tax payers and voters!
Thanks for your serious consideration,

Suzanne \Wells



From: Kim Golter <

Sent: Wednesday, August 02, 2017 2:40 P
To: Plannirg Service
Subject: (T Zone

Dear Planning Commission,
I am emailing to add my support 1o the C1 Zone petition to reject any development over 45 (eet in Los Altos.

Respecttully.
Kim Golter

Los Altos, CA 94022



Jon Biggs

From: Fred Haubensak

Sent: Tuesday, August 01, 2017 4:34 PM

To: IPlanning Service

Cc lon Biggs

Subject: Density Bonus Ordinance and CT Zone modifications
Attachments: 2010-05-25_10-351 pcf. 2008-05-27_08 323 pdf

‘To: P1C commissioners
CC: lon Biges
Re: CT Zoning Code Amendments and Density Bonus Regulations Amendment

Commissioners -

Respectfully, the report from stall” for the August 3rd public hearing for CT Zoning Code Amendments and
Density Bonus Regulations Amendment does not have recommendations or options that take into account the
residents inputs as we have been communicating over the past few months.

I would like to submit these inputs from mysell and my wife Naomi. and that also reflect residents voices based
on our canvassing the neighborhood here, be included in vour consideration and possibly for your
recomendation to city council.

| Residents are calling for 45 maximum height including the Density Bonus Law exceptions. Over 306 residents have now signed the
petition supporting this, aboul 20% ot the residents ol the CT Zone have signed

2 'The CT Zone was increased from 33' to 45" in May 2010 to accomadiie higher deosity of residential developments. Qurreading of
this histery is that the purpose was providing for aftordable housing and "allowing appropriate development” that is "compatible with
wdjacent residents”. As scen on page 2 of the Apnil 27, 20 1+ staff report 1o the ity council: 'Subsequent to the Banibus, Besidence Iy project
aud consisient with the 206002 Cenerad Plan apdase recommendiiions, the Cuy reevaluated in's zoning stomdards tor &1 Capino Real e
Ceeneral Plan recommended meisures fo improvie the knd use mix along £1 Camme Real o ensare fiscol stabiliy, encourage affordable
howsing and 1o wflow for appropriage development ntensification atong this corridor that was compasible with adjecent residences.” "

3. This policy has been in place for 7 years. and 1t 1s not working as it was intended to produce aliorlable housing. Recent developments
propused have all been LUXURY honsing: 1) ceilings, large sized 2-4 bedrooms 1500-2000 syft. cic. und other special amenitics,

I, Data pont F: 4880 L1 Canting avg siee 2-3 bedrooms 1500 sqft, 10 ceilings. with rooftop dech amenny.
2. Data pomnt 2, Recent PTC approval of the development bebind Chel’ Cha's 962 Acucia Ave.): A 2 unit development with 3 and 4
bedroums approximately 2000 sqfi.

4, We subunit that this can all come together for i win-win for the aity and for residents this way: Amend the 2010 Ordinance that raised
the CT Zone height to 45', hecause that was a mistaken atrempt at implementing a higher density affordable housing policy on 11
Camino. This would he donc with the undersianding that the Density Bonus Ordinance dralt would address the Density Bonus Law miore
completely and cffectively. ANI give residents inthe CT zune what we want = 43 height, and the other elements lrian the Ordinance menu
which are fully acceprable at this time, The changes K¢ the 2010 Ordinance would be:

¢ Remove the 45° height change (2o back o 35 for all residemiial developments

e Refer to the Density Bonus Ordinance (as the current draft for the CT zane amendinents does nosw) fur how tu get the option 1o get
11" added height among the other menu ¢f options

o \ake mised use residentialretail a peneral purposc use (not a ‘special puepose’) This s in the current CT7 zene amendnient deald
proposal. and recognizes this s supportive of alfordable hansing



S | ets unleash the develupers with o miece sninath and trunspatent process to huild within well-delined Tinits. There is plenty of room to
grow verticially on El Camino,

6. Lets louk beyond growth-ut-all-cost arguments as the anly solution for the liousing crisis. Allow and cncourage developers to build
houtex that give new residents choices of 2 wider vange of sizes and prices, which will allow market forces, not government palicy to
provide truly altordable housing

l3etween enabling a smnoth ministerial level process with the Density Bonus Fas 1o provide BMR units, allowing further development up 1o
43" in height. and promcting choiees in umil sizes in developments in the C'F zone, we can make w ditference and halance this with residents
values

Thank you,
Fred Haubensak and Naomi Davidson
Laos Altes Synare

Auttachment | is the 2010 Ordinance for your convenience and consideration [or modification.
Attachment 2 is the 2608 Ordinace for for yeor infarmation 1o relerence the heights previously.



" ORDINANCE NO. 10-351 “%> .. - 1 i 3
AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY
OF LOS ALTOS AMENDING CHAPTER 14.50 OF THE LOS ALTOS MUNICIPAL*
CODE PERTAINING TO REAR YARD SETBACKS; INCREASING THE MAXIMUM
ALLOWABLE HEIGHT TO 45 FEET AND REMOVAL OF STORY LIMITS
IN-THE CT DISTRlCI‘ a8

‘The Cll)' Councxl ofthe Lnty oflos Altos docs hereby ordain as follows:

SECTION &. AMENDMENT OF CODE: Sectior'14.50.110 of Chapter 14.50 of the Los
Altos Municipal Code cntitled “Rear yard (CT)” 1s hereby replaced with the followng:

Rear yard (CT).

No rear yard shall be required, unless the property abuts an R distact (excluding access

corridors) in which casc the following requitements shall apply:

A. When the rear property line of the site is accoss a street or alley from property i an R

.+ Distact, the rear yard setback shall be thirty (30) feet for all structures thirty (30) feet or less
in height and seventy (70) feet for all structures over thisty (30) feet 1n heighe

B. When the rear property line of the site abuts on property in an R Dustricr, the rear yard
setback shall be forty (40) feet for all structures thirty (30) feet or less in heyght and one
hundced (100) feet for all structures over thirty (30) feet in height;

C. A mnimum 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
owacr. No below prade garage construction or excavation is permitted within this landscape
buffer.

SECTION 2. AMENDMENT OF CODE: Scction 14.50.120 of Chapter 14.50 of the Los
Altos Municipal Codc entitled “Height of structures (CT)” is hereby replaced with the
followng:

Height of structures (CT).

No structure shall exceed forty-five (45) feet in height. Commercial and mixed-use projects that
include ground floor commercial floor area shall provide a ground floor wath a mimimum intenor
ceiling height of twelve (12) fect.

SECTION 3. ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS. The amended regulations sct forth herein
have been reviewed and considered by the City Council in accordance with the provisions of the
Califomia Environmental Quality Act of 1970, as amended, and the guidelines promulgated
theceunder, and Council finds that it can be scen with certainty that there are no sigmificant
environmental impacts on the enviconment tesulting from these amendments and said amendments
are thercfore cxempt from the requirements of the CEQA.

SECTION 4. FINDINGS. The City Council finds in accordance with Chapter 14.86 of the Los
Altos Municipal Code that the amendments are in the best interest of the City for the protection
and/or promotion of the public health, safety, comfort, convenience, prosperity, and welfare; and
that the amendments are in conformance with the City of Los Altos General Plan.

SECTION 5. CONSTITUTIONALITY. If any section, subsection, sent¢ncc, clause or phrase
of this Code is for any reason held to be invalid or unconsbtutional, such decision shall not affect
the vahdity of the remaining portions of this Code.



ORDINANCE NO. C8- 323

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIH
OF THE CITY OF LOS AL TOS AMENDING CHAPTERS 14.50 AND 14.76
OF THE LOS ALTOS MUNICIPAL CODE PERTAINING TO ALLOWARLE BUILDING HEIGHT IN THE
CT DISTRICT AND ARCHITECI'URE AND SI'TE REVIEW COMMITTEE APPEALS

The City Council of the Gty of Los Altos does hereby ordain as follows:

SECTION 1. AMENDMENT OF CODE: Section 14.50.14C of Chapter 14.39 of the Los Altes Municipal
Code entitled “Height of structures (CT)” is hereby replaced with the following:

14.5C.140 Height of structures (CT).

A structure shall not exceed two stones or thinty (30) feet in height, except as follows:

A. For exclusively housing prejects, a structure shall not exceed three stones or thiny-five (35) feet in heighe;
B. For muxed-use projects that include a munimum of forty (40) percent of the gross floor area for housing, and
provide a ground floor with a minimum interior ceiling height of twelve (12) feet, a structure shall not exceed
three stones or fonty feet (40) feet in height.

SECTION 2. AMENDMENT OF CIODE: Section 14.76.09C of Chapter 14.76 of the Los Altos Municipal Code
entitled “ Appeals” is hereby replaced with the following:

14.76.090 Appeals.

A Within fifteen (15) days of any denial of an administrative design review request, the decision may be
appealed 1o the architecture and site review comsmuee.

B. Within hifteen (15) days of any approval or denial of an archutecture and site review conumiuee design review
request, the decision may be appealed to the planning commussion.

C Within fifteen (15) days of any approval or denial of a planning commission appeal request, the decision may
be further appealed o the city council.

SECTION 3. ENVIRONMENTAIL ANALYSIS. The amended zoning regulations set tosth herein have been
reviewed and considered by the Gty Council in accordance with the provisions of the Califoria Environmental
Quality Act of 1970, as amended, and the guidelines promulgated thereunder, and Council finds that a can be seen
with certainty that there are no significant environmental impacts on the environment resulung from these
amendments and said amendments are therefore exempt from the requirements of the CCQA.

SECI'ION 4. CONSTITUTIONALITY. If any secuon, subsection, sentence, clause or phrase of this code is for
any reason held to be invahd or unconsututional, such decision shall nat affect the valicity of the remaining
portions of this code.

SECTION 5. PUBLICATION. This ordinance shall be published as provided in Govemnment Code section 36933,

SECTION 6. EFFECTIVE DATE. ‘This ordinance shall be effecuve upon the commencement of the thiry-first
day tollowing the adoption date.

The foregoing ordmance was duly and regularly ntroduced ata meetng of the City Council of the City of Los Altos
on May 13, 2C08 and was thereafter, at a regular meeting held on May 27, 20C8 passed and adopted by the following
vote:

Ayes: PACKARD, SATTERLEE, CASAS, BECKER, CARPENTER
Nocs: NONE

Absent: NONE
sent \[\m@ QD Q&

“Valone Cook C: arpv:ntf:?, MAYOR

Attest: _
Susah Kitchens, (17 YCLERK
Date: %‘_}Aﬁl_,} QOO ¥




From: Emily Gmail

Sent: Tuesday, August 01, 2017 10:36 &AM
To: Planning Service
Subject: Fwd CT zone

Sent from my iPad
Begin torwarded messagc:

From: Lmily Gmail

Date: August 1, 2017 at 10:21:21 AM PDT

To: planningi@losaltos.ca.gov. council'«losaltosca.goy
Cc: Dave Walther -

Suhject: C'1' zone

Dear Commission and Councit Members-

Please accept this letter regarding the proposed CT zoning changes. Unfortunately, due to a
prior cammitment, we arc unable to attend the upcoming mecting.

W have been actively discussing these changes with our North Los Altos neighbors. and the
response and tenor has been strongly opposed to exceptional growth and bulk beyond current
limits.  You should know that many were quite upset that additional changes were being
proposed. Our feelings are sunumnarized here. Thank vou for your consideration while we are
out of state.

[. Wewant a 45" maximum height including the Density Bonus Law exceptions, My
understanding was that this was the intent of the previous zone change

2. The goal is to increase affordable housing. NO'T exceptionally sized luxury units in which the
developers take and take from the city and are tone deaf to the residents. FFor example, when was
the 4880 project ever in line with the spirit ol the law. How are vou. as appointed and elected
officials. addressing the problems this project highlights?

3. We recommend that vou Amend the 2010 Ordinance that raised the C'I' Zone height to
45', because that was a mistaken attempt at implementing a higher density affordable
housing policy on El Camino. This would be done with the understanding that the current
Density Bonus Ordinance draft would address the Density Bonus Law more completely and
clfectively, AND give us what we want : 45" height. The changes to the 2010 Ordinance would
be:

«  Remove the 45" height change (poes back o 35))



o Refer to the Density Bonus Ordinance (in draft form now) and the other options
o Make mixed use restdentialiretail a general use (not a 'special purpose’). This is in the
current draft proposal. and recognize this is supportive ol aflordable housing.

4. Lncourage actual affordable housing through smaller unit options.

3. Enlorcement. More Los Altos residents will increase the burden on city services. Currently.
there is an increase in traftic ow, Kids returning te school and people taking to individual
atfordable housing. Please be proactive in stafting and access 1o services.

With thanks-

David and Emily Walther
Rllma I n

[.os Altos



Jon Biggs

From: Planning Diviston (FAX)

Sent: Tuesday, May 09, 2017 8439 AM

To: Jon Biggs

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

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

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

L am sorry that | will be away on business lor the upcoming City Council mecting. As such. | am submitting
this note in my ahsence.

As vou are aware, Emily and [ are in support of not exceeding the curent 43" zoning. We have participated in
as many zoning related meetings as possible, and have yet to hear residents asking for an exception to this
height limit. In contrast, developers have been asking for increased heights ‘to make projects pencil out’. [ do
not believe this to be the case and would suggest that developers provide their internal hurdle (profit) rate or
torego this argument.

Sccondly. it has been raised several times. that without some draft state density bonus language, we are
concerned that the current zoning will serve only as a starting poinl. rather than as limits. W have been
advised by both Clty Council and Planning and Transportation commiltee members that the proposed zoning
regluations will be evaluated in conjunction with the proposed density bonus language. [ am quite concerned
that this does not seem to be consistent with the Clty Manager. In Mr. Jordan's memo on progress, it appears
that the zoning changes arc 'complete’ with a check mark. Please ensure that there is time for public comment
on proposed density bonus language AND re-review of proposed zoning changes in that light prior to lifting of
the moratorium.

Thirdly. we are Tortunitte enough to connect with Mr. Fred Hauhensak and his calleagucs ol the Los Altos
Square association and are in support of the overriding principles of their petition. We were able to meet in our
Gateway neighborhood and discuss the common themes and goals of "the C'1"zone’. To highlight onc topic. my
extended family walked to dinner on Sunday evening. with my S year old nicce. There are MANY arcas where
being a pedestrian requires walking behind cars, on bumpy sidewalks, and very near onrushing traffic. The
intersection at Loucks and San Antonio is a prime example. Proposed zoning changes in this area will only
increase lToot traftic and increase the risk of pedestrian accidents. DO NOT WAL 1o address these items until it
is 100 late for some family.

Thank vou for considering my inputs in my ahsence and thank vou for your continued service

Respectlully submitted,



David Walther
Rilma Ln.
LLos Altos. CA



Jon Biggs

From: rdary Skougaard

Sent: Tuesday, March 21, 2017 9:28 AM
To: Jon Biggs

Subject: CT HEIGHT GUIBELINES

To Planning and City Council —

It is imperative that the height for buildings adjacent to R1-10 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 Bigﬂs

From: Chris Jordan

Sent: Friday, March 17,2017 2:02 PM

To: Jon Biggs

Subject: FW: PTC meeling March 16th

Attachments: Attachment A CT Ordinance 3.16.2017.doc; CT Amendments 3-16-17 PTC (1).pptx

From: Roberta Phillips

Sent: Friday, March 17, 2017 1:58 PM

To: City Council <councit@losaltosca.gov>
Subject: PTC meeting March 16th

Dear Council Members

I attended the PTC meeting last evening. 'The proposed changes to the C'T zone include:

I. Raising the height of the buildings from 43" o 49'. [ guess the PTC is ignoring and not discussing the
Calitornia Density Bonus Law implication because even with a 10" additional allowance the building would be
39" tall without a roof or roof structure. This height could be potentially much higher depending on how many
BMR units were offered. The developer stated he thought that was fine as the Planning Department told

him 37" was O.K.

2. Raising the height of the roof top elevator structure trom 12" 1o 13'6" Fven Mike McTighe thought this was
ridiculous and he is very tall. ITe said no bed or couch required such a large elevator.

3.Side set backs of 75" with a minimum of 3" So in other words if a building were to be built next door . and
each had a patio extending out 2’6", there would remain 3" between the patios. T he ncighbors from each
building could hold hands.

4. Automatically change from Commercial to Residential and mixed use. 1 believe this should be conditional as
we could end up with all residential high rise buildings and no commercial buildings. 1t would take the decision
away from the City Council 1o decide what mix of buildings they wanted.

The public had a chance to speak, but their well prepared comments were ignored. The public could speak for
3 minutes on the dot. but the developer was allowed to speak  for 9 minutes. The land owner also had as much
time as he wished to speak.

The PTC was doing no work or rescarch on their own or even volunteering to help out. Any time u question
came up they asked statf to do the work or research lor them, No wonder the staft is buried. Staft has to do
their own work and the work of the Commission. Did we pick commissioners so they can have the prestige with
out any responsibilities?

I have attached the presentation that Jon Biggs Kindly sent me as there were o copies  in the lobby [or me (o
wel. Please read the two presentations as there is much more than | highlighted. | am very pleased that Anita
Epander was chosen to the PTC. | know she will do the work required to help the City Council make smart
decisions.

Sincerely
Roberta Philling



pec. 617!
E Pre MK,

To: Los Altos PTC 6-1-2017

Re: Petition to Preserve the Neighborhood Character for the E|l Camino Carridor

P1TC commissioners —

A group of residents in the neighborhoods surrounding the CT Zone are collecting signatures for the foltowing
petition. We have 220 signatures as of today. Please consider residents voices in the CT Zone decision process

before us.
Thanks you,

fred Haubensak,
29 Los Altos Square

Petition to Preserve the Neighborhood Character for the El Camino Corridor

We, the residents in and surrounding the £l Camino {CT) zone request that the Los Altos City Council and PTC
implement these in the CT Commercia! Thoroughfare 2one District:

Reject developments that exceed a defined maximum height of 45’.
Maintain the neighborhood character for retail businesses.
Provide for safe and walkable streets.

s wn e

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 exceed a maximum height of 45'. Retain the 45' height criteria in the CT zone as
3 “maximum total height”. Redefine the CT zone height to 30’ and incentive structure with affordable housing
units so that the maximum total height of 45’ 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 retall 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 signage, 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 setbacks and privacy screening for residences adjacent to multistory

developments. Define increased side yard setbacks that face adjacent R1 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 R1 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. Public benefits may include: wide sidewalks on El Camino, cross watk visibility measures
along El Camino, traffic mitigation measures and safe walking paths or sidewalks on high traffic side streets, and
measures to promote neighborhood supporting businesses
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To: City of Los Altos Transportation Committee
From: Lili Najimi, North Los Altos Resident
Dear Committee members,

| believe the density Bonus Incentives Menu ltem e. should be amended with an exception for when
it borders a single family home R1 zoned property as follows:

e. Reight. In any zone in which height or number of stories is limited, a maximum of 11 additional
feet or one additional story may be added to the underlying base height except for when it borders a
singie famify hame R1 zoned property

| believe the building height of a developmenta! property bordering a single family home should be
timited to 45'including the bonus density. There should strictly be no exceptions or waivers to the
height limit.

Sincerely,
Lili Najimi
North Los Altos Resident

June 1, 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:

S\ itua 08 (v

S:
Signed,

Name

Reject developments that exceed a defined maximum height of 45’.

Maintain the neighborhood character for retail businesses.

Provide for safe and walkable streets.

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

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

Address Signature Date
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Petition to Preserve the Neighborhood Character for the El Carnino 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:

Reject developments that exceed a defined maximum height of 45’.

Maintain the neighborhood character for retail businesses.

Provide for safe and walkable streets.

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

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

H W e

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:

BwoN e

multistory developments.

Provide for safe and walkable streets.
Provide for adequate sethacks and privacy screening for residences adjacent to

Reject developments that exceed a defined maximum height of 45’.
Maintain the neighborhood character for retail businesses.

5. 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 Ei Camino (CT) zone request that the Los Altos City
Council and PTC implement these into the CT Commercial Thoroughfare Zone District:

Reject developments that exceed a defined maximum height of 45’.

Maintain the neighborhood character for retail businesses.

Provide for safe and walkable streets.

Provide for adequate setbacks and privacy screening for residences adjacent to

Bwon o

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

Signed,

Name Address Signature 7 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:

Reject developments that exceed the defined maximum height.

Maintain the neighborhood character for retail businesses.

Provide for safe and walkable streets.

Provide for adequate setbacks and privacy screening for residences adjacent to

W N

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 residentsin 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:

Reject developments that exceed the defined maximum height.
Maintain the neighborhood character for retail businesses.
Provide for safe and walkable streets.

W N =

Provide for adequate setbacks and privacy screening for residences adjacent to
multistory developments.
5. Define Public Benefits.

Signed,

Name Address 7 Sig;natﬁré 7 - ~_ 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.

S. Define Public Benefits.
Signed,

N_ame 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:

Reject developments that exceed a defined maximum height of 45°.
Maintain the neighborhood character for retail businesses.

Provide for safe and walkable streets.
Provide for adequate setbacks and privacy screening for residences adjacent to

©® N o

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

Signed,

Name Ad'cir_ess 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 Aitos City

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

© N

Provide for safe and walkable streets.

Reject developments that exceed a defined maximum height of 45°.
Maintain the neighborhood character for retail businesses.

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

s
Tl 2 A Al
D oson

Jn s

N !

g.‘/tu Uit //\“/\

WA N AU

VoS Tecnt)
%f/ /)f/:f(//{

L/]_?r
Felidia lucen
c oo P
Tuuly Pollgger

Jegpols

/-g'w‘ ,Cst XTI

Ve ks
o

&wﬂ{%%yk

: ;;" 7 | Dzta
= é 45 < /((7());' /_C“A.rrg{}-‘r\' S ~—LL\ _l '_]

Zaotfre— w0

S/sz-h;:?

‘§ﬁ(hﬁ}
S a7

/‘// / /1/5,5
Da rrel H e o528 n



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:

Reject developments that exceed the defined maximum height.
Maintain the neighborhood character for retail businesses.
Provide for safe and walkable streets.

Provide for adequate setbacks and privacy screening for residences adjacent to

& W N e

multistory developments.
5. Define Public Benefits.

Signed,

Name [XE. §|gn1ture D’]te
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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:

S D

multistory developments.
5. Define Public Benefits.

Name n Addresi‘ .
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Provide for safe and walkable streets.

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

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

Provide for safe and walkable streets.
Provide for adequate setbacks and privacy screening for residences adjacent to

= RN e

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:

Reject developments that exceed the defined maximum height.

Maintain the neighborhood character for retail businesses.

Provide for safe and walkable streets.

Provide for adequate setbacks and privacy screening for residences adjacent to

O

multistory developments.
S. Define Public Benefits.

Signed,
Name Address . Slgnathre ) ' " 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:

Reject developments that exceed a defined maximum height of 45’.

Maintain the neighborhood character for retail businesses.

Provide for safe and walkable streets.

Provide for adequate setbacks and privacy screening for residences adjacent to

a2 W N B

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

Signed,

Name _ Address

Linaa Niu

Signature Date
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Petit] I’ 4 ighborhood CI for the El Camino Corrid

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 Neighborhoad 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 impiement these into the CT Commercial Thoroughfare Zone District:

1.
2.
3
4

S.
Signed,
Name

So yeen Kim

Reject developments that exceed the defined maximum height.

Maintain the neighborhood character for retail businesses.

Provide for safe and walkable streets.

Provide for adeguate setbacks and privacy screening for residences adjacent to
multistory developments.

Define Public Benefits.

Address Signature Date
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B Onein€ STENAIWRES AS of é~1-17

Count First Name

1 Patricia
2 FERAYDOON
3 Lili
4 Deana
S James C
6 Karen
7 Lori
8 Stephen
9 Phan
10 Jean
11 Maryann
12 Ellen
13 connie
14 Stanley
15 Aidan
16 Irina
17 Mary & Bob
18 MARIANNE
19 Edith
20 Mark
21 m
22 Judith
23 loyce
24 Suzanne
25 George
26 Kirk
27 Isabelle
28 teresa
29 Birgit
30 igor
31 Siva

Last Name
Osborne
JAMZADEH
Najimi
Atassi
Taylor
Solheim
Sevcik

Fan
Truong
Xie
Konton
Baron
kwok
Klein
Lucero
Lozinski
Skougaaard
BALDRICA
Huang
Starr
potter
Golub
Smith
Bayley
Turnbull
Lindstrom
Starr
morris
Shay
Palant
Ganapathiappan

Street Address

City

Los Altod
LOS ALTOS
Los Altos
Los altos
Los Altos
Los Altos
Los Altos
Los Altos
Los Altos
Los Altos
Los Altos
Los Altos
los altos
Los Altos
Los Altos
Los Altos
Los Aitos
Los Altos
Los Altos
Los altos
los altos
Los Altos
Los Altos
Los Altos
Los Altos
Los Altos
Los Altos
los altos
los altos
Los altos
Los Altos



From: Jeff Potts ! -

Sent: Thursday, March 16, 2017 11.58 AM

To: Jon Biggs <jbiggs@losaltosca.gov>; Mircea Voskerician
Subject: CT Zoning / El Camino Moratorium

Jon,

I wanted 1o wuch base before the meeting tomght. We are hoping to get some clarity on the
direction that staft'is taking on the C'1' Zoning and the L] Camino Moratorium. We are hopelul
{and it s our opinion) that these items are going to remain on a separate track and that the PTC
will be able to recommend to the City Council that they adopt the CT Zoning as it is currently
written.  This will help to ensure that if the Council needs several meetings to review and
approve the C'I Zoning that 10 does not impact the Density Bonus Ordinance which [ am sure
will take much discussion.

I think the Ct Zoning as written meets all of the eriteria discussed in the last two PTC mectings.

I do believe that perhaps one change should be made that would be in the best interest of the city
for the long term. | think vou may want to consider an alternate to the Side Yard section and

have it read;

14.50.100 Side Yard (C1)

Side yard width shall be 7.5 on an interior side yard and 15" on a corner side yard. Uninhabited
huilding features (pop-outs), balconies, and stair towers shall be allowed to encroach 2.5 into the
side vard setbacks. I'ora property that abuts an R District {excluding access corridors). the
following requirements shall apply:

INCLUDE AS WRITTEN



I think this will allow the flexibility Tor the desired building articulation but will keep the side
yards fecling much morc open.
Thanks,

Jeff

Jeffrey J. Potts

Architect | Principal

SDG Architects, Inc.

3361 Walnut Bivd. Suite 120
Brentwoad, CA 94513

925 634 7000 Office
925.634.8020 Fax

www straussdesign.com

DISCLAIMER: Tne dalivery of this drawing in electron:c format is for the benefit of the clert for whom the design seivices have
been performed This delivery corstitutes a nonexclusive lirated license for the recipient to use the irformat.on in the eiectramc file
for the specific purocse of respondirg to the requirements of the Contract Dociiments for this project  Ngsthing i this transfer should
be construed to create any right of the contractor to rely on the information grovided or that the use of this electroric informaton
implies that tne review and apgroval by the design professional of any drawing based on the informatuon. Itis our professicnal opinion
that this electronic information: provides design infarmation current as of the date of ils release Any use of this information is at the
so'e risk and (ability of the user who relains the resgansibility of meating the requirements of the Contract Documents. The recipient
15 also sclely responsible for updatg the infarmation to reflecl ary changes in the design following the preparatior date of this
information



Jon Biggs

From: Mary Skouqgaard

Sent: Thursday, March 16, 2017 3:11 FM

To: Jon Bigys

Subject: Planring Commission/City Council inpus

To Planning/Council members -

For the record - here is what | originally intended to say at tonight's Planning meeting - best delivered
in writing for future reference purposes:

Mary Skougaard ~ ~ —aclive many years on rmany issues involving North Los Altos
residential properties near the EI Camino CT area.

Tonight my neighbors have asked me to summarize their current concerns which we hope will be
resolved before the EI Camino moratoriuni is 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 residential neighbors is our prime concern.
First priority would be confirming (or denying) multi-family housing as conditional 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 individual decisions would be concerning roof-top and landscape buffer access by muilti-
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 crganized approach 1o this issue will save time and energy for all.

Mary



Jon Biggs

From: David Kornfield

Sent: Thursday, March 16, 2017 10:15 AM

To: Los Altos Planning Transportation Commission

Cc: Jon Biggs

Subject: FW: Comments for PTC regarding CT Zone changes
Commissioners:

We received the following lelter regarding the CT amendments.
David

Bavid Kornfield
Planning Services Manager — Advance Planning
650-947-2632

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

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

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

Helloe Mr. Kornticld.
| have reviewed the agenda (or the PTC meeting tomorrow, 3716417, Please forward this email on o the PTC
commission. Thank you.

Dear PTC commissioners,

I apologize for the length of this email. but | wanted o get on the record with my concerns around the C'1
zoning changes. | do belicve that the CT zone is important to Los Altos and | look forward to parcels being
redeveloped and improved over time. However, there needs o be limits put in place for the good of the city and
for the residents. Please consider the following:

* The housing clement lists an objective of 352 multifamily DU's by 2023, 49% of which are extremely low,
very low. or low income units. [t should be noted that historically. about 10% of developed units falls into these
low income categories. Of the 20 multilamily DU's built trom 172014 - 82014, only 1 was a low-income unit.
(3%). [ Los Altos wants to encourage more BMR units, it should consider changing section 14.28.030, section
D to increase the minimum require BMR units.

Scctions [4.50.030-14.50.040
There are 6 Specific Purposes of the CT zone. 3 of these talk about commercial, not residential goals:
- T'o promote the economic and commercial success of Los Altos commercial districts
!



- To strengthen the city's economic buse through promotion of EI Camine Real for high-revenue.
destination commercial uses

- To emphasize a healthy proportion of retail uses as opposed to office and scrvice uses
One of the goals specifically calls tor the C'1 zone to provide bufter to residential prapertics:

- l'o bufter the impacts of commercial land uscs on neighboring residential properties
One one goal talks ahout residential, and this goal mitigates the purpose 1o only "allow” tor it:

- ‘Ta allow for mixed uses of commercial and residential

[ is inappropriate to change mixed-use and multifamily housing from conditional use to permitted use
hecause it does not mateh with the Specific Purposes of the €T zone. Other sections of the municiple code
"allow™ useys and this corresponds to conditional uses (see the CN zone. for instance). The C'1 zone today
represents a significant portion of the commercial activity for Los Altos. Making these permitted uses will
mean the city will have no recourse as developments eliminate commercial and replace it with housing.
l'urthermore. this reduces the public input and controls the city has over these large projects. | urge the
conunission to leave mixed-use and multifamily house us Conditional Uses

Section 14.30.100
Thank you tor making the side-yard sctbacks similar to read-vard setbacks when adjacent to Residential. This
is entirely appropriate and serves to buftfer the residential propertics.

Scction 14.530.140

The height limitin the CT zone has been raised twice in the past 13 years and is already S0 higher than it
was i 2004, The additional 4 feet being proposed is arbitrary and poorly supported by a submission of a
single developer who showed that te build housing with over 101t ceilings would require slightly higher than
4511 that exits today (4531t Sinches for 4 stories). Further increases in height impact neighboring properties
with light noise. sound noise. and sunlight blockage for no more good reason than to increase an amenity
such as ceiling height. This will not result in any value to the city in terms of additional units. only additional
profit to the developer. This comes at no impacticost to the developer - only to neighboring residences. [ urge
the commission to reset this height back to the current 4511 Aliernatively, you may consider requiring
additional setbacks - 1251t sidle and rear yard setbacks for structures higher than 301t

Section 14.50.150. subsection { A)

The requirement of one dimension being 6tt is somewhat ludicrous. since a 61tx2ft balcony could be counted
as prevate open space and vet would be completely unusable. The commission should include verbiage such
as "no dimension less than 411", or some other language so as to make the space usable.

Section 14.30.150. subsection (C)

The requirements for open space are oo small. A fifty-unit development might reasonably house 125 people,
and the open space would be 800sq.f1? That is the size of a 3-car garage. The commission should increase the
open space requirciments for all development sizes

Section 14.50.160

I strongly object to the rooftop usage. The CT zone is primarily a commercial zone, and restaurants are
specifically permitted. This section will thus allow outdoor seating tor restaurant patrons and other
commercial activities. This will cause an undue burden on neighboring properties in the form of noise, smells.
lights. ete. T suggest restricting rooltop use such that it taces El Camino and is not visible from adjacent
residential properties.

Section 14,530,180
Mechanical parking is nceessarily heavy machinery designed o move cars and trucks that weigh several
thousand pounds. I is Toud and obtrusive to residents on the property as well as neighboring properties. 1

2



operation were restricted (as other sound-creating activities are) between the hours of 10pm-7am. then it
would be acceptable. but its tough to prevent people from using their cars out when they need to. It may be
worth mentioning tn this section that any system must comply with noise ordinance 6.16 at all hours.

Section 14.66.240)

The excess height allowed for elevator and stair housing was increased as a result ol'a comment trom a single
developer during a PTC mecting. This person does not have the best interests of the city as their primary goal,
Did the commission do any turther rescarch to find out what a real-waorld requirement is tor such elevator

shafts?

Thank you.
Darren Jones



Jon Biggs

From: tdary Skougaard

Sent: \Wednesday, March 01, 2017 1:25 PM
To: Jon Biggs

Subject: BUFFER?

it has come to my attention the City is currently using the term “uffer” incorrectly as a verb instead of a noun as originally
intended The intended verb is the word “mitigate” which includes physical buffers but adds architectural, environmertal
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 Glcssary lists the followng definitions
Buffer Zone — An area of land separating two distinct land uses which acts to soften or mitigate
the effects of one {and use on the other
Mitigate - To ameliorate, alleviate, or avoid to the extent reasonably feasible

Note also — There are no buffer zones between EiICamiro commercial and adjacent R1-10 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 develocpment with adequate “replacement buffers” and other
“mitigating” elements

Thanks for seeing this term is properly clarified

Mary Skougaard



Jon Bigas

From: Chris Jordan

Sent: Tuesday, February 21, 2017 11:53 AN
To: Jon Biggs

Subject: F\W: CT ZONE DISTRICT AMENDMENTS

From: Clara Roa

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

To: City Council <council@losaltosca.gov>

Cc: feannie Bruins <jbruins@losaltosca.gov>; Jean Mordo <jmardo@losaltosca.gov>; Jan Pepper
<jpepper@losaltosca.gov>; Lynette Lee Eng <lleeeng@losaltosca.gov>; Mary Prochnow <mprochnow@lesaltosca.gov>
Subject: CT ZONE DISTRICT AMENDMENTS

Camments about this issuc:
Privacy. The cily puls a lol of privacy requirements for any new Lwo story construclion next to a one story or
two story house. The same consideration for privacy should be given for high density situations located next to

single tamily homes.

‘Trees may not be a solution beeausce there isn't height requirement. In addition. what it a tree dies. Who'd be
responsible for replacing it?

We cannot compare [os Altos side of El

Camino to the Mountain View side. The tall and high density buildings there already abut apartment buildings
and commercial properties. The FLos Altos side is mostly one story ranch houses. Completely ditterent

cansequences.

What's the plan to address the higher density in partnership with neighboring cities? Do you talk to them
at all?

In my opinion. existing heights and sethacks are OK. Consistency in code is important. And higher density
residences are Ok, but not necessarily tller buildings or smaller set backs.

Thank you.

Clara Roa

Sent from Gmail Mobile



2/16/2017 Los Altos City Planning

David Walther, Rilma Ln

| speak to you tonight in solidarity with 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

movce back to Los Altos.

Itis especially difficult to articulate and value this feeling, in light of commercial and housing
development, transpartation, 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 in a rational manner. Quality projects have been successful, including rational
mixed use development. | 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 Altans.

Specifically, it is proposed to make housing a permitted use for the CT zone. |
vehemently oppose this position because it potentially opens the door te some unintended

consequences.

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 50 heritage trees.
Housing as a permitted use can bypass 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. will 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 traffic mitigation, reforestation,

and 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 adjacentto
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 | 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.

| 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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QOpen Space
* I tne S0 91 or required Open SHICE an Jveragt aCTass the umts oF 3 mintmum per uniz?
s Hit)s 4 minimurn por et 2 sheuld be reduced as some units recuire mare oper space and
SOMe require jess

Alter hate Opn Space Cong syt
Opens space should be provided inan amaunt equal 10 2(% nf the site size. This apen spuce con e a
combination of Private and Common Ooen Space oer tiie gudelines below.

Private Open Space

Private Oven Space shall e previded 30 an gverage of S0 5F per dwelling. The mintmum Private Open
3pace shall be 30 SF when providad. There shall be a mintmum 6° x 6 area within any Pavate Gpen
Space. The minimum dimenston of any Private Open Space shall be 4', See Diagram 14.50.150 A

Comman Cpen Space

A minimuin of 406 ST of Comman Cpen Space shalthe prov dud at ground fevel aod outside of the
required Landscapa Buffer. Therce shall be 3 minimum Z0' « 20" area within any Camman Open Space
The mintmum dimension of any Common Open Space shait be 15°. See Diagram 14.50.1308
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Changes to CT Zoning

Change

Previous

. Proposed

Permitted Uses

Side Yard Sethacks

See Zoning

| Added Multi-Family

Added Mixed-Use

None

Height
Open Space

Rooftop Uses
Mechanical Parking

45’

49" Mixed-Use

None required

“l\]ot_rc?_,ulated

Private = 50 SF per Unit [averége)
Common = 800 SF — 2400 SF

Design standards added

Not regulated

Loading Spaces
Cap on State Density Bonus
Incentives

| Not required B
No caps, bonuses left up to
| developer request

Design standards added

Design standards added

| S S

11" maximum Height Increase
20% setbac_k Decrease (one side) o




Subject: FW: February 16th Council Meeting and 17-CA-01

From: Celina Li

Sent: Thursday, February 16, 2017 5:41 AM

To: Jon Biggs < biggs@losaliasca.gov>

Subject: February 16th Council Meeting and 17-CA-01

Dear Community Development Director Biggs:

We are unable to attend the Clity Council meeting tonight on February 16th hut would like to express our
opinions regarding 1 7-CA-01 and ask for clarification on terminology.

l. Bullet point #6 — what is the detinition of “public benetit™ Why should we be concerned about public
benefit? Shouldn't the focus be for the tocal residents benefit?

2, Fdon"tbelieve that the height limit should be inercased regardless ot circumstances. | do not like and do
not want Lox Alos o look like the new developments popping up all over Mountain View and Palo Alto (and
Santana Row ) with tall buildings lining the street. These buildings impart an urban. cold and unwelcoming
atmosphere. having a barricade-like image (think “tortress™). This is nor Los Altos. I'd like our city to maintain
the small town atmospherce that imparts a warm and welcoming tecling,

Bs [have lived in Los Altos since the 19807s. Tratfic has become exponentially horrendous since the San
Antonio Center in Mountain View was developed. [ have ditficulty accessing San Antonie Road Irom |Loucks
Avenue and vice versa. Building high density housing along E! Camino Real, San Antonio Avenue and Loucks
Avenue will compound traffic congestion further. My commute time to and from work has already increascd
by approximately 10-13 minutes trying to access San Antonio Road and driving northbound and southbound to
work and home.

I believe that we should not compromisc the integrity of our community and residents while updating the CT
Zone District L1 Camino Real Corridor as proposed in the last meeting. [ agree that we have limited land
build housing necessary to accommodate the low income housing requirements; however. 1'd like the council to
explore ather means rather than build high density units which will affect the current residents of Los Altos.

[ hank vou for listening to my concerns.

Smcerely,

Heney and Celina Li. residents [E @ lE H W/ E

Mercedes Avenue. Los Altos

LEB 162017

CITY OF LOS ALTOS
PLANNING




Subject: FW: Thursday niight meeting re: £l Camino Corridor-CT zone

From: Carolyn Posch o

Sent: Wednesday, February 15, 2017 2:47 PM

To: Jon Biggs <;b prsi@iosaltosca govw>

Subject: Thurseay niight meeting re: £l Camino Corridar-CT zone

As 1 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 buildings. San Antonio Rd. i1s impossible to make a left turn
from Loucks.

Los Altos has already lost the charm of the past with the many storied buildings that
have already been constructed.

Please remember that for every apartment, there will 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.
Carolyn Posch

FER 15 2017

CITY O LCSALTOS |
PLANNING |




Jon Biggs

From: David Kornfield

Sent: Wednesday, February 15, 2017 9:25 AM

To: ChrisHlavka

Cc: Jon Biggs; L.os Altos Planning Transportation Commission
Subject: RE: 2/17 PTC tem 2

Chris:

Thank you your input.

By copy of this message | am forwarding it to the Director of Community Development and in turn the Planning and
Transportation Commission.

Regards,
David

David Kornfield
Planning Services Manager — Advance 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 delivered right to your inbox' www losaltosca.govi/enotity

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 EI 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 in the public right-of-way both by residents and developers, itis not
appropriate along a major urban corndor with high density development and increasing public transit, thus increasing use
of sidewalks by pedestrians and cyclists Therefore, | recommend that amendments guiding development along El
Camino should include a ban on alteration of the right-of-way along EI Camino Real except for installation of driveways

into the property



Subject: FW. Comment on El Camino Corridor - CT Zone

From: Phan Truong

Sent: Wednesday, February 15,2017 12:12 AM
To: Jon Biggs <jbiggs@Iosaltosca.gov>

Cc: Phan Truang

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.
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Enclosed is a picture which | 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, | 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. | 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 stories) 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, | feel that | 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 | live my life and raise my family, and have barbecues in the backyard to celebrate my
kid's bithdays. So yes, | 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 EI Camino (the Mountain View Side), as they do not have
single-family residential housing abut to CT Zone

~
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Thank you very much for your consideration.

Best regards,
Phan



Jon Biggs

From: Chris Jordan

Sent: Wednesday. Februaiy 15, 2017 11:28 AM

To: Jon Biggs

Subject: FW: €l Camino Corridor input from LA resident
Attachments: 20170214_160424,)pg

From: Margie Wock

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

To: City Council <council@losaltosca.gov>

Cc: IC L Tom Woch ; Chris Jordan <cjordan@losaltosca.gov>
Subject: El Camino Cerridor input from LA resident

Dear Los Altos City Council members,

My husband and children and [ live on Loucks Avenue. This is to otfer some 1input and feedback on the
development of the LI Camine corridor as well as lessons leamed from the recent developments near us,
specifically 960 N. San Antonio Rd. and the permitting ol” Adobe Animal [lospital to move to 4470 El Camino
Real.

During the construction ol the 960 N.San Antonio Road project, the work was rough on our street as well as the
surrounding streets. We had contractor trucks and workers cars parked on our street, in front of my housc,
bumper to bumper for months. The workers trucks often partially blocked our driveway, garbage bins and
frequently the fire hydrant across the street. LAPD was unwilling 1o help us with the driveway if we were able
to maneuver our cars out of our driveway and around the parked carsstrucks. and it these said vechicles were
blocking our garbage bins, we were responsible tor relocating our bins and making sure they were not missed
by the pick-up company. ‘The fire hydrant at the Village Court was often parked in front of too, and when it was
reported by me, it was otten asked how long the car would be there which of course | had no idea. It was
difTicult to tell if it was the car ol an all-day worker or someone who had an appointment at Village Court and
simply had no other place to park. The construction waorkers often picnicked in our tront yard on sunny days,
and when T asked them politely 10 get off our property, they scooted to the outside limit. 1 did not appreciate the
scoping of my property or activities of our family. It would be important for new development to not ke
advantage of families who bought homes here, in a ranch community, rural setting and turn it into the likes of
strip malls and condenscd housing communities like they are seen in Milpitas. Lairticld and Rockland to name a
few.

Now the structure which looms over our property (sce attached photoy with 39 windows looking onto our
backyard is a hit on our home value and our privacy. which we have none. No matter how palatial a building
could be constructed it is not beautiful to the nearby private residents. 1 will not begin to mention the traffic.
pollution, increased taxes and need for more school space as this will likely be addressed by others.

Second is Adobe Animal Hospital on EI Camino. Loucks Avenue became the employee parking "lot" shortly
after it opened in 2010, which coincided with the completion of the San Antonio project mentioned above.
Livery day in front of my home was 2-3 Adobe cars. When someone came to visit us, they might have had to
scarch for parking farther down the street. Allowing daily business parking on a residential street creates
friction between business personnel and residents. This has been the unfortunate case with Adobe Animal



Hospital and Loucks Avenue. | have to mention that city council member Jan Pepper was a great advocate tor
our strect in trying to convince Adobe to explore other parking for their employees, There is still daily Adobe
cmployce parking on our street, but fess, and there is some amount of Stanford | lealth Care ecmployee parking
by their employees as well. Hopefully the same equations in new developments will not be used Lo determine
parking spaces lor new homes and businesses. the current was inaccurate and untair to people who pay to live in
l.os Ahos.

Thank you for the opportunity to sharc our experience. Feel free to come by and visit us at home any time or
contact us in this matter.

Margic Woch i

Tom Woch |
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Subject: Fw: Et Camino

From: Carmichael, Jamie

Sent: Wednesday, February 15, 2017 7:23 AM
To: lon Biggs <juiggs@losaltosca gov>
Subject: El Camino

Mr. Jon Biggs. Director of Planning RE: Proposed Amendments 1o Chapter 14.50 C'1 Zoning District

My husband and | 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
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Subject: FW: 2/17 PTC Item 2

From: ChrisHlavka ]
Sent: Tuesday, February 14, 2017 4:14 PM

To: David Kornfield <DXornfield@losaltosca.gov>

Cc: Jeannie Bruins

Subject: 2/17 PTC item 2

The proposed amendments foliow 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 in 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 increasing use
of sidewalks hy pedestnans and cyclists Therefore, | recommend that amendments guiding development along El
Camino should include a ban on alteration of the right-of-way along EI Camino Real except for installation of driveways
into the properly
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Jon Bigss

From: Planning Division (FAX)

Sent: Monday, February 13, 2017 10:14 AM

To: Los Altos Planning Transportation Commission
Subject: FW: New proposed CT Zone

Importance: High

PTC members,

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@Iosaltosca.gov>; City Cauncil <council@losaltosca.gov>
Subject: New proposed CT Zone

/’\”,

We were recently advised by our neighbors ol the proposed city changes to the €1 Zone
regulations and the process for making the changes of Il Camino corridor. We were
totally not aware of a public meeting held.

The city not only had done, it not intentionally. very poor job in informing the residents
ol these important progress, but also failed to solicit representation ot the community.
Should not the city make diligent eftorts to ensure whatever planned are going to

cater community interests than the developers'?

Two of the proposed changes are strongly negative to our community: |. Residential as a
permitted use. This opens the parcels up to the Development By Right, i.e. falling in the
developer's discretion not city. This will do severe damage to the control/eovernance than
develop our Los Altos neighborheood. Many residents like me went to Stanford or alike
because these schools have high standards, so were our choice ol Los Altos as residence.
Do not render our living conditions mediocre. 2. Height limits extended to 57 feet from
35 [eet. Even the 35 foot residential limit is invoked for the "downtown" area. Why the
hell EI Camino neighbors "residential™ area should receive treatment worse than the
downtown? Docesn't this look totally backward? Are you impressed by the skyvless and
super high density mess across the -1 Camino (San Antonio Center)? It might take pride in
competing with developing countries for crowdedness. That scene 1s not picture of our L.os Altos
community, our streets, our trallics, our schools.



[.ooking torward to the coming 2/16 meeting. However, we don't believe the city bas
proper representation of the community voices as vet (o put forward a decision, which
could impact so many residents directly or indirectly. A city's existence is to support its
community and residents. Not the other way around. Isn't that fair to say city's plans
should have proot ot support from the community first?

Regards

Paul Huang

Sent from my iPhane



LLEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS
of the Los Altos-Mountain View Area

A 1‘

I'ebruary 13, 2017

Chair Maison and Mcembers of the Planning and | ransportation Commitice
City of Los Altos

I N. San Antonio Road

Los Altos, CA 949022

Re: PTC Muecting - February 161h
Agenda [tem#2 - EI Camino Real Carridor Zoning Code Amendments

The LWV supports allordable housing and also  inereased density where appropriate. The LW supports
mixed-use housing. housing near transit, inclusionary zuning. and incentives for development of allordable
housing. We belicve that higher heights than what are proposed by stalT tor El Camino should be considered.
We listened 10 many PTC members opining that higher heights are reasonable and we have stated our main
reasons for agreeing below.

As many of vou have smd. the most apprapriate arca in |.os Alos for increased density is along Ll Camino
Real. This is a way of helping with the regional and Los Altos jobsshousing imbalance and related
transportation prablems. by building higher density housing along transit corridors. The LWV therefure urges
supporl for bath entirely residential development along 11 Camino, as well as mixed-used development. We
believe that looking at floor arca ratios (FAR) and building mass are more important than looking at density
Smaller units may lead to a smaller FAR while being a higher density than is typically imagined.

As Jor incentives for affordable housing, we acknowledge that Los Altas has inclusionary requirements, but
point out that due (o the Palmer decision, these are currently unentarceable with respect to rental housing.
unless a developer is using the State Density Bonus Law (SDBL). Sv it 1s important that the SDBI . is linked w0
local zoning ordinances,

We encourage the City to adopt policies that will encourage housing along El Camino. perhaps looking at the
Naorth Bayshuore Precise Plan andqor the LI Camino Precise Plan adopted by Mountain View and the (irand
Boulevard Initiative. These plans provide incentives for developers to build a higher percentage of alfordable
housing than under the SDBL.. in exchange for higher FARs. For example, Mountain View requires a
develaper to provide cammunity/public benefits in exchange for additional FAR. Aftfordable housing in
Mountain View Is a top priority as a community benefit. We believe that Los Altos needs to do more to
produce housing according Lo the Regional Housing Needs Allocation, and also should work closely with its
neighbor, Mountain View. along the I'l Camino Real corridor,

Ax part of good land use planning for EI Camino. especially if mare residences are built. sate bike and
pedestrian rautes should be carefully considered, Also, higher building heights along EI Camino should take
inte consideration transitioning to the neighboring zoning. which typicatly requires lower heights. @These
zoning changes should also take into uccount traffic issues going through adjoining neighborhoods. That said,
we believe the City should be able o reconcile these interests with higher height limits than what s proposed
for the Zonimg Code Amendment Feb. 16th. Thank you for considering our input.

Sue Russel]

Co-Chair, Housing Commitiee

LWV al the Los Altos-Mountain View Arca

Ce: Chris Jordan Jon Biggs David Kornfield Jan Maginot



To: Los Altos Planning Transportation Commission
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@losaltosca.gov>; Jon Biggs <|biggs@losaltosca.gov>; City Council
<council@losaltosca.gov>

Cc: ; Eric Hwang

Subject: Concerns of a Los Altos Resident and Homeowner

Dcar City Representatives,

I understand that a city council meeting will be taking place on Februany 16" 1o discuss. among other things.
allowing the re-zoning ol certain parcels to allow residential as @ permitted use rather than as a conditional usc.
the latter of which requires city input and approval. By allowing this change, [ am concerned that the city will
be relinquishing its ability to exert needed inlluence and control over the widespread residential development
that is taking place along the El Camino Real comidor. in particular in and around the ECR-San Antonio
intersection.

Aside from heing able to influence the design of new projects and preserve the feel of Los Altos as a
community. maintaining oversight and approval rights over new developments is critical to ensure that the
environmental ctfects of new developments is studied and not ignored.  The quict strects. larger ot sizes and
lack of sidcwalks and street lamps gives the community a “small village feel™ that is unique and sets Los Allos
apart [tom the surrounding communities. Los Altos is decidedly not urban, and it is important that our
representatives understand that it is within our collective control to have L.os Altos continue as such.

| am a Bay Arca native, a graduate of nearby Paly and a resident of Los Altos since 2012, My family,
consisting of my wife and our two young children, live on Loucks Ave. where you may recall that last year a
car traveling well n excess of freeway speeds lost control. flipped and landed in our neighbor’s front yard. Our
children frequently play in our driveway., and we regularly walk along Loucks 1o the restaurants and grocery
stores at the ECR-San Antonio intersection. "This event was shocking. to say the leasl. As many arc aware, and
consistent with lindings of the environmental studics performed in connection with the development ol the
Village at San Antonio Center. the increase in traffic along San Antonio and ECR has been signilicant. One of
the primary effects of this large development is that traltic is now finding alternative routcs to avoid the
gridlock that we face on a daily basis. This means that traffic overtlows onto Loucks and Los Altos Ave,
among many others streets. | understand that traftic is bad everywhere in the Bay Arca (I remember as a child
when it was very, very different), but we as a community have the ability 10 control the growth that is
happening within our community. not only for the salety of our children who play on our streets. but 0
maintain the fecl of our community that is core 1o the PNA of Los Altos.

Before moving o Los Altos in 2012, my wite and L. along with vur then-infant son, lived in San

Francisco. Having left a high-density urban environment for the quiet suburbs of Los Altos was un intentional
decision. It retlected our desire to leave behind the high density residential neighborhoods of Mission Bay for
the safety. space. gquict and quality schools that Los Altos could ofter. We were doing what we thought wis
best Tor our family. Since relocating, we have seen the Village at San Antonio Center built., with the next phase
now in process. We have also scen the Domus on the Boulevard, Colonnade |os Altos and Los Allos Gardens

1



buiit, with approvals for the development of 21 units at 4880 ECR and a mammoth 383 units at 400 San
Antonio. Our neighborhood now resembles our old neighborhood in Mission Bay more than | ever could have
thought possible. n addition, we have scen a car speeding in front of my house well in excess of any
rcasonable measure of sanity lose control. (hp and land upside down in our neighbor’s yard. an event that was
largely the result of the increased overllow traffic that our strect now sees. In these few years of living here, we
have begun to see the erosion ol the key values that brought us to L.os Altos i the first place, and this s wholly
disheartening.

Allowing residential development o continue at its current pace in our community will dramatically change the
unique charaeter that sets [Los Altos wpart from our Palo Alto and Mount: ainView neighbors, Its long- and
short-tenn impacts 1o our road safety. tratfic congestion and ability to serve an unprecedented influx of
additional students need to be carefully considered and studicd. und our representatives need to have # seat at
the table when dectsions that carry such immense downstream imipacts to our community are made. We cannot
simply give this power to real estate developers, whose interests are not aligned with the long term vicw that we
as residents and members ot this small community share, Our city is special and unique. It is up to us 1o ensure
that it remains so.,

Unfortunately, due o a longstanding prior commitment, my wite and | are unable to attend the meeting. As
such. Tam writing this email 0 you in advance of the meeting so that our voice can be heard and counted
amony those who voice concern over this very important issuc.

With warmest regards,
The Hwang family. Los Altos residents since 2012

~



Jon Biggs

From: Mary Skougaard

Sent: Saturday, February 11, 2017 5:52 PM
To: Jon Biggs

Cc:

Subject: VILLAGE COURT CT

Attachments: RILMA PIX HISTORY.docx

To Los Altos Planning — Director, Staff, Commission ~

Zoning all properties CT on El Camino (and its main arteries) subjects ali these prcperties to all the same conditions
making them incompatible with the intended and actual use of adjoining properties

Los Altos Ef Camino (unlike Mt View) has no transitional zoning between CT and single family residential. Thus several
El Camino area parcels shown as CT are actually modified CT's replacing the original transitional zoning between E|
Camino CT and adjacent R1-10 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 cn EI Camino is regular CT )
Original modifications were for max 2 story with a 75 ft. parking only setback from Rilma 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 Viliage Court development requirements noted above have been in effect and verbally verified by every planning
drrector since the shopping center was built.  The City should provide adjacent homeowners with valid wrtten
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
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“Oak Grove” submdivided 1953 — Rilma Lane and Loucks Avenue dedicated 1954.

Commercial wraps £l Camino corner to Loucks. Rest is orchard. All but 2 Rilma homes were built 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 | believe Home Federal who built
the original Village Corner shopping center (changed to Court with new owner). The orchard area was
temporarily rezoned to transitional housing {small 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. of residences with non-parking uses limited
to the front commercial area. Accordingly, the owners added substantial fill from Loucks to £l Camino
requiring walls around all north edges and limited buildings to non-intrusive residential heights.



Village Court area priot to 1953 .




Jon Biﬂgs

From: Stenn, Kay

Sent: Friday, February 10, 2017 2:11 PM

To: Jon Biggs

Cc: Carmichael, Jamie, Phyllis Carmichael
Subject: CT Zoning Letters fram L.os Atlos residents

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 is 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 BMR's in the next 7-10 years That is 40 families that will benefit,

Thank you, Kay

I appreciate referrals and I'in cliczays ready (o acel on and respond to your referrals!

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

1-650-841-7040 / office

161 South San Antonio Road

Los Altos, CA 94022

Email: kay stenn@CBnorcal.com
https:#www facebook com/kaystennhames
vwvw kaystenn.com
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Jon Biggs

From: Jon Biggs

Sent: Thurscday, February 09, 2017 4.38 PM

To: 'joe grenier’

Subject: RE: LI Camino Corridor-CT Zone

Attachments: Attachment A Draft CT Ordinance 2.16.2017.doc; kxhibit ‘A" - Map . pdf

Hello Mr. Grenier -

I am including a copy of the ordinance that is moving forward to the Planning and 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. | am also providing a map that shows the extent of the El Camino Real corridor and the CT zone district

I am searching for the plans for the Marriot - | may need to pull them out of our archives so | do not have an exact height
Lo 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 zoning 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 Ave and El Camino?
Thanks,

Joe Grenier



Jon Biﬁs

From: Ellen Dolich

Sent: Thursday, February 09. 2017 1:53 PM
To: Jon Biggs

Subject: ECR CT zone

Dear Mr. Biggs

I am unable to attend next Thursday’s meeting about the ECR Corridor but wanted to express my thoughts. As a resident
on Distel Dr and ECR, t 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. | would much rather see
rmore user friendly development of green space, parks and high quality (not chain) small businesses and restaurants.

Thank you.
Ellen Dolich



Jon Biggs

From: Mariel

Sent: Wednesday, February 08, 2017 1:40 PM

To: Chris Jordan; Jon Maginot; City Council

Cc: Jon Biggs, Dave Walther, Emily Walther; darren jones; Mary Skougaard: Janaki Tenneti

Raman tennet;; Lisa Martinez, Luc Bousse; sara song. Harry Logan:
mike stoops@yahoo.com; Jennifer Jones; Harry Logan
Subject: Incorrect PIC public natice (CT zoning) harms resident input

T'o: Chris Jordan. Jon Maginol. City Council.

We appreciate the Planning eftort of the Ll Camino Corridor - CT Re-Zone.

We are following up on the Public Hearing Notice from the 'T Commission for the first meeting on Thursday.
February 2nd. 2017.

As indicated at this meeting. the notice was issued with the incorrect date of Wednesday, February 2nd, 2017.
Also. itis important to note that the [nformation Packet was not avaitable for review as promised, and other
interested parties were not notificd of this meeting.

o QOur neighbor. Mary Skougaard. contacted your department in person on the first business day after
receiving the notice, stamped 1/19:2017, in order to get clarification. No one in Planning knew
anything. Mary monitored vour web-site daily for over a week. She alerted neighbors whom she could
reach as soon as she saw the posting with the correct information.

o Other interested partics in our ncighborhood were not included in the Public Hearing Notice.

« The notice promised that an Information Packet was would be available on the web-site and at Planning
at City Hall the Thursday prior to the meeting. It went up latc on Friday evening,

Upon learning of the crrors. our neighbors and [ had expected an amended notice with the corrected date or with
a new date of a re-scheduled meceting.

As residents whose lives will be affected by the CT Re-zane. we were completely disrespected, We have the
right to learn and understand how zoning will affect our lives. our neighborhood, and to provide mput to the
planning process. We were minimized by the Planning Process and by the Planning Commission in the way it
responded to our input. The input of residents who attended the meeting on Thursday. February 2. 2017 was
completely disregarded.

The Planning and Transportation Conunission mecting of February 2, 2017 took away the representation that is
owed to the community.

Corrective Action Request:
We are requesting a response with an appropriate leve! of corrective action, We are also requesting records with
name and address of everyone on vour Public Notice Distribution List of this Public Hearing Notice.

We look forward to your prompl response.



Sincerely,
Mariel Stoops. Dave Walther. Enily Walther, Darren Jones, Mary Skougaard, and Concerned Neighbors



Jon Biggs

From: Mary Skougaard )

Sent: Wednesday, February 08, 2017 1:19 PM
To: Jon Biggs

Subject: Fed: CT ORDINANCE ISSUES

oops- tiredfingers - here's correct your correct address - mary

—-0Original Message——

From: Mary Skougaard

To. jbiggs <jbiggs@losalosca.gov>; DKornfield <DKorrfield@!osaltosca.gov>

Cc dave walther -, emily walther T

mariel stoops e mike stoops - i ) >

=~ _raman tenneti lisa mimuesign <
harrylogan = ool E
Sent: Wed, Feb 8, 2017 1:11 pm
Subject CT ORDINANCE ISSUES

Hi Jon -

Our family is one of many who have sacrificed to become part of the residential oasis of Los Altos. We live on Rima
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 (including
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 information was available at the City's planning office with complete packet
information available a week before the meeting. NOT SO!!! | checked planning immediately and nobody knew anything
Then the packet promised Thursday got sent late Fnday with letters included the day before the meeting | 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 basicaily disregarded
We understand the Council is pressuring Planning to finalize issues so they can end the EI Camino moratorium but we're
concerned that UNINFORMED decisions could be made that would permanently alter life for the residents — and
residential Los Altos Certainly no permanent zoning changes should be adopted for VILLAGE COURT until more
information is documented and resolved regarding the rear 75 ft. parking only area and the front 2 story max  This is the
only property needing affirmation of these special considerations

We look forward to hearing more from you on this subject.
Respectfully,

Mary Skonnaard



The wWalther Family

| os Altos, CA 94022

February 7, 2017

To:

Planning and Transportation Commission planning@losaltosca.gov
Mr. jon Biggs jbiggs@losaltosca gov

City Hall

Onec North San Antonio Road

Los Altos CA 94022

RE: Proposed Amendments to Chapter 14,50 C1 Zone District
Comments to the proposed changes to the CT Zone regulations and the 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 in front of it and plan cohesively in advance is very much appreciated. There are many
constituents involved and affected and all deserve to be in on the planning process.

At the last meeting, | had a strong feeling that the comments of the residents seemed to be dismissed by
some commissioners. The commission listened ta the developers ask for 57 % feet and then said “we
need 57 % feet”. The commission listened to the residents but then characterized them as not wanting
any change.

As a resident, | have arightto be respected and heard. | understand that change is coming, our request
is that it come sensibly and with full protection for the already existing neighbors in the 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 care about this need, but 1 would say that they are here protecting their
investment - and | feel that | have just as much right to protect my investment. My irvestment is not
part of a profit seeking project, my tnvestment is my HOME, where | live my life and raise my family, and
have barbeques in the backyard to celebrate my kids birthdays. So yes, | 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 adjacent to the CT zone.



Two of the proposed changes deserve the most scrutiny: 1. Residential as a permitted use, and 2. Height
limits

First, the proposed change to allow Residential as a Non conditicnal use is of particular concern. The
problem here is that is opens the parcels up to the Development by Right principle, which can take all
control away from the city. The combination of a proposcd 57 foot limit and permitted Residential use
has the possibility 1o green light an entire corridor of sky and light blocking buildings.  urge the
commission to retain the Conditional Use nature and grant appropriate residential projects on the
conditional use basis

Second, the proposed height limits. Residential property should be limited to 35 feet. Even though this
doesn’t even mean 35 fect, as with the Density Bonus, it will easily go up to 45-46 feet. The 35 foot
residential limit is invoked for the downtown arca — the €l Camino neighbors should receive the same
consideration. A 45 foot base limit, which then runs to 57 feet with Density Bonus, SEVERELY impacts
the neighborhood all around in terms of sky and light blocking, noise, as well as traffic and other
concerns, and most of all PRIVACY. Landscape screening can go only so far and “80 foot Redwood trees”
aren’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 allow for standard height ceilings, not the expanded luxury height. If a particular
development project 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
have more rights than those of us who already live here.

As a final point, | need to reiterate that the community must have an approgriate 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 necessary time Lo study, consider, work through and provide complete comments before the latest
draft. | 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 you for your consideration.

Emily Walther



Jon Biﬂgs

From: Dave Walther <

Sent: Saturday, February 04, 2017 7,26 PIA

To: David Kornfield: Jon Biggs: Planning Service; Mary Prochnow
Cc: tmily Walther

Subject: Planning commission comments, CT proposal comments
Attachments: rilma_CTproposalcomments 2 4_2017_dcw.pdf

Dear planning comunission, city council membership, mayor-

Attached | have attempted to provide some leedback to the C1 development proposals. | have atempted (o
provide the material in a manner which lits with Me. Biges proposal. As noted at the planning commission
meeting. we and our neighbors understand the need for rational_development in light of housing shortages and
appreciate your elforts on behall of all Los Altos residents. The summary comments (o the residents came
across as a bit pedantic when compared to the consideration given to the developers present.

Por perspective. at the meeting 1 noted that [ was a Sth generation Los Altan -- not because 1 am suggesting we
return to the orchards and vines established by the Distels in the 1800s. In fact. my great grand lather (Mosher)
was onc of the signers establishing the City of Los Altos in 1932, My grandtathers store (Walther's) was
located in CT zone.

Through all the development. we chose to return 1o Los Altos because of the unique way in which the city
provides a reluge from the hustle and bustle ol Silicon Valley. Itis a palpable feeting when you cross into the
city at El Camine. The village feel is a primary feature. [n fact it is the first line of the city website. | fear that
excessive height buildings along El Camino will lead to a border wall type leeling. which will feel wmvelcoming
in addition to infringing on R1 ncighbors.

Linvite any of you to speak with me further or to visit to sce the cunrent impact of C'T on R1. 1 would be
pleased o provide any lurther clarification or comments.

With best regards and sincere thanks for vour cfforts that make Tor the best City of Las Altos-
David Walther



Jon Biggs

From: Pat Marriott < )
Sent: Saturday, February 04, 2017 1048 AM
To: Jon Bigys

Subject: FW. public benefits

Jon,

o

I sent this to Jeannie by mistake. Outlook is too smart for me. &

pat

From: Pat Marriott _

Sent: Saturday, February 04, 2017 10:41 AM

To: council@losaltosca.gov

Cc: cjordan@losaltosca.gov; Jeannie Bruins (jbruins@losaltosca.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 to allowing a developer to offer art as a public benefit for 2 reasons:
1. Everyone has an opinion about art, and what one resident loves, another may hate.
2. The city has many actual needs that could be funded by developers

I'm also opposed to the 1% (or any percent) for public art for the same reasons. If a developer wants to include artin 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 infrastructure and —if it’s legal — donating to Rotary or LACF projects for the

needy.
Thanks for listening,

Pat Marriott
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February 1, 2017

Jon Biggs, Community Development Director
City of Los Altos

1 N San Antonio Rd.

Los Altos, CA 94022

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 Midpeninsula 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 planning for a future administrative office, and our Board of Directors has
recently determined to rebuild the District headquarters at 330 Distel Circle. This site is zoned as
Commercial Thoroughfare (CT) and recognized as being part of the Grand Boulevard Initiative
{(www.grandboulevard.net). With the smart growth initiatives 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 administrative
office, we seek clarification 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 woul!d be allowed 15 feet per
story, totaling 45 feet, with an additional 12-foot elevator or mechanical 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 appreciate 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,

C’%{ég@ﬁmﬁ

Jane Mark, AICP
Planning Manager
Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District

CC: Ana Ruiz, AICP
MROSD Assistant General Manager
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Proposed CT Zoning Amendments

We have received and reviewed the Staff Report and revised zoning Ordinance for the CT Zone.
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. tn addition, the Zoning Code requires that Multi-Family zones be developed to their maximum
density unless specific conditions exist. {See Section 14.18.030). Many of the requirements within the
proposed CT Zoning would make it difficult, if not impossible, to develop to the maximum density of 38
dwelling units per acre much less add the increased density for additional Affordable Housing Units.

Comments

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 size 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.

Section 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 in this portion of the site was 35’ it would be feasible to build three stories of
habitable space with a reasonable piate 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 14.50.140
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 of Open Space in this section are excessive for projects within this 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 SF per unit average. When provided
Private Open Space shall have a minimum dimension of &’

B. Common Open Space shall be provided at 100 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 areain the front yard setback that includes features such as seating and landscaping
count as Open Space?
B. Caninterior public spaces such as large lobbies, fithess rooms, and gathering rooms count as
Open Space? | think this gives an incentive to developers to include these building features.
C. Could a side yard on a corner site be considered Open Space?

Table B
~ Open Space Private B Common Notes
Mountain View 30% of Site Ave, 40 SF / Unit tandscape areas count |
Min. 40 SF if provided
Palo Allo 20% of Site 50-75SF 50SF
[ Min. 6’ /50 SF | Min 10" / 200 SF
Menlo Park 80 SF 100 SF Either/Or not both
Min. 6'x6" Min. 20'x20’ 1.25 -1 ratio if both

. See Appendix A for more comipiote seclions of the codes summarnized in this table.



A

B.

Section

The queuing space should be looked at hy project. For instance two projects cotld 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 aperation times by 1/3

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.

14.50.190

D.

Section

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
turf block paving. If this space is not allowed in the setback it effectively increases the front yard
setback by 15’ 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.

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 affordable Housing Units,

A. The additional height should be 11’-6” which would provide for a reasonable section to 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" Joisls [ Q" Joists o
3-story 3377/8" 342 142" ]
4-Story | 44"-11 ) 45'-7 1/2"
5 story I 56'-2 1/8" 57'-0 3/4" B

‘We believe itis in the best interest of the city Lo provide upsesle housing within this market. 8ased on Input from several loca
realors and designers «we belirve a 10 ceifing plate is reasonable, More Aoors of units with lowser plate heights could be fit within
the height Himits but these would be Inferlor units

14" Floor Joisls provide a supertar living environment including noise, stiuctural stabitlity. and HYAC eHticiency




Appendix A — Open Space

Palo Alto

(2) Usable Open Space (Private and Common). Lach project shall, at a minimum. have a
portion ol the site. as prescribed 1in Table 2. developed into permanently maintained usable open
space. ncluding private and common usable open space arcas. [Usable open space shall be
located protected from the activities of commercial areas and adjacent public streets and shall
provide noise buffering from surrounding uscs where feasible. Parking. driveways and required
parking lot landscaping shall not be counted as usable open space.

(A) Private Usable Open Space. Each dwelling unit shall have at lcast one private usable
open space arca contiguous to the unit that allows the accupants of the unit the personal use of’
the outdoor space. The minimum size of such areas shall be as follows:

(i) Balcomes (above ground level): 30 square feet. the least dimension of which shall is
6 feel.

(i) Patios or yards in the RN-13 and RM-30 districts: 100 square fect, the least
dimension of which is & feet for at least 73% ol the area,

(iif) Patios or yards in the RM-40 district: 80 square fect. the leust dimension of which is
6 feet for at least 753% of the area.

(B) Commaon Usable Open Space. The minimum designated common open space area on
the site shall be 10 feet wide and each such designated area shall comprise a minimum ol 200
square feet. In the RM-30 and RM-40 districts, part or all of the required private usable open
space areas may be added to the required common usable open space in a development. lor
purposes of improved design. privacy, protection and increased play arca for children. upon a
recommendation of the Architectural Review Board and approval of the Director.

Table 2
Multiple Family Residential Development Table
RM-15 | RM30 | RMAD | Subject to rcuululinn?in:
Minimum Site Open Space®(perceent) o5 30 20 | 18.13.040¢e)
Minimum Usable Open Space (sf per unit)’® 200 [ 150 | 100
Minimum common open space (sf per unit) 100 | 75 30 | 18.13.040(e)
Minimum private open space (sf per unit) 50 S0 50

{S1 Subject o the limiatwns vl Scction 18,13 040(¢). Usable open space is included as part ol the minimum site
open space; required usable open space in excess of the minimam required for common and private open space may
be used as either common or private usable open space: landscaping may count towards 1olal site open space after
usable open space requirements are mel



Menlo Park

(M)

Open Space

(A}

8

Standards
(i) Residential developments shall have a minimum of one hundred (100} square feet of open
space per unit created as common open space or a minimum of eighty (80) square feet of open
space per unit created as pnvate open space. where private open space shall have a minimum
dimension of six (6) feet by six (B) feet. In case of a mix of private and common open space, such
common open space shall be provided at a ralio equal to one and one-quarter {1.25) square feet
for each one (1) square foot of private open space that is not provided
(i) Depending cn the number of dwelling units, common open space shall be provided to meet
the fcllowing criteria:
a  Ten (10)to fifty (50) units: minimum of one (1) space. twenty (20) feet minimum
dimension (four hundred (400} sf total, minimumy}
b. Fifly-one (51) to one hundred (100) units: minimum of one {1) space, thirty {30) feet
minimum dimension {nine hundred (800) sf total, minimum)
c. One hundred one {101) or more units: minimum of one (1) space, forty (40) feet
minimum dimension {one thousand six hundred (1,600) sf total, minimum)
Guidelines
(i) Private and/or common open spaces are encouraged in all developments as part of building
modulation and articulation to enhance building facade
(n) Private open space should be designed as an extenston of the indoor living area. providing an
area that is usable and has some degree of privacy.
(i) Landscaping in setback areas should define and enhance 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 attractive, durable and drought-resistant
(v) Common open space shouid be accessible and located convenient to residents
(vi) Open space should be sited and designed to be appropnate for the size of the development

and accommodate differe nt activities. groups and both aclive and passive uses



Mountain View

Open Area

30% of site. minimum

Private Open Space

Average of 40 sq ft. per unit;
Minimum area shall be 40 sq ft, where provided

Open area. The land area within a developed site that 1s not covered by buildings, paving
dedicated to auto use, or garbage and refuse facilities. Open area is intended for active and
passwe recreanonal use and to provnde access to the natural environment. Landscaping is the

, but it 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: Mircea V

Sent: Wednesday, February 01, 2017 1:45 PM

To: Jon Biggs; Zach Dahl; Dawvid Kornfield

Subject: Fwd. CT Zoning Meeting Feb 2nd 2017- Feedback to City proposal
Attachments: City CT Zoning _Feedback_Concerns_Proposals .docx

Ll Jon, Per your suggestion | emailed our feedback to PTC but also would like you and Zach to have it right
away. Sce you tomorrow,

Thanks,
Mircea

-------- —~ Forwarded message ----------
{'rom; Mircea V S
Date: Wed. Feb 1.2017 at 1:42 PM
Subject: CT Zoning Meeting Feb 2nd 2017- Feedback to City proposal

To: Jerry Moison <jerrymoison‘@moison.com™, Sally Meadows <sally.meadows losaltosiw:gmail.com:-,
ronitlawid:hotmail.com, Bahi Oreizy <bahii@.360designstudio.net>. Phoebe Bressack
=phoebearch@email.com>. Michael McTighe <mike/@3ingenuity.com>, alex.samek/wthekoreroup.com

Dear Honorable PTC Members,

As the sole property owner of 4846&4856 EI Camino Real, Los Altos | am forwarding my comments on the proposed CT

zoning changes recommended by the city I've reviewed them with my architect and realtor to provide feedback based

on city council vision expressed last year and that aligns closely with prevailing local codes and construction standards. |
look forward to your thoughts on the zoning proposal and our comments in the meeting tomorrow

| 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 fee! free to contact me a

Best regards,

Mircea



Jor\lsgags

From: Mary Skougaard — L=
Sent: Sunday. January 29, 2017 €:37 PM . 5
To: Jon Biggs ‘ |
Cc: David Kornfield ‘ J
Subject: CT Amendment Ccmments 2017 JAN 10 7017 ‘ J

CITY OF LOS ALTOS
L PLANNING

Following are commerts from long-time residen:
flary Skougaard -
R1 double lot — backing on 4 CT propsrties (adjacent to 2 R1 large lots)

GENERAL COMMENTS

Los Altos is primariy a single family large iot residential community abutting El Camino Rea! ~ progerties
purchasec at highly inflated prices reflecting upgraded values of Los Altos properties, amenities and quality image. CT
zoning, regulations & enforcement shou'd be adogted for these values - not those of a highty different cther side of El
Camino Real

Note that there has always been a small lot buffer zone tetween large lot R1 and commercial — partially modified
lo allow alternative hotel use This designation for Village Court was permanently changed to allow parking ONLY nex: to
adjacent R1 properties

VILLAGE COURT rear parking area. City should restate prior mandate preciudirg any activity other than parking
in this area and needs to require reqular security patrol & buffer maintenance at least near res:dential properties
NOTE Desirable reguiremert for other similar developrnents

HEIGHT LIMITS

Although a 45 & height limit is higher than desirable next to Los Altos prime neighborhoags, it has tecome tco
common to be reduced However 55 ft. (particularly just to accommodate affardable housing) is too high. Note there is a
slope to the land from the Hills which not only procuces environmentat traps but alters visual intrusion (4 f.. along the
perimeter of our property alone) Impactis from residential — not commercial - elevations Any increased he:ght on
Village Court properties could have a major impact on neighboring R1 properties

AFFORDABLE HOUSING

Los Altos affordable housing should be for Los Altos care givers & workers. Otker such housing is available in
the many nearby affordable lrousing commurities with adequate parks & schools for such families El Camino should
produce revenue - not incur expenses

PARK SPACE

Rooftop personal use poses environmertal & safety hazards for family-oriented neighbors Adeguate
parks/recreation facilities are needed for primarily residential komeowners. There are NO parks north of San Anonio to
Palo Aito. City needs to reinstate prior agreements for use of Egan/LAHS park/recreation areas

REQUIREMENTS/ENFORCEMENT

Mandated maintenance is not currently being enforced due to inadequate staff and procedure
CT property owners/developers shoutd provide annual proof of review ard compliance ~ at THEIR
expense

Hope thase comments will be useful n reviewing the proposed CT amendments
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