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Dear Council Members,
We have just received the agenda packet for your meeting on Monday, Oct. 25. We
were appalled to see that you've scheduled the hearing on Objective Standards to
start at 10 p.m.

As you are aware, there is considerable interest in this item among many Palo Alto
residents. Yet by scheduling the hearing to start at 10 p.m., you have almost
guaranteed that few members of the public will be able to attend the hearing.

In our view, then, this is NOT a public hearing but an opportunity for staff to push
through their ideas with little opposition. We can see that you already have a very full
agenda for Monday. We urge you to continue this item to another week and to set a
reasonable time when working people can attend.

We have already written to you twice about how city zoning discriminates against
residents of RM-40, denying them the light, air and space enjoyed by residents of
other zones in the city. We have attached previous letters as reference.

Besides being unjust, this unequal treatment violates the city’s own policies outlined
in the Race & Equity Statement, adopted only a little over a year ago.

We are grateful for the willingness expressed by council members Dubois, Greer and
Kou to explore ending the long-standing inequities that RM-40 residents face. We
hope the rest of the council can show us they are similarly open-minded. 

As the city goes through these vast changes to the zoning code, we urge you to
eliminate an unfair and unequal system. Like all of you, we want Palo Alto to be the
kind of city residents and others point to with pride.

We ask you to take action to show that Palo Alto is a city that values all of
its citizens, not just a privileged few. Please include justice for RM-40 residents in any
motions directing staff modifications to the zoning code overhaul.

best regards,
Jamie Beckett
Peter Shuler

Park Boulevard, Palo Alto
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September 25, 2021



Dear Palo Alto City Council,

 

We are homeowners in Palo Alto Central, a 140-unit condominium complex that is facing the prospect of a giant office complex that would be built just 10 feet from our homes. We have learned the hard way that Palo Alto zoning laws discriminate against people like us who live in residential zones designated RM-40.

 

If you adopt the Objective Standards proposed by staff, you will be compounding the inequities we face.

 

City zoning code shelters residents in other zones from some of the impact of large developments close to their homes. These protections include height restrictions, requirements for a daylight plane, setback requirements, open space requirements and more.

 

Not RM-40. We are granted only the flimsiest protections. If the council adopts the proposed Objective Standards, you will be ripping away even these bare shreds.

 

Although the city claims to want more multi-family housing near transit -- exactly the kind of housing we represent – city zoning laws punish us for choosing homes in RM-40.

 

Under current law, RM-40 homes are restricted to 35 feet, but a builder can put massive structures as high as 50 feet within 10 feet of our homes and we have no recourse. Developers can invade our privacy with their glass-walled buildings, build projects with too few parking spaces, add hundreds of cars to clog our streets, build towering structures that cloak our homes in shadow – and it is just too bad for us.

 

Current law treats us like second-class citizens. The proposed law is even more unfair.

 

The only protections that current zoning code offers RM-40 fall largely under Context-Based Design Criteria (18.16.060). But even these will be removed under the so-called Objective Standards.

RM-40 housing:

·         Brings in more tax revenue for the city per square foot of land than any other residential land (just because it is that much denser)

·         It costs less to the city in terms of services and maintenance (think just about the number of stops for trash collection)

·         It brings more consumers into nearby business districts and benefits local businesses

·         It’s closer to the public transportation, which reduces traffic 

·         Requires less water and energy per housing unit than single family homes.

 

Despite its stated desire to add more housing, Palo Alto really isn’t interested in attracting people willing to live in denser housing. Why should anyone pay the inflated Palo Alto housing prices when they can go to other cities where costs are lower for the same amount of benefits?

 

Rather than drive us away, the city should fight to retain us by providing us with the same benefits others in Palo Alto enjoy -- public open space, adequate setbacks, traffic mitigation, privacy protections, etc.

 

That means rewriting the municipal code to erase the inequities and provide the same treatment to everyone in Palo Alto. Isn’t that the kind of city we want to be?

 

Best regards,

 

Jamie Beckett
Peter Jon Shuler

 

Park Blvd., Palo Alto
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October 8, 2021

Dear Mayor Dubois and City Council Members,,

Thank you for listening to our pleas about equity for RM-40 residents on Monday night.  The council  came very close to voting on a motion that included exploration of treating residents of RM-40 like other residential zones.  But the motion was dropped in order to continue the item to the next meeting when the objective standards will come up.  We urge you not to forget RM-40 residents when you take up this issue again.

As we have stated time and again, the city's zoning code has long created a two-tier system of haves and have-nots.  Those who live in R-1 and most other residential zones, and those like us who live in RM-40 developments.  Those who are protected from obstructive and intrusive developments building too close and too high, blocking daylight and invading privacy -- and those like us who are not. 

This has been made painfully clear to those of us living in the Palo Alto Central condominium complex next to the California Avenue Caltrain station, which has become the epicenter of development in the city. 

Besides being unjust, this unequal treatment violates the city’s own policies outlined in the Race & Equity Statement, adopted only a little over a year ago. 

As the city is going through these massive changes to its zoning code, this is a golden opportunity to end this long-standing inequity once and for all.  Please include justice for RM-40 residents in any motions directing staff modifications to the zoning code overhaul.

Best regards,

Peter Jon Shuler
Jamie Beckett
Suzanne Steimle
Valerie Milligan
Kimberly Griffin
George Thomas
Terry Holzemer
Patricia Hernandez


Park Boulevard, Palo Alto
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September 25, 2021 
 
Dear Palo Alto City Council, 
  
We are homeowners in Palo Alto Central, a 140-unit condominium complex that is 
facing the prospect of a giant office complex that would be built just 10 feet from our 
homes. We have learned the hard way that Palo Alto zoning laws discriminate against 
people like us who live in residential zones designated RM-40. 
  
If you adopt the Objective Standards proposed by staff, you will be compounding the 
inequities we face. 
  
City zoning code shelters residents in other zones from some of the impact of large 
developments close to their homes. These protections include height restrictions, 
requirements for a daylight plane, setback requirements, open space requirements and 
more. 
  
Not RM-40. We are granted only the flimsiest protections. If the council adopts the 
proposed Objective Standards, you will be ripping away even these bare shreds. 
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Current law treats us like second-class citizens. The proposed law is even more unfair. 
  
The only protections that current zoning code offers RM-40 fall largely under Context-
Based Design Criteria (18.16.060). But even these will be removed under the so-called 
Objective Standards. 

RM-40 housing: 

•         Brings in more tax revenue for the city per square foot of land than any other 
residential land (just because it is that much denser) 

•         It costs less to the city in terms of services and maintenance (think just about 
the number of stops for trash collection) 

•         It brings more consumers into nearby business districts and benefits local 
businesses 



•         It’s closer to the public transportation, which reduces traffic  

•         Requires less water and energy per housing unit than single family homes. 
  
Despite its stated desire to add more housing, Palo Alto really isn’t interested in 
attracting people willing to live in denser housing. Why should anyone pay the inflated 
Palo Alto housing prices when they can go to other cities where costs are lower for the 
same amount of benefits? 
  
Rather than drive us away, the city should fight to retain us by providing us with the 
same benefits others in Palo Alto enjoy -- public open space, adequate setbacks, traffic 
mitigation, privacy protections, etc. 
  
That means rewriting the municipal code to erase the inequities and provide the same 
treatment to everyone in Palo Alto. Isn’t that the kind of city we want to be? 
  
Best regards, 
  
Jamie Beckett 
Peter Jon Shuler 
  
Park Blvd., Palo Alto 
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Herb Borock
P. O. Box 632
Palo Alto, CA 94302

October 23, 2021

Palo Alto City Council
250 Hamilton Avenue
Palo Alto, CA 94301

OCTOBER 25, 2021 CITY COUNCIL MEETING, AGENDA ITEM #7
WORKFORCE HOUSING COMBINING DISTRICT
PALO ALTO MUNICIPAL CODE SECTION 18.30(K)

Dear City Council:

I urge you to initiate a text change to the Zoning Ordinance to
delete the Combining District for Workforce Housing that was
adopted by Ordinance No. 5443.

Council Member Eric Filseth sent you an email message on
Sunday, September 26, 2021 7:24 PM in which he compared the
rental prices of the middle-income residential units with the
other market rate units at the Alta Locale project at 2755 El
Camino Real which is the only project to use the Workforce
Housing Combining District.

The Alta Locale middle-income units rent is substantially the
same as the rent for the other units.

If residential units are small enough, their rents will be
affordable for any defined income.

The City has an obligation to meet its Residential Housing
Needs Allocation (RHNA), but there is only a single RHNA
allocation for market rate.  There is not a RHNA allocation for
middle income.

The staff report for the adoption of the Combining District
refers to AB 1637 (Statutes 2017, Chapter 801) that enacted
Health and Safety Code Section 34340 for "Middle-Income Housing
Projects".

AB 1637 authorized, but did not require, a demonstration
project in San Diego County and Santa Clara County that defined
a "Middle-income housing project" as one that includes at least
40% of the units for persons of low income, and at least 10% of
the units for families of middle income.

By contrast PAMC Section 18.30(K) is for projects with 20% of
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the units for persons with middle income and the remaining 80%
of the units for persons with incomes above middle income.

Now that you can view an actual project that used the new
Combining District, I urge those of you who voted to enact that
district, to amend the Zoning Ordinance to repeal that
district based on the new evidence. 

The 2021 Fiscal Year median income in Santa Clara County is
$105,900 for a one-person family, and $121,050 for a two-person
family.

You can do your own arithmetic to determine who benefits from
increased density in exchange for providing an additional 20
percent of a project's units for persons who earn up to 150% of
those median incomes.

Thank you for your consideration of these comments.

Sincerely,

Herb Borock




