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CITY OF MOUNTAIN VIEW

ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING COMMISSION
STAFF REPORT
WEDNESDAY, APRIL 17, 2019

STUDY SESSION
5.1 East Whisman Precise Plan Public Draft
RECOMMENDATION

That the Environmental Planning Commission provide input to the City Council
on the East Whisman Precise Plan Public Draft.

PUBLIC NOTIFICATION

The Environmental Planning Commission (EPC) agenda is advertised on Channel
26, and the agenda and this report appear on the City’s website. All property
owners and tenants within the Plan area and within a 750" radius of the Plan area
(including the City of Sunnyvale) were notified of this meeting by mailed notice.
Other interested stakeholders were notified of this meeting via the project’s e-mail
notification system, including adjacent neighborhood associations — Wagon Wheel,
North Whisman, Slater, and Whisman Station Homeowner Associations. Project
and meeting information is posted on the project website:

http:/ /www.mountainview.gov/eastwhisman.

BACKGROUND

The East Whisman Precise Plan process started in March 2016 and has included
multiple community workshops, stakeholder meetings, and EPC and City Council
Study Sessions. For an overview of prior workshops and meetings, see Exhibit 1
(Summary of Prior Meetings).

The Public Draft of the Precise Plan was released on April 8 (Exhibit 2). The Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) will be released in late May or early June,
followed by EPC and City Council Study Sessions. Precise Plan adoption is
anticipated in the fall.
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City Council Meeting —October 16, 2018

The most recent City Council meeting regarding the Plan was in October 2018.
City Council direction included the following;:

Residential/Office Partnerships —The City Council supported staff studying
a residential/office partnership process within the Jobs-Housing Linkage
strategy. Details of the process can be found on Page 168 of the Draft Precise
Plan, and its relationship with other Bonus FAR processes is illustrated in
Exhibit 3 (Bonus FAR Options Diagram).

Local School Strategy —The City Council supported a Citywide approach
and an office contribution to ensure the school districts have the capacity to
accommodate growth in student population. More information is provided
later in this report.

Parking—The City Council provided direction on residential and office
parking requirements, which can be found on Pages 86 to 89 of the Draft
Precise Plan.

Office Trip Reduction — The City Council endorsed a trip-reduction strategy
based on a gradual reduction in vehicle trips as more housing is implemented
in the Precise Plan. This can be found on Pages 90 and 91 of the Draft Plan.

ANALYSIS

The Draft Precise Plan (Exhibit 2) is organized into six chapters. The following is a
summary of each chapter.

1.

Chapter 1 includes background information on document organization and
other resources that applicants, City staff, and other stakeholders may need to
consult (such as the Zoning Ordinance, General Plan, and regional plans).

Chapter 2 provides an overview of the policy foundation of the Plan,
including guiding principles and strategies. The Plan’s major strategies
include: =~ Character Areas, Height and FAR, Jobs-Housing Linkage,
Affordable Housing, Neighborhood Commercial, Public Open Space, Schools,
Streetscapes and Frontages, Multi-Modal Circulation, and Transportation
Demand Management.
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Chapter 3 includes the development standards, including height, floor area,
and setbacks; requirements for civic spaces, such as parks and new public
streets and paths; parking and TDM requirements; and green building and
bird-safe requirements.

Chapter 4 includes design guidelines for buildings, frontages, open spaces,
parking, and utilities.

Chapter 5 includes street designs for all public streets and private, publicly
accessible connections in the Plan area. It also includes standards and
guidelines for the implementation of mobility and streetscape infrastructure.

Chapter 6 includes Bonus FAR process and requirements, the development
review process, dedication requirements, additional application materials,
Plan monitoring, implementation actions, transportation/open space/ utility
improvements, and a funding strategy.

Content Previously Discussed

In previous Study Sessions (summarized in Exhibit 1), the City Council and EPC
discussed the following issues:

Complete Neighborhood Strategy. The Precise Plan uses a “complete
neighborhoods” strategy that tracks land wuses over time to guide
development into a balanced neighborhood. Development applications will
be required to identify how their project changes the land uses within
complete neighborhood areas, and the projects may need to be modified if
they do not include adequate open space, neighborhood commercial uses, or
other desired uses. Pages 30 and 31 describe the complete neighborhood
targets.

Circulation Networks. The Precise Plan includes new streets, multi-use
paths, bicycle lanes, and other mobility improvements. New development
may be required to dedicate land for new public streets (if identified on the
Public Street Network Map, Page 126), or they may be required to provide
access easements for new pedestrian and bicycle connections through blocks
(a conceptual diagram is provided on Page 128). The designs for existing and
new connections are provided throughout Chapter 5 (Mobility).

These standards provide certainty for staff and applicants about where public
access will be needed and how it should be designed. Where easements are
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required for new pedestrian and bicycle access, applicants are provided
flexibility on how to manage the spaces, but they will be required to maintain
them. The City may have to enforce this access in the future if property
owners unlawfully restrict access.

Guiding Principles. The City Council reviewed the Plan’s Guiding
Principles in February 2018. They are on Pages 17 to 26, along with a brief list
of the Plan’s implementing policies and standards for each.

Height and Floor Area Ratio. These standards are formally regulated
through the Character Area standards (Pages 66 to 77). In addition, specific
guidance for height and FAR, including exceptions, ground-floor heights,
maximum heights in transition areas, etc., can be found on Pages 57 to 60.
Bonus FAR requirements, which set public benefit and other requirements for
developments seeking more floor area, are on Pages 162 to 170.

Affordable Housing. The Plan’s overall Affordable Housing Strategy is on
Page 35 and provides strategies to facilitate achieving the Plan’s 20 percent
affordable housing goal, including inclusionary requirements on residential
development (15 percent) and an incentive to encourage office projects to
dedicate land or resources to build additional affordable units.

Jobs-Housing Linkage Strategy. An overview of the strategy is on Page 34 of
the Plan, and detailed implementation requirements are found on Page 167.
The different elements of the strategy are illustrated in Exhibit 3 (Bonus FAR
Options Diagram). More information is provided later in the report.

Neighborhood Commercial Strategy. The Strategy, summarized on Page 36,
includes required locations for neighborhood commercial uses (Page 84),
permitted neighborhood commercial uses throughout the Plan area (Pages 55
and 56), neighborhood targets for new neighborhood commercial floor area
and grocery stores (Pages 30 and 31), FAR exemptions (Page 60), and public
benefit allowances (Page 164). Additional information is provided later in the
report.

Open Space Strategy. An overview of the Strategy is on Pages 38 to 40, and
detailed standards include expectations for mini-parks, a neighborhood park,
linear parks, and publicly accessible open spaces throughout the Plan area
(Page 81) and implementation actions (Page 188).
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*  Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Strategy. The Precise Plan’s
TDM Strategy is summarized on Page 48 of the Plan. Detailed project TDM
requirements are provided on Page 90. Additional discussion and questions
will be provided at a future Study Session, tentatively scheduled for June
2019.

e  Parking. The Plan’s parking requirements are on Pages 86 to 89.

*  Local School Strategy. School strategy policy language is modeled closely
after North Bayshore. The general strategy language is on Page 41. Specific
School Strategy requirements for Bonus FAR projects are on Page 163. More

information is provided later in the report.

Jobs-Housing Linkage

A key component of the Precise Plan is the Jobs-Housing Linkage Strategy to
ensure office and R&D growth is balanced with residential development to
improve the City’s jobs-housing balance; to preserve developable parcels for
housing development; to meter the pace of office development applications; and to
create complete neighborhoods. The program includes a policy requirement that
all new office development requesting Bonus FAR helps facilitate residential
development. Examples of possible strategies include dedication of land for
housing; partnerships between office and residential developers; purchase of
existing office square footage from residential developers who demolish office
buildings (further discussed below); and other creative strategies or partnerships
that support housing. A general description of the strategy is on Page 34 of the
Precise Plan, and the detailed requirements can be found on Pages 167 to 168.

The Precise Plan’s Jobs-Housing Linkage requirement expects office developments
to generate 2.5 units for every 1,000 square feet of net new office floor area. This
is roughly consistent with the overall ratios of units to net new office floor area
studied in the Precise Plan.! Lower ratios would be allowed for projects that
generate more affordable units.

At its October 2018 Study Session, the City Council supported further
development of a “partnership” idea that would allow residential development to
monetize the value of any office/R&D/industrial floor area they might demolish.
This is the “Floor Area Transfer” program on Page 168 of the draft Precise Plan. It

1 5,000 units compared to 2.3 million square feet of office, rounded up to 2.5. It is slightly fewer units
than jobs-to-employed-residents parity, which is about 3 units for every 1,000 square feet of office
(based on 4 jobs per 1,000 square feet and 1.3 employed residents per unit).
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provides direction on how residential and office development may be able to take
advantage of this program, including incentives (such as a reduction to housing
impact fees calculation).

In December 2018, staff held an outreach meeting with developers to get their
input on the Jobs-Housing Linkage Strategy. Representatives from six residential
and office development firms attended, including all those involved in the Los
Altos School District Transfer of Development Rights program. The attendees
provided the following input:

Office and residential development cannot be expected to always happen at
the same time since they respond to different market conditions.

An office project cannot be dependent on a residential project (and vice versa)
since the completion of the latter is outside of the former’s control.

Staff included the following Precise Plan language to respond to those comments:

The Plan makes no expectation that residential and office development
happen simultaneously, only that residential happen first. If office
developers wait for residential development, the Precise Plan will allow them
to proceed without the Jobs-Housing Linkage requirements, when market
conditions change.

The Plan includes strict timing requirements to ensure that residential
development occurs before office development. However, Page 167 of the
Precise Plan provides flexibility from the strict timing requirements in
exchange for certainty residential development will occur. In other words, if
land can be secured for an affordable housing developer, or if a deed
restriction can be placed on a property to only allow residential development,
the timing requirements would not apply. The flexibility also helps alleviate
the dependency issue since an office project would not depend on a specific
residential development proposal if it, for example, provides land for
housing.

The Floor Area Transfer program (Page 168) includes procedures for office
development to be approved first (with additional submittal requirements),
and to start construction first (with penalties and additional community
benefits requirements). This language may address the timing and
dependency concerns.
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Los Altos School District TDR Projects

The Jobs-Housing Linkage requirements would apply generally to office
development applications in the East Whisman area, but the City Council may
wish to exclude projects that are already under review through the Los Altos
School District Transfer of Development Rights program. There are five
development projects under review in the East Whisman area, which are
providing funding for a new Los Altos School District (LASD) school in the San
Antonio area under a “Transfer of Development Rights” (TDR) program. In
addition, one other site has offered funding, but it has not yet submitted a
development application. Of the six total TDR projects, two are residential projects
and four are office/R&D projects. More detailed data of these projects is included
in Exhibit 4 (LASD TDR Project Data). The total growth from these projects is
summarized in Table 1.

TDR program developments are required to comply with Precise Plan standards
(except for the transferred floor area, which are excluded from the calculations in
Table 1). Table 1 shows that, in aggregate, the under-review TDR projects comply
with the Jobs-Housing Linkage requirements. In other words, there are at least 2.5
units for every 1,000 square feet of net new floor area. However, the sixth project
at 339 North Bernardo Avenue would cause these projects, in aggregate, to fail to
comply with the ratio requirement. They would need to find a residential
development to partner with, especially if 0.75 FAR is allowed in the South
Employment Area.?

Table 1: LASD TDR Projects

Net New Units* | Ratio in Units/

Office/R&D* 1,000 sf**
Total Under Review 117,000 762 6.5
Total, Including 339 North Bernardo 389,000 762 2

Avenue

*  Does not include transferred floor area.
**  Ratio >2.5 generates more housing than the Jobs-Housing Linkage requirement (green); <2.5
generates less housing than the requirement (red).

2 The City Council directed staff to study two land use alternatives for the area southeast of State Route
237 and south of Middlefield Road: 0.5 FAR office and 0.75 FAR office. If the City Council adopts 0.5
FAR for all projects, the net new office floor area among all TDR projects would be 140,000 square feet,
a ratio of 5.4 units per 1,000 square feet.
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Though the four office projects would have expected to comply with the Precise
Plan, they may not have expected a Jobs-Housing Linkage requirement when they
proposed their developments since it is not a standard zoning requirement. The
City Council may wish to modify the Jobs-Housing Linkage program to be more in
line with the TDR projects” expectations. The following options summarize how
the City may or may not require Jobs-Housing Linkage requirements from the
LASD TDR projects:

1.  Maintain requirements for all TDR projects individually.

The Precise Plan’s jobs-housing linkage submittal requirements would
apply to all office TDR projects.

Under-review TDR projects would be encouraged to work together to
incentivize residential certainty or completion.

The 339 Bernardo Avenue project would need to comply with the
requirements, in an as-yet-uncertain way.

If one or both residential projects withdraw, some or all of the office
projects may be unable to proceed since their approval would depend
on the residential projects, and LASD may be unable to transfer floor
area to office projects in East Whisman. This puts the LASD school
funding at greatest risk, but would give the residential projects the
greatest leverage and feasibility.

2. Allow TDR projects to go forward collectively, subject to limitations.

Specific procedural requirements of Jobs-Housing Linkage Strategy
would not apply (e.g., office developments would not need to
specifically partner or facilitate residential development).

Overall office floor area by TDR projects may be limited by the Jobs-
Housing Linkage requirements. For example, the 339 North Bernardo
Avenue project may be limited to 187,000 net new square feet, not
including the transferred floor area (unless additional housing is created
or facilitated). This may change based on the number of units approved
at residential projects.

Any subsequent school district floor area transfers into or out of East
Whisman (such as if a residential project withdraws and the purchased
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floor area is sold to a different development) would be reviewed for
compliance with overall Jobs-Housing Linkage requirements. This may
limit how this floor area may be resold, putting LASD school funding at
some risk.

Exempt school district TDR projects from Jobs-Housing Linkage requirements.

The Precise Plan may exempt school district TDR projects from the Jobs-
Housing Linkage Strategy (but may require additional public benefits).
This would create the simplest review process for office developments.

This will result in more office growth than housing growth in the Precise
Plan area, based on the proposed floor area of the 339 North Bernardo
Avenue project.

If residential projects withdraw and LASD sells the floor area to office
projects instead, the office growth could be significantly higher.

This option provides the greatest flexibility to the school district to sell
floor area to development projects.

Question No. 1: What option does the EPC prefer for how the Jobs-Housing Linkage
Strategy should apply to the LASD TDR projects?

Neighborhood Commercial Strategy

In June 2018, the City Council reviewed the Precise Plan’s proposed neighborhood
commercial strategy. The key elements of the strategy include:

No net decrease in neighborhood commercial floor area southwest of the
Whisman Road/Middlefield Road intersection (the properties currently
occupied by Roger’s Deli, 7-Eleven, Carl’s Jr., La Costefia, Dollar Tree, etc.);

Minimum 1,500 square feet of neighborhood commercial uses at key locations
elsewhere in the Plan area (see Map 1);

Standards and design guidelines that incentivize “Active Frontages” that can
readily be occupied by neighborhood commercial uses;

FAR exemptions and public benefit incentives for neighborhood commercial
uses;
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*  Allowed neighborhood commercial uses throughout the Precise Plan; and

*  Minimum targets for neighborhood commercial floor area in each character
area, to which individual development applications will be compared.

In general, the City Council supported the strategy, but added that it is important
that a grocery store be provided. In response, a grocery store was explicitly added
to the complete neighborhood targets.

Neighborhood commercial floor area is costly to construct, and rent returns are
relatively low, so developers are frequently reluctant to provide those uses within
their projects. Based on this, it is possible that the “neighborhood target”
framework may not be adequate to achieve the targets, especially where
neighborhood commercial businesses may be most successful. In general, there is
a trade-off between certainty and flexibility in the provision of neighborhood
commercial floor area, where the “neighborhood target” provides more flexibility,
but the on-site requirements provide more certainty.

Table 2 compares the neighborhood commercial targets with the floor area
required in each character area. Some flexibility may be appropriate, based on
unknown characteristics, timing, and location of future development. However,
the required proportions of each character area’s targets are as low as 7.5 percent
of the target.

Table 2: Neighborhood Commercial Requirements

Character Area Existing Required | Floor Area Target | Portion of
Floor Area | Floor Area (sq. ft.) Target
(sq. ft.) (sq. ft.) Required

Mixed-Use 0 4,500 40,000 to 60,000 | 7.5% to 11%
Village Center 51,000 51,500 70,000 to 90,000 | 57% to 74%
Employment 5,000 1,500 15,000 10%
North
Employment 0 1,500 10,000 15%
South

If the City Council wishes to increase the amount of required neighborhood
commercial floor area, the East Whisman area will be more likely to have the mix
of restaurants, daily goods and services, and small businesses that can reduce the
need for vehicle trips and increase neighborhood desirability. On the other hand,
some projects may become less feasible.
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Map 1: Possible Additions to Neighborhood Commercial Requirements

Increase
Required
Neighborhood

Commercial

Add Required
Neighborhood
Commercial

Possible additional locations to require neighborhood commercial uses are shown
in Map 1. Adding neighborhood commercial uses to these locations may create
more successful opportunities for neighborhood commercial businesses, based on
their visibility and access from major freeways. However, it may also compete
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with and reduce the appeal of the existing village center as a neighborhood
destination.

If the EPC or City Council is concerned about the feasibility of development
projects with required ground-floor commercial, the Precise Plan team can
continue to develop alternative strategies. For example, development may have
requirements and incentives to construct the spaces so they are designed to
accommodate future commercial uses, but may be allowed to tenant those spaces
with offices or residential amenities for a limited period of time.

Question No. 2: Should additional required neighborhood commercial locations be added
and/or required minimum neighborhood commercial floor areas be increased?

Other Comments

If the EPC has questions or comments on other content in the Draft Precise Plan,
this meeting may be the best opportunity to discuss them. There will also be a
meeting in June, where the expected topics of discussion will include:

*  The DEIR and projected transportation impacts;
*  South Employment Character Area FAR: 0.5 FAR or 0.75 FAR;

*  Floor area in the Development Reserve: 1.6 million square feet to 2.2 million
square feet;

*  Trip-cap phase-in details; and

J Street C between Ellis Street and Logue Avenue, across light rail tracks: at-
grade vehicle street or grade-separated, multi-use path.

One possible area of discussion could be how the LASD TDR developments
comply with the draft Plan. These projects submitted applications prior to the
Precise Plan’s Public Draft, and their early submittals were, in several key ways,
inconsistent with City Council’s Precise Plan direction, and staff and consultant
design recommendations. Some standards may be eligible for exceptions or other
flexibility within the Precise Plan;? others may be eligible for exceptions based on

3 The TDR developments will be required to comply with the Precise Plan and General Plan. However,
the Plan includes a process and findings for exceptions (Page 172), including that the exception results
in superior design and meets the intent of the Plan. Exception determinations will be made on a
project-by-project basis.
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the additional requested FAR. However, one or more of the LASD TDR projects
submitted applications inconsistent with the following development standards, for
which it which may be difficult to justify exceptions:

*  Mixed-Use Area Setbacks and Service Street Dimensions (Pages 68 and 140 to
144) — The Precise Plan sets setback requirements from both public streets and
private internal streets and paths. In addition, the cross-sections and
character of those streets and paths are well defined. The result is a building
separation requirement around new streets and paths through sites. The
following is a summary of those building separation requirements:

Minimum Separation— | Minimum Separation —
Commercial Frontage* Other Frontages
(with/without fire (with/without fire
access) access)
Service Street 56" /52 66’ /62
Greenway 52" /46’
Paseos and Multi-Use 46" /40
Paths

*” Active Priority Frontages,” including storefront.

These dimensions consider issues such as privacy, landscaping, tree canopy,
visibility /wayfinding from public streets, pedestrian comfort, and relief
from long building facades. The following are examples of existing
building separations in Mountain View (as a basis of comparison):

—  Park Place residential paseo —45’

—  Park Place commercial paseo, between Starbucks and Mediterranean
Grill —-35

— San Antonio Center Phase 2 service street, between hotel and parking
garage —59

*  Employment Area Setbacks (Page 72) and Extent of Surface Parking (Page 121) —
Consistent with the character area descriptions provided to Council in
February 2018, new developments in Employment Areas should be “campus-
like environments, with landscaped public and private amenity areas and
pathways, with buildings accessible from and oriented to the street, without
necessarily creating a urban street frontage.” Based on previous office
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projects approved (700 East Middlefield Road, and projects on Clyde and
National Avenues), minimum setbacks were established to achieve the
desired character, considering landscaping, open areas, tree canopy,
separations between buildings and access to the sidewalk. In addition, to
maximize the available space for open area, surface parking is highly
discouraged.

Question No. 3: Does the EPC have any comments on the standards, or any other
comments on the Draft Precise Plan?

General Plan Amendments

The Precise Plan is associated with several General Plan amendments, which are
attached to the Report (Exhibit 5—Draft General Plan Amendments). These
amendments also affect development, which must show consistency with the
General Plan. The proposed General Plan amendments reflect policy direction
established through the Precise Plan process, including outreach, and EPC and
City Council direction.

Among the necessary General Plan amendments is the revised Land Use Map. A
new East Whisman Mixed-Use designation is proposed, similar to the North
Bayshore Mixed-Use, but with reflecting the specific heights and FARs proposed
for the area. It has the same boundaries as the Mixed-Use Character Area and the
Village Center.

In February 2018, staff reported that the likely General Plan designation at the
Village Center would be “General Mixed-Use,” based on the desired FARs. Upon
further analysis, staff is recommending that the Village Center’s designation be
consistent with the rest of the East Whisman Mixed-Use area, so that the FAR
direction in the General Plan may better match the Bonus FAR strategy of the
Precise Plan (specifically, residential projects are only allowed up to 0.9 FAR
without Bonus FAR in the Village Center; this would be inconsistent with the
General Mixed-Use General Plan designation, which allows up to 1.35 FAR
without Bonus FAR). The proposed designation clearly states the height and FAR
requirements that apply specifically to the Village Center area.
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Additional Issues

School Strategy. Previous Council direction (in October 2018) on an East
Whisman School Strategy included the following;:

*  Support for a Citywide approach to middle school and high school demand;

*  Principles for school strategy discussion: maintain existing quality of
classrooms and campuses; office and residential should provide part, but not
all, the necessary resources; and future applicants should have predictability
regarding their obligations; and

. Establish a contribution value for school resources.

As with the North Bayshore Precise Plan, this draft Precise Plan requires
developers to work with the school districts to develop a local school strategy to
address changes in school enrollment due to development. The school strategy
can include a variety of approaches, including, but not limited to, a voluntary
contribution for school resources or dedication of land for a school site or
expansion of an existing school site. The developer and the school district will
enter into an agreement to implement the agreed-upon strategy. This language is
provided on Page 41 and Page 163 of the Plan. The City Council will review the
school strategy as part of the development review process.

Design Guidelines Reformatting. Staff is exploring possible reorganization of
Chapter 4 (Design Guidelines), to provide more narrative and less repetition.
These changes would be after the public draft and will incorporate any public or
Council comments.

Flynn Avenue Frontage. The Precise Plan includes a small area fronting on Flynn
Avenue, within the 282 East Middlefield Road project site. Existing development
on Flynn Avenue includes 1- to 2- story townhomes, duplexes, and single-family
homes. To respond to this character, the Precise Plan limits buildings within 100’
of Flynn Avenue to 2 stories and residential uses (Pages 76 and 77).

Recommendation Authority. See Chapter 6, Section 6.2.1. In the North Bayshore
Precise Plan, Bonus FAR projects are reviewed by the Zoning Administrator, who
makes a recommendation to the City Council. In the El Camino and San Antonio
Precise Plans, these projects are reviewed by the EPC. The draft language uses

North Bayshore as a model (no recommendation by the EPC, except for Master
Plans).
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Master Plan Process. See Chapter 6, Section 6.3.2. Similar to the North Bayshore
Precise Plan, Master Plan applications would be reviewed by the EPC and City
Council. Project applications associated with an approved Master Plan would be
eligible for expedited review, including final action by the Zoning Administrator.

NEXT STEPS

The Bicycle/Pedestrian Advisory Committee is tentatively scheduled to review the
draft Precise Plan on April 24, 2019. The City Council will review the EPC’s
recommendation on the topics in this report at a meeting tentatively scheduled for
May 7, 2019.

The DEIR is anticipated for release in late May or early June. Additional Study
Sessions with the EPC and City Council are tentatively scheduled for June. The
tentative topics for discussion include:

*  The DEIR;

*  Floor area ratio in the South Employment Character Area and floor area in
Development Reserve;

*  Vehicle access and grade separation across the light rail tracks;
*  Possible revisions to the trip-cap based on further EIR analysis; and
*  Human Rights analysis.

Final Plan adoption is tentatively scheduled for the fall.
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CONCLUSION

Staff is seeking EPC input on the following East Whisman Precise Plan questions:

1.  What option does the EPC prefer for how the Jobs-Housing Linkage Strategy should
apply to the LASD TDR projects?

2. Should additional required neighborhood commercial locations be added and/or
required minimum neighborhood commercial floor areas increased?

3. Does the EPC have any comments on the standards, or any other comments on the

Draft Precise Plan?
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