City of Palo Alto

(ID # 8763)

City Council Staff Report
Report Type: Action Items

Meeting Date: 1/29/2018

Summary Title: Resolution Modifying Southgate RPP Program
Title: Adoption of a Resolution Amending the Southgate Residential
Preferential Parking Program by Adjusting the Number of Employee Permits
and Making Clarifying Modifications, and a Resolution Establishing a Twohour Parking Restriction in the Commercial Zones Adjacent to 1515 El Camino
Real and 1681 El Camino Real (Continued from December 11, 2017)
From: City Manager
Lead Department: Planning and Community Environment
Recommendation
Staff recommends that the City Council:
A. Adopt the following Resolutions:
(1) A Resolution (Attachment A) to amend the Southgate RPP Pilot Program,
established by Resolution 9688, to increase the maximum number of employee
permits from 10 to 25, conform the resolution to that of the other RPP zones, and
remove El Camino Real from the RPP district; and
(2) A Resolution (Attachment B) establishing two-hour time-limited parking, to be in
effect on Monday through Friday between the hours of 8:00 AM and 5:00 PM, in
two locations in proximity to the Southgate RPP Program area, namely:
a. East side of El Camino Real starting at Churchill Avenue and extending
approximately 110 feet southeasterly, and the south side of Churchill
Avenue starting at El Camino Real and extending 120 feet east along
Churchill (adjacent to 1515 El Camino Real); and
b. East side of El Camino Real, starting at Park Boulevard and extending
approximately 215 feet northwesterly (adjacent to 1681 El Camino Real).
B. Direct staff to make corresponding changes to the Administrative Guidelines for the RPP
programs; and
C. Find these actions exempt from the requirements of the California Environmental
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Quality Act (CEQA) pursuant to Sections 15061(b)(3) and 15301 (Existing Facilities) of
Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations.
(The requested actions were removed from the December 11, 2017 consent agenda at staff’s
request. Other recommendations related to the Evergreen Park-Mayfield RPP program have
been revised to reflect the end of the one year “pilot” and are being considered as a separate
action item.)

Executive Summary
The Residential Preferential Parking (RPP) program in the Southgate neighborhood is in the
initial pilot phase and limits parking occupancy on residential streets by requiring permits for
any motorists desiring to park for longer than two hours during typical business hours. The
program also limits the number of permits available to area employees and businesses for
purchase, while allowing for up to six resident permits per household.
As the program has gotten underway, some business owners, including owners of smaller
medical offices in the district, have been unable to purchase permits because of the limited
supply (i.e. all employee permits in their area have been sold out). As a result, these business
owners have asked the City to release more employee parking permits. City staff has evaluated
the on-street occupancy within the affected areas, discussed the request with resident and
business stakeholders, and developed a resolution to add additional employee parking permits
through the remainder of the pilot phase. A separate resolution would create two-hour timelimited parking zones (with no ability to park for longer with a permit) adjacent to the two
commercial properties along El Camino Real and Churchill Avenue in the Southgate area. More
information is provided regarding these recommendations below.

Background
Beginning in early 2014, the City has been actively addressing parking and transportation
challenges throughout the City using a multi-faceted approach focused on parking
management, parking supply, and transportation demand management programs. Parking
management strategies included the development of a city-wide Residential Preferential
Parking (RPP) ordinance, which was adopted in December 2014, establishing procedures for
establishment of individual neighborhood RPP programs. So far, the City has adopted new
neighborhood programs in residential areas surrounding Downtown and in Evergreen ParkMayfield and Southgate.
Permit sales for the Southgate RPP Program pilot began in October 2017, soft enforcement
(only issuing warnings, no citations) began in November, and full enforcement rolled-out in
December. With only two commercial properties within the Southgate neighborhood, only ten
employee parking permits were made available initially. Despite there being only two
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commercial properties in the Southgate neighborhood, there are seven businesses registered at
these two addresses and some employees and some businesses were unable to secure the total
number of employee parking permits desired.1
The City recently engaged a consultant to conduct a parking occupancy survey in Southgate to
measure the occupancy of on-street parking spaces and assess the impact of the RPP program.
The consultant measured occupancies on January 10 th and 11th, weekdays with both Stanford
and Palo Alto High School in session. The results of this study found that average parking
occupancy in Southgate was approximately 22%. The highest occupancy identified at any time
during the study period, was 23.9% taken at 9:00 AM. Parking occupancy summary data is
included as Attachment C.
Planning staff recently conducted two meetings with area stakeholders regarding the issue
raised by neighborhood businesses to discuss the desire for additional employee permits. One
meeting was in late December and one was in mid-January. The meetings provided
opportunities for residents and businesses to share their perspectives with each other and with
staff. Staff has also heard from numerous resident and business stakeholders by email
expressing their desire for no new employee permits (residents) and more employee permits
(businesses). In addition, staff has received a number of questions about businesses in the
area, the basis of staff’s recommendation, and procedural matters. To the extent feasible, these
questions have been addressed in this report.

Discussion
Although the Southgate RPP Program area only includes two commercial properties, located at
1515 El Camino Real and 1681 El Camino Real, according to the Palo Alto Business Registry
there are seven businesses (one is not currently in operation) at these addresses.2 These seven
businesses are estimated to have about 70 employees, although many are part-time. The
property located at 1515 El Camino Real has a parking lot with ten parking spaces, and 1681 El
Camino Real has a parking lot with five parking spaces.

1

Following the program initiation, staff received a report from the City’s permit management
contractor indicating that some businesses had been incorrectly issued resident permits. This is
not appropriate and the permits have been revoked. Also, resident permits in the Evergreen
Park – Mayfield RPP were incorrectly issued to 1681 El Camino Real in Southgate, and have
since been deactivated. Staff is working closely with the contractor to ensure these mistakes
are not repeated in the future.
2

The two commercial properties at 1515 and 1681 El Camino Real we rezoned RM-15 (multifamily housing) in the
1980s and the Council’s action at that time allowed medical office uses to remain on the sites as long as they did
not expand.
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Table 1: Palo Alto Business Registry, Businesses in the Southgate Neighborhood
Business Name
Address
Employees
Plastic Surgery Center
1515 El Camino Real, Unit A
0-25
George W. Commons, MD FACS
1515 El Camino Real, Unit C
0-25
Illuminate Plastic Surgery Inc
1515 El Camino Real, Unit C
0-25
Duet Plastic Surgery, A Medical 1515 El Camino Real, Unit D
0-25
Corporation
Palo Alto Dermatology
1515 El Camino Real, Unit D
Not in operation
Seung K Kim MD Inc
1515 El Camino Real, Unit F
0-25
Bay IVF Center
1681 El Camino Real
0-25
Source: Palo Alto Business Registry Data accessed November 2017

In the development of the program parameters, staff used information from stakeholder public
outreach meetings that occurred in 2016, which had requested limiting the businesses in
Southgate to ten employee permits. On March 13, 2017 staff mailed out surveys to all
residential properties and property owners within the proposed program area, and the
program design elements included in the mail survey included “A maximum of 10 annual
employee permits would be available in the Southgate RPP Program.”
Based on recent communication with employers in the area, the ten permits originally allocated
are not adequate. With approximately 70 employees, 15 total parking lot spaces available, and
assuming that less than half of the total number of employees would be working at any given
time, it is estimated that issuing 15 additional transferable hangtag permits (25 total) should
more adequately address employee parking demands. Also, using the 30-40% average showrate staff has observed in the other RPP program areas, it is estimated that during work hours
this would likely result in nine total employee vehicles parking in the Southgate RPP program
area at any given period during the day.
Based on this calculation, staff recommends adding 15 employee permits to the Southgate
program. This is in the context of a total supply of on-street parking spaces recently estimated
at 581 with occupancies of about 22%. (See Attachment C.) Staff also recommends modifying
the resolution to cap the number of Daily Employee Parking Permits available, similar to the
Downtown RPP. The recommended cap for Daily Employee Parking Permits is four per month,
or roughly one per week. These permits will be available to employees only, and will not be
available for sale to employers. Further, language has been added to the proposed resolution to
clarify that same-day re-parking within the RPP district after the two-hour limit is prohibited
during enforcement hours.
In addition to these revisions for employees, it is recommended that parking along the
frontages of these two commercial properties be changed to two-hour time-limited parking in
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effect on Monday through Friday between the hours of 8:00 AM and 5:00 PM. This will to allow
for parking by customers who may currently be occupying parking spaces within the Southgate
RPP program area. Since El Camino Real is a state highway under Caltrans’ jurisdiction,
Caltrans’ written approval of the proposed resolution (Attachment B) is required prior to
implementing parking regulations on El Camino Real.3
If the Council does not agree that additional employee permits are needed in Southgate and
does not adopt the proposed resolution, the program would continue as-is for the pilot phase,
which is scheduled to end on November 1, 2018. This issue could be considered nearer to the
end of the pilot period.

Policy Implications
The following Comprehensive Plan programs and policies are relevant to the Southgate RPP
program:
Policy T-5.5 Minimize the need for employees to park in and adjacent to commercial
centers, employment districts and schools
Policy T-5.11 Work to protect residential areas from parking impacts of nearby
businesses and uses, recognizing that fully addressing some existing intrusions may
take time.
Policy B-1.2 Promote Palo Alto’s image as a business-friendly community. Assume an
active role in fostering businesses, including small start-ups, entrepreneurs, and
innovative businesses.
Policy B-1.3 Engage with all stakeholders in the community, including businesses of all
sizes, local retailers, the public, and City decision-makers in order to understand the
challenges businesses and employers face.
Policy B-2.3 Recognize that employers, businesses and neighborhoods share many
values and concerns, including traffic and parking issues and preserving Palo Alto’s
livability, and need to work together with a priority on neighborhood quality of life.
Policy B-3.3 Develop strategies for promoting businesses and employers that generate
revenues that will support a full range of high-quality City services, including retain
and attract revenue-generating businesses.
Policy B-4.2 Attract and support small businesses, start-ups, non-profit organizations,
and professional services, which are vital to a diverse and innovative economy.

3

This is based on recent consultation with Caltrans.
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Resource Impact
At current permit prices, additional employee parking permit sales could generate between
$1,600 and $2,200 for the Southgate RPP district. It is estimated that the changes in signage in
front of the businesses would require approximately $3,000 in funding. There is sufficient
budget in Capital Project PL-15003, Residential Preferential Parking in the Fiscal Year 2018
Approved Captial Budget to cover the cost of signage. The cost of incremental changes to
current parking enforcement by the Police Department along this segment cannot be
quantified.

Timeline
If the Council adopts the proposed resolutions, staff expects that employee permits can be
released immediately. The installation of new signage in front of the businesses would require
up to two months, following Caltrans approval.

Environmental Review
This program is exempt from the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) pursuant to Section 15061(b)(3) of Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations since it
can be seen with certainty that there is no possibility the adoption and implementation of this
program may have a significant effect on the environment and Section 15301 in that this
proposed resolution will have a minor impact on existing facilities.
Attachments:
Attachment A: Resolution Continuing the Southgate RPP with Adjusted Number of Employee
Permits
(PDF)
Attachment B: Resolution Establishing 2 Hour Parking on Certain Portions of El Camino Real
and Certain Portions of Churchill Avenue (PDF)
Attachment C Southgate On-Street Occupancy Summary (PDF)
Attachment D: Public Comment
(PDF)
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Resolution No. _____
Resolution of the Council of the City of Palo Alto Continuing the Southgate
Residential Preferential Parking District (RPP) Program Established by
Resolution No. 9688, Adjusting the Number of Permits Available, Clarifying
Specific Provisions, and Restating the Program Provisions
RECITALS
A. California Vehicle Code Section 22507 authorizes the establishment, by city council
action, of permit parking programs in residential neighborhoods for residents and other
categories of parkers.
B. On December 15, 2014, the Council adopted Ordinance No. 5294, adding Chapter
10.50 to Title 10 (Vehicles and Traffic) of the Palo Alto Municipal Code, which established the
city-wide procedures for RPP Districts in the city.
C. On May 9, 2016, the City Council directed City staff to implement a Residential
Preferential Parking program in the Southgate area.
D. In July 2016, a stakeholders’ group comprised of Southgate residents and business
interests met and made its recommendations to the City on the particular rules to be applied to
the Southgate RPP District.
E. On April 26, 2017, the Planning and Transportation Commission held a public
hearing to consider the proposed Southgate residential preferential parking program.
F. On June 19, 2017, the Council adopted Resolution No. 9688, which established the
Southgate Residential Preferential Parking Program pilot and rescinded existing parking
restrictions that conflicted with the restrictions established by this RPP district.
G. The Council desires to continue the Southgate Residential Preferential Parking
Program pilot established by Resolution No. 9688 with modifications and to restate the
applicable Program provisions for this District in the subject Resolution.
NOW, THEREFORE, the Council of the City of Palo Alto RESOLVES, as follows:
SECTION 1. Findings. The criteria set forth in Section 10.50.030 of the Palo Alto Municipal Code
for designating a Residential Preferential Permit Zone have been met as follows:
A. That non-resident vehicles do, or may, substantially interfere with the use of on-street
or alley parking spaces by neighborhood residents in that based on observation there
are few available parking spaces available midday, while the streets are relatively
unoccupied at midnight thus demonstrating the parking intrusion is largely by
nonresidents.
B. That the interference by the non-resident vehicles occurs at regular and frequent
intervals, either daily or weekly, in that the parking intrusion is most severe during
daytime hours during the regular workweek.
1

C. That the non-resident vehicles parked in the area of the District create traffic
congestion, noise, or other disruption (including shortage of parking spaces for residents
and their visitors) that disrupts neighborhood life in that based on information from
residents and other city departments the vehicle congestion is interfering with regular
activities.
D. Other alternative parking strategies are not feasible or practical in that the City has
implemented a series of alternative parking strategies in the past and concurrently and
there is still a shortage of parking available.
SECTION 2. Definitions.
A. “Dwelling Unit” shall have the same meaning as it is defined in Palo Alto Municipal Code
Section 10.50.020.
B. “Southgate Residential Preferential Parking Program District” or “District” shall be those
city blocks identified in Table 1.
TABLE 1
STREET

BLOCKS ENFORCED

Castilleja Avenue

1500 and 1600

Churchill Avenue

12 to 100

Escobita Avenue

1500 and 1600

Madrono Avenue

1500 and 1600

Manzanita Avenue

200 and 300

Mariposa Avenue

1500 and 1600

Miramonte Avenue

100, 200, 300, 400 and 500

Portola Avenue

1500 and 1600

Sequoia Avenue

200, 300, and 400

SECTION 3. Parking Restrictions within the District.
A. Two-hour Parking Limit and No Re-parking. Within the District, no person shall park a
vehicle adjacent to any curb for more than two hours. Re-parking a vehicle more than
two hours after initially parking on the same day in the District is prohibited. These
restrictions shall be in effect Monday through Friday from 8:00 AM to 6:00 PM, except
holidays as defined in Palo Alto Municipal Code Section 2.08.100. Vehicles properly
displaying a valid Parking Permit as described in Section 4 of this Resolution are exempt
from these restrictions.
B. Exempt vehicles. Vehicles exempt from parking restrictions as described in Palo Alto
Municipal Code Section 10.50.070(d) are exempt from the restrictions in this section.

2

SECTION 4. Parking Permits.
A. Employee Parking Permits. The City may issue Employee Parking Permits for use by
employees working in the District. Employee Parking Permits shall be subject to the
following regulations:
a. Duration. Employee Parking Permits shall be available in the form of six-month
permits and one-day permits.
b. Form of Permit. The City may issue Employee Parking Permits in any form it
deems practicable, including stickers or hangtags.
c. Commuting Only. Employee Parking Permits are valid only when used by
employees who are working within the District on the day the permit is used.
d. Maximum Number of Permits Issued. A maximum of 25 Six-Month Employee
Parking Permits shall be granted at any given time.
e. Daily Employee Parking Permits. Daily Employee Parking Permits will be available
to employees only, and will not be available for sale to employers. Employees
will be limited to purchase up to four (4) daily parking permits per month, or
roughly one per week. The permit will state the date through which it is valid.
B. Resident Parking Permits. The City may issue Resident Parking Permits to residents of
dwelling units within the District. Resident Parking Permits shall be subject to the
following regulations:
a. Duration. Resident Parking Permits shall be available in the form of annual
permits and one-day permits.
b. Form of Permit. The City may issue Resident Parking Permits in any form it
deems practicable, including stickers or hangtags.
c. Maximum Number of Permits per Dwelling Unit. Each dwelling unit within the
District shall be limited to six Annual Resident Parking Permits at any given time.
Annual Resident Parking Permits shall be transferable between vehicles operated
by residents or guests of a dwelling unit within the District. Each dwelling unit
within the District shall be limited to 50 One-Day Resident Parking Permits per
year, which can be used by residents or guests of dwelling units within the
District.
d. Daily Resident Parking Permits. Each dwelling unit shall be limited to 50 Daily
Resident Parking Permits annually. These permits may be in the form of
scratcher hangtags, an online issuance system, or such other form as the City
determines. The permit will state the date through which it is valid.
SECTION 5. Fees.
Fee for Parking Permits. The fee for Parking Permits in the District shall be the following:
a. Annual Resident Permit: First Annual Resident Permit sticker is free; second
and third Annual Permit Resident Permit stickers are $50 per permit per
year; transferable Annual Resident Permit hangtags (up to two) are $50 per
permit per year.
b. One-Day Resident Permit: $5 per permit.
c. Employee Parking Permits
3

1. Six-month Employee Permit: $74.50 (or $25 if employee qualifies for
low-income status in accordance with Residential Preferential Parking
Regulations) per permit.
2. One-Day Employee Permit: $5 per permit.
SECTION 6. Existing Parking Restrictions.
In the event City staff should, at a later time, discover conflicting parking restrictions within
the District that conflict with the restrictions of this resolution, but are not expressly
rescinded, the RPP restrictions of this resolution shall control. However, existing parking
restrictions indicated by painted curbs and implemented pursuant to Vehicle Code section
21458 are not superseded by this Resolution and remain in effect.
SECTION 7. Supersede. To the extent any of the provisions of this Resolution are inconsistent
with the regulations set forth in Resolution 9688, this Resolution shall control.
SECTION 8. CEQA. This resolution is exempt from the requirements of the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) pursuant to Section 15061(b)(3) of Title 14 of the California
Code of Regulations since it can be seen with certainty that there is no possibility the adoption
and implementation of this resolution may have a significant effect on the environment and
Section 15301 in that this proposed resolution will have a minor impact on existing facilities.
SECTION 9. Effective Date. This resolution shall take effect immediately upon its passage.
Enforcement shall commence, pursuant to Chapter 10.50 of Title 10 of the Palo Alto Municipal
Code and the California Vehicle Code, when signage is posted.
SECTION 10. Pilot Program. The RPP Program shall remain in force until the City Council takes
action to extend, modify, or rescind. The City Council shall reconsider this Southgate RPP
Program by November 1, 2018.
INTRODUCED AND PASSED:
AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:
ABSTENTIONS:
ATTEST:
__________________________
City Clerk

__________________________
Mayor

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

APPROVED:
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_______________________
Assistant City Attorney

___________________________
City Manager
___________________________
Director of Planning and Community
Environment
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NOT YET ADOPTED

Resolution No.
Resolution of the Council of the City of Palo Alto Establishing Two Hour
Parking Limits Along Certain Portions of El Camino Real and Certain
Portions of Churchill Avenue
RECITALS
A. Palo Alto Municipal Code Section 10.44.010 allows the City Council to
establish parking, stopping, standing and parking restrictions or prohibitions on streets or
portions of streets within the City of Palo Alto.
B. The Council desires to limit parking to two hours during weekdays along portions
of El Camino Real and Churchill Avenue to allow for more patrons visiting businesses in those
areas to park along El Camino Real. By doing this, the Council seeks to reduce parking by
patrons in the adjacent residential neighborhoods.
NOW, THEREFORE, the Council of the City of Palo Alto RESOLVES, as follows:
SECTION 1. The Council hereby restricts parking on the east side (northbound direction) of El
Camino Real starting at the northeast corner of El Camino Real and Park Boulevard and extending
215 feet north along El Camino Real (adjacent to that certain real property commonly known as
1681-1691 El Camino Real, Palo Alto, California) as follows: No person shall park a vehicle adjacent
to the curb for more than two hours. This restriction shall be in effect Monday through Friday,
from 8:00 AM to 5:00 PM, except for holidays as defined by Palo Alto Municipal Code Section
10.04.050. This restriction does not supersede any existing parking restrictions or prohibitions,
including but not limited to red zone restrictions on parking or stopping at any time.
SECTION 2. The Council hereby restricts parking on the east side (northbound direction) of El
Camino Real starting at the southeast corner of El Camino Real and Churchill Avenue and
extending 110 feet south along El Camino Real (adjacent to that certain real property commonly
known as 1515 El Camino Real, Palo Alto, California, situated at the southeast corner of El
Camino Real and Churchill Avenue) as follows: No person shall park a vehicle adjacent to the curb
for more than two hours. This restriction shall be in effect Monday through Friday, from 8:00 AM
to 5:00 PM, except for holidays as defined by Palo Alto Municipal Code Section 10.04.050. This
restriction does not supersede any existing parking restrictions or prohibitions, including but not
limited to red zone restrictions on parking or stopping at any time.
SECTION 3. The Council hereby restricts parking on the south side of Churchill Avenue starting at
the southeast corner of El Camino Real and Churchill Avenue and extending 120 feet east along
Churchill Avenue (adjacent to that certain real property commonly known as 1515 El Camino
Real, Palo Alto, California, situated at the southeast corner of El Camino Real and Churchill
Avenue) as follows: No person shall park a vehicle adjacent to the curb for more than two hours.
1
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This restriction shall be in effect Monday through Friday, from 8:00 AM to 5:00 PM, except for
holidays as defined by Palo Alto Municipal Code Section 10.04.050. This restriction does not
supersede any existing parking restrictions or prohibitions, including but not limited to red zone
restrictions on parking or stopping at any time.
SECTION 4. CEQA. This resolution is exempt from the requirements of the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) pursuant to Section 15061(b)(3) of Title 14 of the California
Code of Regulations since it can be seen with certainty that there is no possibility the adoption
and implementation of this resolution may have a significant effect on the environment and
Section 15301 in that this proposed resolution will have a minor impact on existing facilities.
SECTION 5. Effective Date. This resolution shall be effective upon approval from the California
Department of Transportation pursuant to California Vehicle Code Section 22506.
Enforcement shall commence, pursuant to Chapter 10.44 of Title 10 of the Palo Alto Municipal
Code and California Vehicle Code Section 22507, when appropriate signs giving notice of the
restriction established herein are erected.
INTRODUCED AND PASSED:
AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:
ABSTENTIONS:

ATTEST:
City Clerk

Mayor

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

APPROVED:

Assistant City Attorney

City Manager
Director of Planning and Community
Environment
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Palo Alto Downtown On-Street
Day of Week:
Collection Date:

Wednesday
1/10/2018

On-Street Parking Occupancy
(Saturday 10/21/2017)
100.0%
90.0%
80.0%

Occupancy

70.0%
60.0%
50.0%
40.0%
30.0%
20.0%

Occupancy by Hour

TIME
9:00 AM
12:00 PM
3:00 PM
Average:

Spaces
581
581
581
581

10.0%

All Vehicles
Parked Occupancy
129
22.2%
132
22.7%
123
21.2%
128
22.0%

0.0%

Time
All Vehicles

Palo Alto Downtown On-Street
Day of Week:
Collection Date:

Thursday
1/11/2018

On-Street Parking Occupancy
(Saturday 10/21/2017)
100.0%
90.0%
80.0%

Occupancy

70.0%
60.0%
50.0%
40.0%
30.0%
20.0%

Occupancy by Hour

TIME
9:00 AM
12:00 PM
3:00 PM
Average:

Spaces
581
581
581
581

10.0%

All Vehicles
Parked Occupancy
139
23.9%
133
22.9%
118
20.3%
130
22.4%

0.0%

Time
All Vehicles
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Carnahan, David
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Keith Ferrell <ferrell.keith@gmail.com>
Monday, January 15, 2018 9:53 PM
Kamhi, Philip
Hur, Mark; Council, City; City Mgr; Planning Commission
Were the interested parties invited to participate in community meetings?

Philip,
Do you have a list of the Southgate addresses (residents and businesses) that were notified of the two
community meetings regarding the RPP? It looks as if you have to, somehow, sign up with the city in order to
get on the mailing list to be considered an "interested party". I do not believe I received an invitation from
Madina Kilcheva as some others have. I do know that the neighborhood as a whole was not invited to the
meeting. If the entire neighborhood was included in the original approval of the RPP, I believe they should all
be notified of any changes the city is discussing in changing the RPP.
Given that any increase in permits will affect, to some degree, the entire Southgate neighborhood and to a
greater degree the residences closest to 1515 ECR and 1681 ECR, I would think that any community meeting
would be broadcasted to the entire neighborhood in the same way that the original notification was done as well
as the survey. At a minimum, the following blocks should have been notified:
0-25 Churchill
1500 Portola
1600 Portola
1500 El Camino Real
1600 El Camino Real
200 Sequoia
200 Manzanita
1500 - 1521 Madrono
If notifications were not sent to these addresses, how were they to find out about the meetings? If they were not
notified, why were they not notified?
You mentioned that notifications were sent via email. What is the process to sign up to receive emails?
If notifications were not sent to these addresses, how can you state that there was true outreach to the
stakeholders? The residence that would be most affected by a change were not even notified that a change was
being discussed.
If residents were not notified, I request that nothing be put forward until after the residents of the above
mentioned streets, in addition to any residents and business owners that attended one or both of the previous
meetings. The definition of stakeholder is, "a person with an interest or concern in something". Yet, not
all stakeholders have been informed of this process. It is unfair to make decisions that directly impact
the residents, without the residents being properly notified.
Thank you.
Keith Ferrell
1

City of Palo Alto | City Clerk's Office | 1/16/2018 8:51 AM

Carnahan, David
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Keith Ferrell <ferrell.keith@gmail.com>
Monday, January 15, 2018 2:55 PM
Shikada, Ed
Council, City; Kamhi, Philip; City Mgr; Hur, Mark; Planning Commission
Re: Southgate Community Meeting Feedback

Thanks Ed,
Why is this issue going to council? Why is it not first going to the PTC? Who at the city is pushing for this to
go to council? The issue was voted on and approved by council less than 4 months ago. The Southgate RPP
did not start enforcement until Dec 13, 2017, yet staff was requesting to change it before the program even
started. Why have council approve it if staff can overrule them and then try to slide their changes in the consent
calendar? Consent items are supposedly minor changes, correct? This proposal more than doubles the number
of employee permits in Southgate and for Evergreen Park, it increases permits by over 30%. I don't see how
that is considered a minor change, unless you don't live in either area and/or are not concerned about the quality
of life in Palo Alto neighborhoods. So, I ask again, and would like an answer. Who is the driving force behind
this proposal? Staff did zero research on the Southgate area other than the businesses said they want more
permits. There are questions on zoning and use-permits, non-conforming uses, occupancy, etc... none of which
have been answered. At the first "stakeholder's meeting" the businesses claimed to not have been notified of the
RPP. We asked staff to confirm if those addresses received a survey and if they were returned. At the second
meeting, three weeks later, they still did not have an answer. Again, the meetings were merely charades so they
could go to council and tell them that they held meetings.
I disagree with your point that "staff are doing their best to thoroughly address community priorities while
balancing competing interests and available resources." Staff report # 8670 has now been scrapped due to its
inadequacies. What that tells me is the report was done half-ass to appease the businesses and they were going
to give it to council and hope no one would question them on the details by putting it on the consent
calendar. How much time and money is the city going to waste on changing a resolution that was already
approved by council? Does staff not have other items to work on? Maybe the city should look at thinning out
the level of staffing if they have time to throw together meaningless reports on resolutions that have been
approved so recently that the ink hasn't even dried.
The writing of staff report # 8670 should never have happened. The modifications of the RPP's should not go
forward for council review until after the one-year pilot programs have run their course. City council and staff
have more important things to do than churn through and modify resolutions they have already approved with
stipulations that they will see it again in one-year. Now, you are asking them to evaluate the program three
times in a 12-month span. That's a waste of resources. If resources are scarce, as you claim, then why use them
on this?
Keith Ferrell
On Sun, Jan 14, 2018 at 7:40 AM, Shikada, Ed <Ed.Shikada@cityofpaloalto.org> wrote:
Dear Mr. Ferrell,
Thank you for consistently sharing your perspective with the city council and staff. I am sorry that you and
many others have found it necessary to devote so much time and effort to this issue. I will discuss with the city
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manager how best to work with Planning staff and respond to your concerns as this issue comes forward for
city council review.
At the same, I’m sure you appreciate that we have talented and dedicated staff that are doing their best to
thoroughly address community priorities while balancing competing interests and available
resources. Appreciating the frustration reflected in the comments below, we will look for an appropriate time
and place for communications to be most productive.
Best regards,
Ed Shikada
Assistant City Manager
_____________________________
From: Keith Ferrell <ferrell.keith@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, January 13, 2018 11:19 PM
Subject: Southgate Community Meeting Feedback
To: Council, City <city.council@cityofpaloalto.org>
Cc: Kamhi, Philip <philip.kamhi@cityofpaloalto.org>, City Mgr <citymgr@cityofpaloalto.org>, Hur, Mark
<mark.hur@cityofpaloalto.org>

Last Wednesday, January 10, a community meeting was held to discuss the Southgate RPP. The meeting was
well attended, but nearly all left frustrated. I have copied below some of the comments received from some of
the Southgate residents that attended:
"Very frustrating meeting. Staff is ill-prepared and staff present last night knew little of land use standards, zoning regulations
or the facts associated with the business uses or even the RPP process. The city attorney would not have appreciated hearing
that the council can do whatever it wants whenever it wants too. If I were on the council and heard staff comments last night I
would be in the city managers office this morning asking what the hell is going on. Very unprofessional!!!"
"And there is no excuse for what went on as we put the city manager on notice yesterday morning about the questions that
would be raised."
"I found this evening’s meeting to be a further example of city staff’s inability to handle the Southgate parking situation in a
sensible manner. It pitted the companies against the residents in a meeting with no agenda, no clear action plan and no
resolution. There was no meeting of the minds, just a forum for shouting over each other. Total waste of time in my opinion."
"As residents, we have not expanded our demands on parking in Southgate, have agreed to the new parking program for a
year, and wish to maintain their ability to continue to park in their neighborhood. The Southgate neighborhood is and always
has been zoned for residential use. Unfortunately, It has become a matter of residents versus the businesses."
"There does not appear to be any objective analysis to support a number. They have 10 and want 19 more for a total of 29.
Why 29? If 29 cars end up parking in some quadrant of Southgate, then those residents have not gained any benefit from the
RPP."
"I still have a hard time with the potential of residential zoning being used for excessive business parking. This is a problem
created by the city from the very beginning of the process."
"Phillip has been sent by staff to “check the box” for two stakeholder meetings so staff will recommend issuing XXX amount of
new worker permits unless council member change the quantity. But they never asked for a recommendation by the
stakeholders!"
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"Phillip did not really hold a stakeholders meeting, because their should have been some resolution. Now staff can say that
they met with residents and business, but they cannot say that the found common ground."
As you can see, not much was accomplished, and many questions went unanswered. As I had speculated, the meeting
appears to have been held so that staff can tell council that they had a meeting. Staff answered none of the relevant questions
that were asked on Wednesday or had been asked leading up to the meeting. There has been no study done on the part of
staff to determine the current status of the Southgate neighborhood or the impact of the business parking in our
neighborhood. How can staff produce a report based purely on supposition?
Staff, for some reason, seems intent on bringing this to the council. But, why? Who is driving this request? Is it council? The
businesses? It's certainly NOT the residents. How has this gotten to the point of getting to council when there's nothing
backing it up? Why is staff taking up council's time and energy to forward the agenda of the businesses which could only result
in negative impacts to our residential neighborhood?
The lots that 1515 El Camino and 1681 El Camino occupy are zoned R-15. I believe, according to city code, that would make
those addresses non-conforming. According to city code, it appears that these would the non-conforming use should have
been terminated.
18.70.070 Nonconforming Use – Required Termination
(a) In any district, a nonconforming, nonresidential use occupying a site having facilities thereon valued at less than one thousand
dollars, shall be terminated within five years from the effective date of this section, or within five years from the date such use becomes
nonconforming, whichever date is later, and within such time the improvements shall either be removed, or converted or modified to
accommodate a conforming use.
(b) In any district, a nonconforming, nonresidential use of a site not subject to subsection (a) of this section shall be terminated in
accord with the following provisions and schedules:
(1) When occupying or using facilities designed and built for residential use, the nonconforming use shall be terminated within ten years
from July 20, 1978, or within ten years from the date such use becomes nonconforming, whichever date is later, and within such time
the improvements shall either be removed, or converted or modified to accommodate a conforming use.
We have asked staff many questions that have remained unanswered. In addition, staff has failed to come up with any support as to why
they are presenting a report to staff on a program that has barely had the chance to take hold. Residents have done extensive research to
show that parking in the residential area near the businesses has not seen little to no improvement since the beginning of the RPP. Adding
permits will, therefore, worsen parking in the residential area due to overflow business parking. That, by itself, is reason enough to NOT
ask to increase the number of business permits.
Had staff taken the time to study the environment, as the residents have, with some empirical evidence to back up any reasoning, we would
be much more willing to listen to what they have to say. However, there is no support for this. Instead, staff is wasting taxpayer time and
money on a report that has since been scrapped, community meetings, a second report (which I have no confidence in being much different
than the first), and also wasting council members' time and energy.
Again, I ask that council request that the Southgate RPP be given a chance to work and that any effort by staff to bring this to council be
rejected. By allowing this to be heard by council, is supporting recommendations by staff, that have no amount of factual evidence. How
can a city be properly run if it promotes knee-jerk reactions which only serve to cause churn for staff, residents and council members?
Please feel free to contact me with any questions.
Keith Ferrell
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Carnahan, David
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Keith Ferrell <ferrell.keith@gmail.com>
Monday, January 15, 2018 2:35 PM
Planning Commission
Council, City; City Mgr
Southgate RPP being revisited? Why?
1515 El Camino to ECR Parking.png; 1515 El Camino to Southgate parking.png

Dear Commissioners,
You might or might not be aware that city staff is going to city council to request a change in both the
Evergreen Park/Mayfield and Southgate RPP employee permit numbers. Staff had originally put this proposal
on the council's consent calendar for December 11, 2017. Due to an outcry by residents, the item was
pulled. Staff report #8670 is the original report drafted by staff. This report is full of inaccuracies and has no
factual evidence to back up any recommendations. According to staff, this report has also been scrapped.
Over the past month, I have sent a number of letters to the Planning Department, including Phillip Kamhi, Mark
Her, Hilary Gittleman and Joshua Mello, along with Palo Alto City Council and the City Manager's office. I
spoke with Greg Tanaka yesterday, and he mentioned that I should contact you as the issue should come before
the PTC before getting to council.
I have attached copies of my emails below. The issues are fairly simple:
1) City staff, after hearing from businesses that they did not have enough permits, drafted a report
recommending an increase in the number of employee permits. Staff did not inform residents and planned on
putting it on council consent calendar to quickly make the change.
2) Council approved the Southgate RPP less than six months ago and enforcement did not begin until December
13, 2017. (That is the date the first ticket was issued) How can staff recommend a change to a program that
hadn't even been given a chance to start working?
3) Staff's assumptions are entirely inaccurate, especially as they pertain to Southgate. Show rates, occupancy
rates, etc... are all based on guesswork without any studies being done.
4) Parking is readily available on El Camino Real on both the east and west side. I have attached 2 maps of the
area fronting 1515 El Camino showing the distance from the office to parking available on El Camino and to
the inner Southgate neighborhood via the alley. The parking extends north to Palo Alto High School. In order
to keep parking away from the school, I have marked the farthest distance to be just south of the tennis
courts. All of the parking is adjacent to PAUSD District Office. As you can see, the farthest parking is a mere
650ft away. This strip of El Camino allows for approximately 17 parking spaces (at 21 ft per space). This does
not include parking on the western side of El Camino which could include scores of additional spaces. Distance
via the alley is a minimum 400 ft away. Walking on a well-lit thoroughfare such as El Camino is also MUCH
safer than walking through a dark alley.
5) In order to take full advantage of El Camino parking, 72-hour parking needs to be CONSISTENTLY
ENFORCED. RV's and other cars have been parked on the western side of El Camino for months.
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I have requested that no alterations to the Southgate RPP be addressed until AFTER the one-year pilot program,
which was approved by city council, has ended. Residents have asked for a variety of small changes to the RPP
(e.g. the choice to have a hang tag as the first permit, free daily permits, etc...) and were told by city staff that no
changes would be made during the pilot program. I expect the city to honor its commitment of maintaining the
permit program as approved by council until the end of the pilot program. I also expect that any
recommendations to change the program after that year will be supported by solid evidence and facts. Finally, I
expect that city staff fully communicates any possible actions to all residents of the affected RPP with adequate
lead time prior to any discussions taking place.
If you would like to further discuss this matter, I have plenty of information, thoughts and data points, I am
more than happy to sit down to answer any questions you might have.
Thanks
Keith Ferrell

Southgate to Council January 9th, 2018

Parking counts Dec 2017

Dec 20 Meeting Follow-up

Southgate Meeting Feedback

2

City of Palo Alto | City Clerk's Office | 1/16/2018 5:23 PM

Carnahan, David
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Keith Ferrell <ferrell.keith@gmail.com>
Tuesday, January 16, 2018 10:24 AM
Kamhi, Philip
Hur, Mark; Council, City; Planning Commission; City Mgr
Re: Why a change to 2-hours along Churchill and ECR? Already is 2-hours

I also forgot to mention. The only frontage for 1681 El Camino Real, is actually not covered by RPP. Their
frontage is along the main ECR and not as it veers into Southgate.
I have included a link to a map of Southgate. I have highlighted the frontage of 1515 and 1681 El Camino, the
beginning of the RPP permit area which is where ECR veers into Southgate, the parking available along El
Camino north of Churchill on the eastern side of El Camino, as well as the area on the western side of El
Camino which is also available for parking.
https://drive.google.com/open?id=1KhZsOKoViKUhNE0iBCQyqCtwZ9-OPGzh&usp=sharing
There is no need for either a separate 2-hour parking zone, nor additional employee permits.
On Tue, Jan 16, 2018 at 9:45 AM, Keith Ferrell <ferrell.keith@gmail.com> wrote:
Phillip,
I see that the Southgate RPP is scheduled to go to city council on February 10. I notice that there is still a
mention of "Establishing a Two-Hour Parking Restriction in the Commercial Zones Adjacent to 1515 El
Camino Real and 1681 El Camino Real". Through the Southgate RPP, there already is a two-hour parking
restriction in that area. If you would like, I can take photos of the signage for you.
Prior to the Southgate RPP, the area along Chuchill fronting 1515 El Camino had two-hour parking
zone. However, the two-hour limit was never enforced and cars parked there all day. I had even called PAPD
to come out to enforce it, and they PAPD parking supervisor told me that the signs are there but that PAPD
does not enforce the signs. They were put up as a deterrent.
If those areas are, once again, changed to two-hour parking, regardless of a Southgate RPP permit, it will once
again turn into all day parking. If this is what the businesses are hoping to establish, then I must object. The
area is already 2-hour parking as established by the Southgate RPP.
What is the city hoping to accomplish by changing it from two-hour parking via the RPP, to standard two-hour
parking. I can also show you that NO residents with permits park along the frontage of 1515 El Camino
Real. If you have proof otherwise, I would love to see it.
For the sake of common logic, I ask that this also be removed from any amendment of the Southgate RPP.
Thanks
Keith Ferrell
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