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California Avenue Concept Plan

February 2, 2009
Summary of Key Issues

Workshop #3 focused on the evaluation of alternatives for three subareas within the California Concept Plan Area.  Following a presentation of the alternatives, workshop participants broke into five groups, reviewed workbooks that described three alternatives for each of the three subareas, and provided feedback on the alternatives.  The workbook is available at www.paloaltocompplan2020.org.
Subarea I: California Avenue

· While there was a general desire to support the retail uses of California Avenue, one group was interested in seeing additional retail uses along Cambridge Avenue and Sherman Avenue and having some of the traffic from California Avenue directed along those streets. 

· There was support for mixed use development along California Avenue, but a preference for more office than residential.  There was some support for adding mixed use, including residential, along Cambridge Avenue and Sherman Avenue.

· There were numerous comments on proposed streetscape improvements.  

· Many participants liked the idea of making California Avenue a two-lane road and widening sidewalks, although two groups were concerned about the safety implications (particularly for bicyclists) of reducing the number of lanes.  

· Two groups were concerned that extending the medians from El Camino Real to the Caltrain Station would separate the two sides of the street.    

· Participants were interested in seeing any additional housing located near transit.

· Participants were supportive of the new park shown in Alternative C, but would like to see it located closer to the center of the subarea.

· There was some concern about the three- to four-story heights shown in Alternative C.

· Two groups expressed interest in seeing California Avenue become a pedestrian-only street.

· Two groups were supportive of new parking structures, but wanted to ensure that there is an adequate amount and variety of parking.
Subarea II: Park Boulevard

· One group was interested in seeing residential development in this area due to its proximity to transit.
· Three groups expressed some support for mixed-use development, although many participants were cautious regarding the development of retail along Park Boulevard and did not want to detract from retail uses on California Avenue.
· There was widespread support for retaining the Light Industrial designation, particularly for the 195 Page Mill site and the Danger site, and for retaining the industrial, office, and research and development uses in this area. 
· One group was interested in moving the Caltrain station to the south part of this subarea to address the station-oriented traffic congestion along California Avenue, and to provide additional space to allow the area to be a regional hub for high-speed rail.
· All groups expressed desire to see improvements to the safety and accessibility of the street network in this area.  

· Traffic impacts related to Alternative C were a concern for one group.

· There was concern about safety issues, particularly at the intersection of Park Boulevard and Page Mill Road, and there was some support for removing the right turn lane from Park onto Page Mill, and for replacing the diagonal parking with parallel parking.
· There was interest in adding striped crosswalks with in-ground crossing lights throughout the area.  

· There was some concern about the impact of bulbouts on vehicle circulation, including both safety and traffic.

· There was desire for connections across the railroad tracks and connections to California Avenue.
Subarea III: Fry’s Site

· All groups expressed strong support for retaining Fry’s in the area if possible.

· There was interest from some groups in changing the land use designation of the Fry’s site from Multi-Family Residential to Service Commercial to reflect the existing use, and to tighten the designation to better protect retail.

· One group was interested in moving Fry’s to front El Camino Real.

· If Fry’s were to leave the area:

· Some participants were interested in adding new retail to the Fry’s site, but others were concerned about the viability of such uses.  One group was critical of the retail used along Park Boulevard in Alternatives 2 and 3, and wanted any retail and office development in the on the site to occur closer to El Camino Real.
· One group expressed support for mixed use development on the site.

· Two groups supported housing, including high-density housing on the site, because of its proximity to transit.

· Two groups favored retaining Single-Family Residential on Olive Avenue.
· There was some support for retaining the auto-related businesses in the area.

· There was interest in reducing speeds, in avoiding major traffic-generating uses, and in improving safety and accessibility for bicyclists and pedestrians along Park Boulevard.
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