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City of Palo Alto

(ID # 14609)

City Council Staff Report
Meeting Date: 8/22/2022

Report Type: Consent Calendar

Title: 1985 Louis Road (First Congregational Church of Palo Alto) [22PLN00159]: Appeal of a Director’s Decision Approving a Safe Parking Program
Permit to Allow Overnight Parking of up to Four (4) Vehicles at the Subject
Property. Environmental Assessment: Exempt. Zoning District: R-1 (SingleFamily Residential).
From: City Manager
Lead Department: Planning and Development Services
Recommendation:
Staff recommends that Council uphold the Director’s Decision to approve a Safe Parking Permit
at 1985 Louis Road, the First Congregational Church of Palo Alto.

Executive Summary:
On July 20, 2022, the Planning and Development Services Department received a timely request
for an appeal of the Safe Parking Permit application, 22PLN-00159 at 1985 Louis Road, the First
Congregational Church of Palo Alto. This item is on the consent calendar and if approved would
affirm the Director’s decision. The Council may alternatively choose to pull it off consent with
support from at least three Council members. If pulled the item would be considered at a
future noticed public hearing.
The Appellant is asking for the following items to be considered: Vehicle emissions relating to
potential idling of vehicles, overall proximity to residential uses, the fact that the County of
Santa Clara does not authorize the use of background checks for Safe Parking, and overall
potential security issues.
These requests go beyond what is currently required by the current Safe Parking Program and
implemented at two other Safe Parking sites. Staff recommends that Council deny the appeal
request and uphold the Director’s Decision to approve the project.

Background:
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City Council approved the Safe Parking ordinance in January of 20201, which is now Palo Alto
Municipal Code Section 18.42.160. Since this approval, five congregations applied for Safe
Parking Permits. Of the five, two have been approved and are in operation; one is on hold by
the applicant’s choice; one received approval but withdrew after the application was appealed
by neighbors; and the last is the subject of this appeal.
The two in operation, located at 3373 Middlefield Rd. and 505 E. Charleston Rd., have been
operating since May 2021 and October 2021, respectively. There have been no calls that
required police emergency response or that led to a police report being taken. Additionally, the
505 E. Charleston permit was originally appealed by the neighbor, and considered by Council on
August 9, 20212. Council voted to pull it from Consent, however, the appellant withdrew their
appeal before the appeal hearing was held.
Project Description
On May 11, 2022, the First Congregational Church of Palo Alto (FCCPA) applied for a Safe
Parking Permit. The permit allows four (4) passenger vehicles to park onsite during the hours of
7:00 pm to 7:00 am. The Safe Parking Lot would be operated by MOVE Mountain View (MOVE
MV), as per the agreement dated March 25, 2022 (Attachment D).
Required Findings
A Safe Parking Permit application is required to meet the following Findings:
1. The proposed safe parking use complies with the standards listed PAMC 18.42.160(f), as
follows:
a. Qualifying site. Safe parking may be allowed on a parcel with an existing, legal
church or religious institution use.
b. Number of vehicles. At no time shall more than 4 vehicles be used for safe
parking.
c. Hours of operation. A safe parking use may only occur between the hours of
6:00 p.m. and 8:00 a.m.
i. The applicant has chosen to further limit this to 7:00pm to 7:00 am which
is allowed. This ensures the overnight parkers have left the premises
prior to on-site preschoolers arriving.
d. Noise. Audio, video, generator, or other amplified sound that is audible outside
the vehicles parked in the safe parking program is prohibited.
e. Shelter in vehicles. All persons receiving safe parking shall shelter within the
vehicles. No person shall be housed in tents, lean-tos, or other temporary
facilities.
f. Required facilities. Accessible restroom facilities, including a toilet and
handwashing sink, shall be available to persons utilizing the site for safe parking
1

Link to January 13, 2021 Staff Report: https://www.cityofpaloalto.org/files/assets/public/agendasminutesreports/reports/city-manager-reports-cmrs/year-archive/2020/safe-parking-10789.pdf
2
Link to August 9, 2021 Staff Report: https://www.cityofpaloalto.org/files/assets/public/agendas-minutesreports/reports/city-manager-reports-cmrs/2021/id-12386.pdf
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at all times during the hours of operation. These facilities may be the existing
onsite facilities or mobile facilities brought onsite on a temporary basis to serve
persons utilizing safe parking.
g. Contact information. The following emergency contact information shall be
posted on site in a place readily visible to persons utilizing safe parking: (i) a
contact phone number for the safe parking program operator; (ii) the police nonemergency phone number; and (iii) 911. The safe parking program operator
shall be available at all hours of operation at the posted phone number and shall
be the first contact for non-emergency matters.
h. Connection to county case management system. The safe parking use shall be
managed and operated by a safe parking program operator that participates in
the federal Homeless Management Information System with Santa Clara County
or other county.
i. Safe, clean, orderly premises. The safe parking area and other onsite areas
accessed by persons utilizing safe parking shall be maintained in a safe, clean and
orderly condition and manner.
j. Compliance with laws. The safe parking use shall be operated in a manner that is
fully in conformance with all state and local laws including regulations and
permit requirements.
2. The proposed safe parking use at the location requested will not adversely affect the
health, safety, or welfare of persons residing or working in the surrounding area.
3. The proposed site is adequate in size and shape to accommodate the safe parking use.
Director’s Approval
The project was tentatively approved with conditions on July 6, 2022, subject to a 14-day
appeal period (Attachment C). Per PAMC 18.42.160(d)(2)(ii), and notice was sent to all owners
and occupants of property within 600 feet of the subject property.
As a courtesy, the Planning and Development Services Department arranged a community
meeting for neighbors to learn more about the project. A recording of the July 12, 2022
meeting and copy of the Q&A report are available online.3 As noted in the appellant’s
statement (Attachment B), some attendees were disappointed with the virtual meeting which
had more than 70 attendees. Staff attempted to efficiently answer questions using the Q&A
feature but to some, this approach was viewed as restricting an open discussion about the
specific project and the Safe Parking Program and homelessness generally.
The appellant is a group of neighbors representing at least 29 individuals and 19 properties in
vicinity of the proposed project, including one who lives directly adjacent at 940 Embarcadero
Road. The appeal letter (Attachment B) states their concerns, including:
• Vehicle emissions relating to potential idling of vehicles
• Overall proximity to residential uses
3

See Meeting Recording and Q&A Report: https://www.cityofpaloalto.org/News-Articles/Planning-andDevelopment-Services/1985-Louis-22PLN-00159
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• The fact that the County of Santa Clara does not authorize the use of background checks
for Safe Parking
• Potential security

Discussion:
Idling Vehicles
Car emissions from idling safe parking vehicles near residential properties is a concern
expressed by the appellant. While it is not anticipated idling would occur often due to
moderate temperatures and fuel costs to run a vehicle for extended periods of time, idling cars
is a possibility. Per PAMC 10.62.030, vehicle idling is not allowed except in certain
circumstances. Specifically, it is only allowed when “necessary to provide heat to an occupied
vehicle if the outside ambient temperature is below 40 degrees Fahrenheit, or idling is
necessary to provide cooling to an occupied vehicle if the outside temperature is more than 85
degrees Fahrenheit”. The majority of the year, the outside temperature is above 40 degrees
and less than 85 degrees between 7pm and 7am. During the winter months (approximately
November through March), nighttime temperatures are sometimes in the 30’s.
Staff anticipates that during the winter, occupants will use extra blankets and clothing layers to
maintain heat in the car. If they become too uncomfortable to sleep, they would turn on the car
for a period of time until it is comfortable enough to sleep again. Additionally, in the event of
dangerously cold temperatures, Santa Clara County opens additional Warming Centers.4 Last
year, the County operated two overnight warming center locations in San Jose from December
17, 2021, to April 30, 2022. In Palo Alto, two rotating shelters, Heart & Home and Hotel de Zink,
also provide indoor temporary shelter during the winter months.
The appellant includes historic weather graphs and information in the Attachment B and argues
that car idling will occur more frequently than staff expects and will result in pollution
potentially compromising the health and safety of nearby residents; impacts to health and
safety are a consideration in the approval of a Safe Parking Program permit.
The applicant has prepared a response letter to the appeal statements included in Attachment
C and states that in 2021 there were only 11 nights below 40 degrees and that the applicant
intends on providing blankets to assist with cold weather-related concerns. Moreover, any
idling from cars would not likely be perceived by neighbors as their windows would likely be
closed during weather.
Overall Proximity to Residential Uses
The appellant requests the four spaces proposed for Safe Parking Program be relocated toward
Louis Road. This action, the appellant suggests, would provide a greater distance from
residential structures, offer more privacy for the Program’s participants and benefits from less
4

Additional information on Santa Clara County Office of Emergency Management’s Cold Weather Safety programs
is available here: https://emergencymanagement.sccgov.org/residents/cold-weathersafety#:~:text=need%20of%20assistance.-,Overnight%20Warming%20Locations,pm%20%2D%207%3A00%20am.
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automobile traffic on Louis Road, better parking lot lighting and proximity to the church’s
security cameras.
The Safe Parking Ordinance did not establish a required minimum distance. However, through
the community outreach for the 3373 Middlefield permit, a minimum of 25 ft was established
as an initial precedent. The proposed parking spaces would be approximately 34 feet away
from nearest residential property line.
The applicant acknowledges the two parking lots on the site and notes that the parking lot near
Louis Road is used by individuals participating in various activities and meetings at the church,
including groups not affiliated with the church that meet regularly in the evening and use the
on-site parking spaces nearest Louis Road. The applicant further asserts the parking lot near
Embarcadero is less noisy and provides more privacy to safe parking participants.
Background Checks
Discussion surrounding background checks was also discussed as a part of the appeal request
for the 505 E. Charleston permit (see footnote 2). In summary, Santa Clara County does not
support their contractors (MoveMV) in conducting background checks at temporary shelters as
a part of the “housing first” approach to their supportive housing system, including
homelessness prevention services, temporary shelter programs, and supportive housing
programs. Additionally, in response to the previous appeal request, MoveMV has added the
following screening questions to their standard application for participants in the Safe Parking
Program: 1) if they are on parole or probation, and if so, 2) if there are any legal restrictions on
where they are allowed to reside.
The appellant references the California Fair Employment and Housing Act as a law the allows
providers to use criminal background checks and includes references to a number of
jurisdictions in California that require some form of background checks or screenings as a part
of their safe parking programs; this information is available in Attachment B.
Staff appreciates resident interest for background checks but is concerned such action may not
align with the City Council’s housing for social justice and economic balance priority and this
type of screening may not address perceived safety risks.
A criminal background check in housing decisions is permissible within the parameters of state
and federal discrimination laws, namely the California Fair Employment and Housing Act and
the federal Fair Housing Act. The California Department of Fair Employment and Housing
requires that background checks focus only on those criminal convictions that have a “direct
and specific negative bearing on a substantial, legitimate, and nondiscriminatory interest or
purpose of the housing provider, such as the safety of other residents, the housing provider’s
employees, or the property.” State regulations also require that if criminal background checks
are used as part of a housing decision, there must be “no feasible alternative practice that
would equally or better accomplish the identified interest with less discriminatory effect.” (See
City of Palo Alto
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Section 5 in the DFEH handout “Housing and Criminal History FAQ”, include within Attachment
B. See also 2 CCR 12266).
State regulations prohibit a “blanket ban” on those with a criminal record or felons residing in
housing. (See 2 CCR 12269). Instead, each individual who has a criminal record must be
evaluated on a case-by-case basis to identify whether any convictions are “directly related”,
and whether there is any mitigating information in response to a directly-related conviction.
(See 2 CCR 12266). The applicant must have an opportunity to present mitigating information
him or herself. Mitigating information includes “credible information about the applicant that
suggests that the applicant is not likely to pose a demonstratable risk to the health and safety
of others, the property, or other substantial, legitimate, and non-discriminatory interest or
purpose of the housing provider.” The state gives the following examples of mitigating
information:
• The age of the individual when the criminal conduct occurred;
• The amount of time that has passed since the date of conviction;
• Whether the conduct arose as a result of a disability;
• Whether the conduct arose from status as a survivor of domestic violence;
• Whether the individual has maintained a good tenant history before and/or after
the conviction;
• Whether there is evidence of rehabilitation efforts, including satisfactory
compliance with all terms and conditions of parole and/or probation; successful
completion of parole, probation, mandatory supervision, or post release community
supervision; and
• Other conduct demonstrating rehabilitation, such as maintenance of steady
employment. (See Section 8 in Attachment B, Fair Housing And Criminal History FAQ).
State regulations prohibit using some types of criminal history information in a housing
decision. This includes arrests that did not result in a conviction, convictions that have been
dismissed, expunged, or rendered inoperative, juvenile criminal histories, and arrests that were
diverted from prosecution under specific types of diversion programs. (See 2 CCR 12269).
Failure to comply with these regulations can be considered a violation of these statutory
protections against discrimination in housing. The DFEH has voiced concern that the use of
criminal histories in housing decisions can lead to an “unjustified discriminatory effect” as
“African Americans, Hispanics (or Latinos), and certain other groups face higher rates of arrest,
conviction, and incarceration than the general population. The use of criminal history
information in housing decisions can therefore have a disproportionately negative effect on
these protected groups.” (See Section 2 in Attachment B, Fair Housing And Criminal History
FAQ). A housing provider does not have to have any intention of discrimination to run afoul of
these laws.
Separately, state law regulates the use of the Megan’s Law database of registered sex
City of Palo Alto
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offenders. Information disclosed from using the database cannot be used for housing or
accommodations purposes, except to “protect a person at risk.” (See Penal Code 290.46(j)).
Megan’s Law does not impose a blanket ban prohibiting registered sex offenders from living
near schools or parks. That blanket restriction was originally passed by the voter initiative in
2006 but was deemed unconstitutional by the California Supreme Court in 2015. (See In re
Taylor (2015) 60 Cal.4th 1019). Such restrictions now must be applied on a case-by-case basis in
administering probation and parole.
Implications of Background Checks
In addition to the policy implications described previously, background checks require time and
resources. A third party must perform the background check, which creates a cost. The time
required to perform the check varies based on the way the operator chooses to implement a
check. Whether a few days or a few weeks, the check does create a barrier to providing services
to the unhoused person(s) as quickly as possible.
Some participants may be deterred from reaching out if they know a background check is
required due to fears about engaging with the criminal justice system. It has been suggested
that undocumented participants may be further deterred. Participants must, however, have a
valid driver’s license and insurance.
The public discourse at Council meetings and community meetings has also raised issues
regarding perceptions of crime among unhoused persons as well as issues of equity. It can be
argued that the need to have background checks performed for those living in their vehicles is
based on a perception that these persons may be more likely to have perpetrated a crime and
will be more likely to perpetrate a crime in the future.
The Council for the Homeless, however, states that a person who is homeless is no more likely
to be a criminal than a person who is housed.5 Indeed a number of studies have examined
homelessness and crime and support this perspective. For example, the Washington Post found
that:
“A review of four research papers and interviews with policy experts, economists,
housing providers and longtime neighbors of shelters suggests a more complicated
narrative. On average, researchers have found supportive housing facilities servicing the
homeless and other vulnerable populations rarely lead to higher crime rates or a drop in
property values — and sometimes even raise the latter if the shelter helps stabilize a
distressed community.”6
Further, while tenants of apartments may have background checks performed in accordance
with the law, homeowners are not subject to background checks. This creates a financial
5

The Council notes there is one legal exception: camping ordinances. Homeless persons are more likely to be
charged with crime of camping, loitering, or other crimes based on state and local laws.
6
https://www.washingtonpost.com/local/social-issues/dc-residents-fret-over-shelter-plan-citing-crime-andproperty-values/2016/02/27/7be82f4c-d978-11e5-925f-1d10062cc82d_story.html
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inequity in that a homeowner able to afford a home does not need to provide information
regarding any past crimes, yet an unhoused person seeking a place to park in their vehicle
overnight does.
Lastly, the persons served in the congregation-based Safe Parking Program are living in their
vehicles. This site would specifically serve those living only in passenger vehicles, not
recreational vehicles. These persons can legally park on many public streets in Palo Alto for up
to 72 hours—including streets in the vicinity of UUCPA. No background check is performed for
those persons who park on public streets. Thus, while a background check might prevent or
deter a person from participating in this program—even a person with a criminal history—a
background check will not prevent or deter them from seeking shelter in their vehicle and
parking in public areas.
Security
The final concern listed in the appeal request letter was regarding overall site safety and
security, specifically incident reporting and on-site supervision. The applicant asserts that there
is no visibility into incidents that occur at safe parking sites and that limited drive by supervision
by the operator is insufficent to provide any meaningful security. Attachment B includes a list of
California jurisdictions reported by the appellant as requiring of overnight supervision.
Per correspondence with the Palo Alto Police, dated July 28, 2022, there have been no incidents
reported to Palo Alto Police from the two active safe parking sites. MoveMV has reported only
one incident within Palo Alto involving a participant that needed to be relocated to another
safe parking facility that allowed pets to accommodate the participant’s dog.
Incidents at safe parking facilities that require attention may be reported to MoveMV, to the
church, to the City’s Planning and Development Services Department or, if needed, through a
police report. Planning Staff checks in with MoveMV and the churches from time to time, as
required by PAMC 18.42.160 (e), and no incidents have been reported or observed. The
churches participating in Safe Parking see this use as an extension of their ministry.
MoveMV includes site security as a part of its standard operations. Each site has check-in and
check-out staff in the evenings and mornings to ensure no one besides the designated
participants arrive, and that the participants leave in the morning by the required time.
Overnight, a rotating security crew is used to monitor all of MoveMV’s sites, with at least two
check-ins to each parking lot. They are also on-call to respond to any incidents at the parking
lots.

Policy Implications:
If the subject appeal stays on consent, the Director’s decision to approved the safe parking
facility would be sustained and the applicant could begin operating the facility in compliance
with the approval. If pulled by three or more Council members, the decision would be stayed
pending a noticed hearing by the City Council likely in late September.
City of Palo Alto
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Stakeholder Engagement:
Notices of the tentative decision were provided in accordance with the Municipal Code. In
addition to the community meetings described above, staff has been in regular communication
with the applicant and appellant. Applicant, appellant, and community members who have
asked to be notified have been advised of this item being scheduled on the agenda and
opportunities to provide public input.
Public Comments:
To date, a number of public comments were received via email, and are attached to this report
as Attachment F.
Environmental Review:
This project is exempt from CEQA per Section 15301 (Existing Facilities).
Attachments:
• Attachment4.a:
Attachment A - Location Map
• Attachment4.b:
Attachment B - Appeal Documents
• Attachment4.c:
Attachment C - FCCPA Appeal Response Letter
• Attachment4.d:
Attachment D - Director's Approval Letter
• Attachment4.e:
Attachment E - Link to Project Documents
• Attachment4.f:
Attachment F: Correspondence
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Todor Ganev
940 Embarcadero Rd
Palo Alto, CA 94303
City of Palo Alto Planning Department:
250 Hamilton Avenue - Fifth Floor
Palo Alto, CA 94301
July 20, 2022

Dear City of Palo Alto Planning Department:

I represent a group of neighbors residing in the vicinity of First Congregational Church of Palo Alto
(FCCPA) at 1985 Louis Road.
I am writing to formally appeal the decision to approve the Safe Parking Program sponsored by Move
Mountain View (MMV) at FCCPA. The application in question (22PLN-00159) was conditionally
approved on July 6, 2022.
As a preamble, allow me to clarify that we have nothing against helping the unhoused and those less
fortunate. In fact, many of us regularly volunteer and donate to such causes.
However, we are forced to resort to this appeal, because we have serious concerns about this particular
program and especially about the way it is being implemented by FCCPA and MMV. We have tried, in
good faith, to discuss mutually acceptable solutions with FCCPA, but, unfortunately, they have not been
receptive to the neighbors’ suggestions, despite declaring the opposite.

In the interest of clarity, we can categorize the concerns in two main groups:
A. The impact on the immediate Church neighbors’ health, safety, and welfare.
B. The broader impact on the safety and welfare of the entire neighborhood.
Our concerns are as follows:
A. Impact on the immediate Church neighbors’ health, safety, and welfare.
Palo Alto Municipal Code: 18.42.160 (d)(1)(ii) states. "The proposed safe parking use at the location
requested will not adversely affect the health, safety, or welfare of persons residing or working in the
surrounding area".
The safe parking spots chosen by FCCPA clearly violate this Municipal Code requirement. Namely:
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The parking spaces and facilities for this program are closer to neighbors’ houses and properties than
any other church sites currently operating Safe Parking in Palo Alto.
Since the vehicle dwellers will be allowed to idle their cars as an exemption to the City environmental
regulations, this will put the immediate neighbors at risk. There are at least 5 children living in the
residences that share fences with the Church, one of whom suffers from asthma. (Documentation,
including a Doctor’s note confirming that the elevated pollution can adversely affect the child are
available, but not included here, in order to protect the minor child’s identifying information)
FCCPA are asserting that that since the vehicles will be allowed to idle only when temperatures are
below 40 degrees or above 85 degrees Fahrenheit, such idling will be rare. This is not a real excuse,
because even rare idling is a hazard to the neighbors. However, it is highly doubtful that these will be
rare occasions. Even a perfunctory perusal of historical hourly nighttime data for Palo Alto (c.f.
https://www.timeanddate.com/weather/usa/palo-alto) reveals that in January and February 2022
temperatures fell below 40 degrees for multiple nights in a row. (Please refer to the charts enclosed at
the very end of this letter) In addition, this regulation may be well-intentioned, but appears practically
unenforceable.

As a solution to the health and welfare concerns of the immediate neighbors, we have requested FCCPA,
on multiple occasions, to move the safe parking spots to the Louis Road side of the Church. Looking at
the geometry and other considerations, that parking lot is a much better choice as it:
x
x
x
x
x

Is further away from any residential structures
Has more space to spread clients out for privacy.
Has Church security cameras which monitor the parking lot.
Has better lighting than the Embarcadero lot.
Louis Road has less automobile traffic than Embarcadero Road.

FCCPA has refused to move the parking spots further away from the impacted neighbors and has
offered no valid reasons why they are not willing to accept this very reasonable compromise.
To wit: FCCPA have stated (most recently at a community meeting on 7/12/22) that placing the parking
spots on the Louis side will interfere with the preschool that rents rooms at FCCPA. But, in contradiction,
pastor Rev Altman herself has publicly stated (see, for example, PaloAltoOnline.com article of 7-15-22)
that the Church has set the hours for the safe parking program at 7 p.m. to 7 a.m. so that the vehicle
dwellers will not be there when the preschool is in session and children are present. Similar statement
was made also at the 7/12/22 community meeting. Therefore, this is not a valid reason.
Another unconvincing argument from FCCPA has been that the Louis Road lot is the primary lot that
most of the Church and community members use for evening events. They are claiming that it would be
more disruptive for the vehicle dwellers to park there amongst the frequent comings and goings in the
evening. It is not even entirely clear what FCCPA means by this statement, but any way one looks at it,
this is also unpersuasive. The safe parking spots will be reserved, plus why would the vehicle dwellers be
inconvenienced by the benevolent Church attendees? Further, some minor inconvenience (if any at all)
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during occasional events cannot even begin to compare with long-term risks to the neighbors’ health
and welfare.
In short, per this section, we respectfully request that the City of Palo Alto Planning Department rescind
the temporary permit granted to approve the Safe Parking Program sponsored by Move Mountain View
(MMV) at First Congregational Church of Palo Alto (FCCPA.) until FCCPA moves the safe parking spots to
the Louis Road side, so as not to put the health and welfare of the immediate neighbors at risk.

B. Broader impact on the safety and welfare of the entire neighborhood
Here are some of the issues that will predictably impact the entire neighborhood and are of major
concern to many of us.

1. SAFETY.

Our community members are entitled to a proactive approach to safety, with criminal
background screening provided before problems occur. However, this is not what this program
entails.
The screening process for potential clients of this program is not publicly known. The responses to
questions about the screening process have been vague and, at times, contradictory. Move
Mountain View has stated that it will not check to see if applicants are convicted sex offenders or
have recently committed a violent felony. There is conflicting information about whether this is
legally prohibited by California Housing First laws.
In short, Move Mountain View are essentially gathering a group of unscreened individuals, placing
them in proximity to each other (and to residential homes/schools), and not safeguarding the
community by running criminal background checks of these vehicle dwellers.
Failure to screen for sex offenders or recent violent felons is inconsistent with the best practices set
by other cities. See examples from other SPP programs across Santa Clara County and the State:
1. Cupertino (guidelines suggest screening by experienced service provider, including Megan’s law
check)1;
2. Culver City (the only people eligible for the program are “[i]ndividuals who are 18 years and
older, [drive] an operational vehicle, and [complete and pass] a background check”)2;
3. Fullerton (“[a]ll participants will be required to pass a background check to be eligible to enter
the program. Registered sex offenders, a history of criminal arrests, or a conviction for a violent
crime are disqualifiers for the program… Each participant will be vetted by the City of Fullerton and
Fullerton PD”)3;
4. Los Angeles (the Safe Parking LA website states that “[a]ll adults are also screened in the
National Sex Offender database”)4;
5. Monterey (participants must be alcohol and drug free, free of police warrants, and the program
will not accept applicants with severe mental illness)5;
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6. Morgan Hill (applicants are vetted through the Morgan Hill PD and must pass a background
check)6;
7. Redwood City/San Jose (Life Moves excludes violent felons and sex offenders)7;
8. San Diego ("[a]ll adults are run through the Megan’s Law database and the National Sex
Offender Registry. They are also asked if they have been convicted of a violent crime which
disqualifies them for enrollment." Also, "[the operator’s] case managers will work with the Sheriff’s
Department...”)8;
9. San Luis Obispo (background check required)9;
10. Santa Barbara (City of Lompoc) (resolution of the City Council requires that “participants shall
submit to a criminal history background check)10;
11. Santa Cruz (the Safe Spaces Parking Program will “[d]etermine criminal background to exclude
those that have a record for sexual predation, violent crime or criminal behavior associated with
substance abuse.”)11; and
12. Walnut Creek (background checks for violent crimes, sexual assaults or open warrants by the
police).12
In fact, the Homeless Policy Research Institute released a study of safe parking programs and noted
that “[m]ost programs… screen out sex offenders and recent violent felons using a background
check system” (emphasis added).13 Much like landlords presently conduct background checks for
their prospective tenants, these other programs recognize the importance of screening.
The new FEHA law just prohibits providers from issuing blanket bans for criminal records and limits
allowable denial to crimes that could have a direct impact on the community, such as violent crimes,
sexual offenses, etc. I have attached an FAQ regarding this law for reference.
Such a requirement would not be onerous. In order to participate in the SPP program, the Guests
must have a valid license, car insurance and registration. Thus, applicants to the program should
already have the documentation required in order to apply.
Additionally, the ultimate goal of the program is to transition participants to stable housing and find
a job. A quote from a 2018 Mercury News article about Move MV/Lots of Love states that "[t]he
goal is not to merely give them a safe space, but to get them out of their vehicles and into
permanent homes. Everyone who participates will have to sign up for housing and demonstrate they
are serious about the task."14 Participants also need to show willingness to work with case workers
to find permanent housing. Accordingly, the Palo Alto SPP program should be finding participants
who are willing to provide the information for a background check, as it demonstrates "seriousness
about the task" and is an indicator of greater likelihood of their success in the program. This is
especially true since background checks will often be required by landlords and employers as
participants work to transition to more permanent housing (see, e.g., a survey by HR.com shows
96% of employers require background checks). 15
Further, as FCCPA is in close proximity to a number of homes with young children, local elementary
and middle schools (e.g., Greene Middle School, Duveneck Elementary School, Stratford school) the
failure to check for sex offenders is of particular concern and may adversely affect the health and
safety of the surrounding area.
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This presents an obvious conflict with the Safe Biking to School and similar initiatives of the City and
the Palo Alto Unified School District.

2. LACK OF INCIDENT TRACKING.
There is no public visibility into incidents that happen at these sites. Unlike public police logs, there
is no way for citizens-at-large to know about fights, loud music, public drunkenness, and other
public nuisances, unless the Palo Alto Police are called and file an incident report.
In fact, at recent meetings FCCPA and MMV made efforts to deflect and suppress all questions about
past incidents at other Safe Parking locations.
3. LACK OF SUPERVISION.
Move Mountain View has indicated that they only have resources for someone to drive by a couple
of times a day. This does not provide any real security. It is in stark contrast with other SPP locations
across California which provide for overnight supervision.

Alameda County Safe Parking Program - [the safe parking program] includes “evening security”.16
Cupertino (Winter Faith) - shelter manual suggests an overnight supervisor17
Fullerton (Pathways of Hope) - Security guards will be on site during all program hours. The program
location will be surveilled by the Fullerton PD as part of [its] patrol route. Vehicles will be searched by
security upon arrival to the lot each night.18
Livermore - "City will provide an overnight attendant at the Parking Lot during the hours the lot is
available for the Safe Parking Program. The overnight attendant will be responsible for checking in
parking guests, enforcing program rules, ensuring parking guests have left the premises by the
designated time, and reporting incidents and program status to the City."19
Long Beach - provides “overnight security”. Also “security staff will be on site one-half hour prior to,
during and one-half hour post the operational hours of the program”. Finally, “[v]ehicles will not be
allowed to park within a three-block radius of the lot to minimize impacts to the local community. The
provider will monitor for this and violators of this rule will be warned; repeat violators will be exited
from the program. There will be zero tolerance for substance use or acts of aggression at the site.”
(emphasis added).20
Los Angeles - “All program locations include access to a restroom facility and the security of a guard.”21
Morgan Hill (FOCUS program/Morgan Hill Bible Church) - Lots are protected by “hired security detail”
and also have volunteers for the first and last two hours blocks of the program.22
Palmdale - “"The program is staffed by nighttime parking lot monitors and operates 7 days a week from
7:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m."23
Redwood City - lot located across the street from Police station
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Sacramento - the site is “staffed around the clock”24
San Diego (Jewish Family Safe Parking Program) - onsite security guard for all hours of the program 25
San Luis Obispo (40 Prado Safe Parking Program) - someone is on site providing supervision and
“cameras monitor the parking lot 24/7”26
Santa Barbara (City of Lompoc) - Resolution of City Council states that “monitoring and oversight shall
be provided during safe parking hours.”27
Union City - "The City of Union City Community and Recreation Services Department will be providing an
attendant to be present throughout the night at all of the locations."28
Walnut Creek (Trinity Safe Parking Program) - Guardian Security will provide one staff person per shift to
perform security services for the program from 9:15 pm to 6:15 am, seven days a week. 29
Further, the vehicle dwellers are supposed to leave the church every morning and park at least 0.5 miles
away, but there is no clear provision for how this rule will be enforced and verified. And 0.5 miles still
means that they will remain in our neighborhood, without control in proximity to the schools and on
school biking routes.

4. PROCEDURAL.
Many of the neighbors feel that they were not properly informed about FCCPA’s plans and they
have either not been allowed to participate in discussions with FCCPA or their feedback has been
minimized or even entirely ignored.
For example, many of the nearby neighbors on Morton Way were not informed, and, as one
disturbing example, even the residents of the house on 22 Morton Way, which shares a fence with
the Church and is quite close to the chosen parking spots, (bounds seen on FCCPA application map)
only learned about the plans late, and only by chance, from word of mouth.
Neighborhood feedback has been either editorialized or outright ignored by both Move Mountain
View and Church representatives. A meeting was held on 7/12/22 (Recording of the meeting
available at https://www.cityofpaloalto.org/News-Articles/Planning-and-DevelopmentServices/1985-Louis-22PLN-00159) and it was advertised as a community meeting, but it did not
include a true discussion. The meeting involved only one-sided extolling of the program and
silencing any inconvenient questions or rebuttals submitted by online chat. Some neighbors even
complained that their written questions were being edited in real time during the meeting.
We need a real discussion, with the neighbors’ concerns being heard and addressed properly and in
good faith, not only in words or symbolic gestures.
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Conclusion
Once again, let me reiterate, that we have nothing against helping the unhoused and those less
fortunate. However, we are forced to submit this appeal, because the proposed program
implementation at the First Congregational Church contains fundamental flaws and risks to
neighborhood health, safety, and welfare, which the program sponsors have been unwilling to
address.
Please revoke the temporary Safe Parking Program permit granted to the First Congregational
Church of Palo Alto and Move Mountain View and deny any further permits until the issues with the
program flaws have been resolved in a fair and satisfactory manner.

Sincerely,

Todor Ganev

P.S. As I mentioned, I represent other neighbors who reside in the area, have concerns and find it
necessary to submit this appeal. I have included their names and addresses here by their own request
and with their permission:

Maria Sanchez, 22 Morton Way, Palo Alto CA 94303
Pedro Rodillo, 22 Morton Way, Palo Alto CA 94303
Rita Chuang , 22 Morton Way, Palo Alto CA 94303
Susy Fan, 2181 Louis Rd, Palo Alto 94303
Robin Love, 2096 Louis Rd, Palo Alto, CA 94303
Jessica Fan, 2093 Louis Rd, Palo Alto, CA 94303.
Stephanie Yu, 2093 Louis Rd, Palo Alto, CA 94303
Purvi Kapadia, 2126 Louis Rd, Palo Alto CA 94303
Kalpesh Kapadia, 2126 Louis Rd, Palo Alto CA 94303
Maria Jiao, 1982 Louis Road, Palo Alto 94303
Page 7 of 10
Packet Pg. 151

4.b

Laura Oliveira, 2146 Louis Rd Palo Alto CA 94303
Rafael Oliveira, 2146 Louis Rd Palo Alto CA 94303
Shalini Advani, 2142 Bellview Drive, Palo Alto, CA 94303
Stephanie Jun, 40 Primrose way. Palo Alto, CA 94303
Justin Chueh, 1992 Barbara Dr, Palo Alto, CA 94303
Kathryn Jordan, 114 Walter Hays, Palo Alto, CA 94303
Grace Chang, 165 Heather Ln, Palo Alto, CA 94303
Karen Latchford, 171 Heather Ln, Palo Alto, CA 94303
Ian Latchford, 171 Heather Ln, Palo Alto, CA 94303
Nishita Kothary, 1071 Embarcadero Rd, Palo Alto 94303
Niraj Shah, 1071 Embarcadero Rd, Palo Alto 94303
Angela Dayton, 1595 Channing Avenue, Palo Alto, CA 94303
Katie Kostal, 190 Walter Hays Dr, Palo Alto, CA, 94303
Randy Stoltenberg, 874 Garland Dr, Palo Alto, CA 94303
Ekta Kapur, 2368 Saint Francis Dr, Palo Alto, CA 94303
Manoj Batra, 2368 Saint Francis Dr, Palo Alto, CA 94303
Angie Ball, 1425 Edgewood Drive, Palo Alto, CA 94301
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Examples of Temperatures falling close to or below 40 Degrees Fahrenheit at Night in 2022
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Addendum to the Appeal of the conditional approval of application 22PLN-00159

This document is an addendum to the Appeal of the conditional approval of application 22PLN-00159 by
First Congregational Church of Palo Alto (FCCPA) at 1985 Louis Road.
The document’s purpose is to address certain assertions made at the July 12, 2022 meeting and
elsewhere and reinforce arguments for the Appeal. Namely:
A. Vehicle idling will not be rare, contrary to incorrect assertions.
B. Vehicle idling is a health hazard, especially for children and those suffering from asthma.

A. Vehicle idling will NOT be rare
The Safe Parking rules, as currently stated, will allow unrestricted vehicle idling at night if the
temperatures fall below 40 degrees Fahrenheit. The Appeal, as filed on July 20, 2022, featured just a few
examples of temperatures falling below 40 degrees in the past months. As stated there, that was just a
perfunctory perusal of data, to make a point, and that even rare idling is a hazard the neighbors,
especially to the children.
More detailed review of Palo Alto climate data statistics from multiple past years (see for example,
USclimatedata.com) shows that normal temperatures in January routinely fall below 40 degrees
Fahrenheit and this is a possibility in all 31 days in January (Table 1. below). Similar normal temperatures
can be seen for February (Table 2. below). Temperatures that are close to 40 F, albeit a bit higher, can
be seen in other months (c.f. USclimatedata.com).
Further, it appears that the temperature-based rules for idling will be very difficult to enforce. It is not
clear how the vehicle dwellers are expected to measure temperature and comply. It is conceivable that
if the temperature is somewhat over 40 degrees, idling will still occur. There is also the potential of
confusion, unnecessary arguments and conflicts over a few degrees difference in measurements.
In view of the above, the only reasonable conclusion is that idling will NOT be rare. Therefore, once
again, we urge FCCPA to consider that the effect of idling will be significant and move the Safe Parking
spots further away from the neighbors’ fences, if not out of good will toward the existing neighbors,
then in order to comply with Palo Alto Municipal Code: 18.42.160 (d)(1)(ii) which states “The proposed
safe parking use at the location requested will not adversely affect the health, safety, or welfare of
persons residing or working in the surrounding area".
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Table 1. Daily Normal Temperatures for January, Palo Alto CA (Source: USClimateData.com)
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Table 2. Daily Normal Temperatures for February, Palo Alto CA (Source: USClimateData.com)
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B. Vehicle idling is a health hazard, especially for children and those
suffering from asthma.
It is well-known that vehicle exhaust is a health hazard. There are numerous publications and directives
by various reputable sources, such as the United States Environmental Protection Agency, The California
Office of Environmental Health Assessment and others.
For example, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (https://www.epa.gov/schools/idlefree-schools-toolkit-healthy-school-environment) states:
“Idling vehicles contribute to air pollution and emit air toxins, which are pollutants known or suspected
to cause cancer or other serious health effects. Monitoring at schools has shown elevated levels of
benzene, formaldehyde, acetaldehyde and other air toxics during the afternoon hour coinciding with
parents picking up their children. Children’s lungs are still developing, and when they are exposed to
elevated levels of these pollutants, children have an increased risk of developing asthma, respiratory
problems and other adverse health effects. Limiting a vehicle’s idling time can dramatically reduce these
pollutants and children’s exposure to them.”
Please note that the US EPA voices concern about vehicle idling even during the relatively short time
when parents are picking up their children from school. Then, following basic logic, the prolonged
vehicle idling near the children’s homes that will occur at the currently chosen FCCPA’s Safe Parking
program spots presents an even greater hazard than said vehicle idling during the shorter school pickup
time.
Also, the US EPA specifically mentions the risk of asthma and other respiratory diseases in children due
to idling. Let me reiterate that there are at least 5 children living in the immediate vicinity of the Safe
Parking spots, one of whom does suffer from asthma. (medical documentation is available, but not
included here, in order to protect the minor’s identity)
There are additional potential health byproducts to the idling that are not discussed here, including, for
example, noise and lack of sleep, which also can lead to a decline in one's wellbeing.
Finally, the area already has traffic pollution, as Embarcadero Road is a busy street, (traffic issues are not
discussed here, as they are being addressed by the City and the residents via other initiatives), so it is
inconsiderate to force even more pollution and potential harm on the existing residents, when a very
reasonable solution exists – again, as previously stated, FCCPA can simply move the Safe Parking spots
further away from the residents’ fences, within their larger Louis Rd parking lot. It is unfathomable why
FCCPA authorities are refusing this relatively minor consideration to their existing neighbors without a
valid or compelling reason.
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have legitimate interests in screening potential tenants to determine if they can fulfill
their obligations as tenants, individuals with criminal histories face barriers to housing
even when their history bears no relationship to their ability to be responsible tenants.
New regulations from the Department of Fair Employment and Housing (DFEH)
address when and how housing providers may lawfully consider criminal histories,
in order to protect against unlawful discrimination. DFEH is providing this guidance
concerning the use of criminal history by providers or operators of housing.

1

Which California laws apply to the use of criminal history by housing
providers?
California’s Fair Employment and Housing Act (FEHA) protects people from housing
discrimination based on protected characteristics including race, color, national origin, religion,
disability, gender, gender identity, familial status, veteran/military status, sexual orientation, and
source of income. Most housing providers are also covered by the Unruh Act, which prohibits
discrimination on the basis of immigration status, citizenship, and primary language, among
others. Having a criminal history is not in itself a protected characteristic under FEHA or the
Unruh Act. However, regulations that went into effect on January 1, 2020 implement FEHA with
respect to the use of criminal history in housing (California Code of Regulations, Title 2,
Sections 12264-12271).

2

When does a housing provider violate California law if they consider
someone’s criminal history?
A housing provider’s policy or practice regarding criminal history will violate California law when
it has an unjustified discriminatory effect on members of a protected class, even when the
provider had no intent to discriminate. In California as in the rest of the nation, African Americans,
Hispanics (or Latinos), and certain other groups face higher rates of arrest, conviction, and
incarceration than the general population. The use of criminal history information in housing
decisions can therefore have a disproportionate negative affect on these protected groups.
In addition, a housing provider’s policy or practice regarding criminal history will violate
California law if it constitutes intentional discrimination on the basis of a protected
characteristic. For example, it is unlawful for housing providers to: use criminal history
screenings to intentionally exclude individuals because of their race, only run criminal
history screenings on certain racial groups, or treat individuals in different racial groups
differently based on comparable criminal history information.
Additional information relevant to this question are provided in the FAQs below and
the regulations.
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Fair Housing And Criminal History
3

Who must comply with California’s fair housing laws?

4

Can a housing provider advertise or indicate a blanket ban against
applicants with criminal records?

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Landlords
Property management companies
Homeowners associations
Public housing authorities
Real estate agents
Home sellers
Property insurers
Builders
Mortgage lenders
Tenant screening companies
Consumer reporting agencies
Others

No. Housing providers cannot make any statement indicating a blanket ban on renting
to anyone with a criminal record. The law prohibits advertisements, screening policies
(oral or written), or statements with blanket bans such as “No Felons” or “We Don’t Allow
Criminals Here.” However, it is not unlawful for a housing provider to advertise or state
that it will run a lawful criminal history check.

5

May a housing provider lawfully check an applicant’s criminal history?
Yes. Generally, a housing provider may check the criminal history of an applicant,
although there are some types of criminal history information that providers may not
seek or consider (see FAQ 6 below). If a housing provider intends to deny someone
housing (or otherwise take an adverse action against someone) it must be based on a
past criminal conviction. And, the law requires the provider to follow certain guidelines,
which are set forth in the regulations (see FAQ 7 below). Most importantly, the conviction
the provider is concerned about must be a “directly-related conviction.” This means
a criminal conviction that has a direct and specific negative bearing on a substantial,
legitimate, and nondiscriminatory interest or purpose of the housing provider, such as
the safety of other residents, the housing provider’s employees, or the property.
In determining whether a criminal conviction is directly-related, a housing provider
should consider the nature and severity of the crime and the amount of time that has
passed since the criminal conduct occurred. For example, a ten-year-old misdemeanor
conviction for a driving offense would not likely be directly-related to fulfilling financial
obligations because there is no rational relationship between the violation and the
identified business interest. In contrast, a recent criminal conviction for residential arson
could be directly-related to the risk that an individual may injure other residents or
property because there is a rational relationship between recently committing residential
arson and injuring residents or property.
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Fair Housing And Criminal History
6

What types of criminal history information are a housing provider
prohibited from considering?
It is unlawful for a housing provider to seek or consider the following:
• Arrests that did not lead to a conviction;
• Information indicating that an individual has been questioned, apprehended,
taken into custody, detained, or held for investigation by law enforcement;
• Infractions;
• Referral to or participation in a pre-trial or post-trial diversion program or a
deferred entry of judgment program, unless the applicant offered this information
as mitigating information (see FAQ 8 below);
• Criminal convictions that have been sealed, dismissed, expunged, or otherwise
rendered legally inoperative, unless the applicant offered this information as
mitigating information (see FAQ 8 below); or
• Adjudications or matters processed in the juvenile justice system, unless pursuant
to an applicable court order or unless the applicant offered this information as
mitigating information (see FAQ 8 below).

7

If a housing provider would like to consider criminal history information
(aside from the prohibited information detailed in FAQ 6 above), what
should the provider’s policy or practice look like?
A housing provider may consider certain criminal history, but the provider’s policy or
practice should:

• Be narrowly tailored and focus on whether any criminal conviction is “directly•
•
•

•
•
•
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related” (see FAQ 5 above);
Provide an opportunity for applicants to present individualized, mitigating
information either in writing or in person if the housing provider is concerned
about an applicant’s past conviction;
Provide written notice of the opportunity to all applicants to present mitigating
information if a housing provider is concerned about a past conviction;
Consider the factual accuracy of the criminal history information of the applicant,
meaning the background report does not contain outdated, incorrect, or falsified
information or information that is erroneously attributed to the individual being
considered;
Delay seeking, considering, or using a third-party report of criminal history
information until after an individual’s financial and other qualifications are verified;
Provide a copy or description of the criminal history background check policy to
an applicant upon request; and
Consider mitigating information in determining whether to rent to an applicant
with a past criminal conviction.
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Fair Housing And Criminal History
8

What is mitigating information?
Housing providers should consider mitigating information when considering an applicant’s
criminal history. Mitigating information means credible information about the applicant
that suggests that the applicant is not likely to pose a demonstrable risk to the health
and safety of others, the property, or other substantial, legitimate, and non-discriminatory
interest or purpose of the housing provider. Mitigating information must be credible
information that a reasonable person would believe is true based on the source and
content of the information.
Mitigation information includes but is not limited to:
•
•
•
•
•

The age of the individual when the criminal conduct occurred;
The amount of time that has passed since the date of conviction;
Whether the conduct arose as a result of a disability;
Whether the conduct arose from status as a survivor of domestic violence;
Whether the individual has maintained a good tenant history before and/or after
the conviction;
• Whether there is evidence of rehabilitation efforts, including satisfactory
compliance with all terms and conditions of parole and/or probation; successful
completion of parole, probation, mandatory supervision, or post release community
supervision; and
• Other conduct demonstrating rehabilitation, such as maintenance of steady
employment.

9

May a housing provider rely on third parties to perform criminal
history checks?
Yes. However, it is not a defense for a housing provider to have relied on a third party’s
criminal history report if the use of the criminal history violates fair housing laws, and such
third parties are also subject to California’s fair housing laws. Housing providers that rely
on criminal histories prepared by third parties, such as consumer reporting agencies, may
wish to seek from the third party details on any criminal records discovered so that the
housing provider can make a lawful, individualized assessment. Furthermore, other laws
limit the extent to which consumer reporting agencies can report such information.
It is unlawful for these agencies to report records of an applicant’s arrest, indictment,
information, misdemeanor complaint, or conviction of a crime that, from the date of
disposition, release, or parole, are more than seven years old (California Civil Code
section 1785.13).

Where can I obtain more information?
Please see our website at www.dfeh.ca.gov for more information and resources.
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Randy Stoltenberg
874 Garland Dr.
Palo Alto, CA 94303
July 17, 2022
Jodie Gerhardt
Manager of Current Planning
City of Palo Alto
250 Hamilton Ave
Palo Alto, CA 94301
Dear Ms. GerhardtI’m writing to support the appeal of approved Safe Parking Program permit application 22PLN00159 by the First Congregational Church of Palo Alto located at 1985 Louis Rd, Palo Alto
94303.
We have lived at our current address for 14 years, and while it is not within 600 feet of the
church, our neighborhood is within a half mile and could be impacted by this program. Our
main concern is for the safety of our children and neighbors. The program as administered by
Move Mountain View does not adequately vet the participants. They claim federal and local
regulations do not allow proper background checks. If so, then the program should be
reevaluated as lack of proper vetting will unnecessarily endanger our neighborhoods. My family
has been the victim of assault by the homeless in Palo Alto. The individual in question entered
our place of worship during our Sunday services and verbally assaulted many members of our
congregation. He had to be physically removed by the stronger men in attendance, but that put
them in unnecessary danger. He later showed up at First Congregational Church when my wife
was there with our newborn for a preschool parents meeting. You can imagine her alarm at
seeing him again knowing his propensity for erratic behavior. One of the teachers took a picture
of him as previously requested by the police. He then began to yell profane language threating
her if she did not delete the picture. We understand this episode does not define all homeless
in our community, but it does display the risk taken by advocating policies that attract the
homeless population.
We also have friends in Palo Alto that have suffered much more serious, almost fatal, offenses
at the hands of homeless people who should not have been allowed in public due to
outstanding arrest warrants. The safety of my children is of utmost importance to me. I oppose
any effort that would attract a permanent flow of homeless individuals into our neighborhood. I
recognize that the majority of those experiencing homelessness are great people who need a
hand. But it only takes one bad experience to impact a child, a family, or a neighbor for a
lifetime.
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In our congregation, we have cared for many displaced individuals and families over the years.
Each of these cases has been handled individually with the resources of the congregation.
While I applaud the efforts of the First Congregational Church to reach out to those
experiencing homelessness, they are not entitled to assume risk for the entire neighborhood.
None of the presenters from the church had small children which I think is a major factor for
many of those in opposition to this permit. And even if they did, their desire to participate in
this program should not supersede the safety concerns of their neighbors.
Also, I know from canvassing the neighborhood that many individuals were not properly
notified by the church or the city of this application. While not malicious, the failure to properly
inform should at least invalidate the original application. It is not within the spirit of this process
to exclude neighbors from the decision to host a Safe Parking Program site.
Thank you for your attention to this matter. I repeat my request that the current application
approval be revoked and the matter be brought before the City Council so the affected
neighbors can have their concerns properly addressed in a public forum.
Sincerely,

Randy Stoltenberg
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July 6, 2022
Rev. Eileen Altman
1985 Louis Road
Palo Alto, CA 94303
eileen@fccpa.org
Subject:

1985 Louis Road, 22PLN-00159, Safe Parking

Dear Rev. Altman:
The Safe Parking application for the project referenced below was conditionally approved by
planning staff on behalf of the Director of Planning and Development Services, as it was found
to meet the applicable Findings set forth in Palo Alto Municipal Code (PAMC) Section
18.42.160(d).
PROJECT: Request for a Safe Parking Program permit to allow overnight parking of up to four
(4) vehicles as incidental to the existing religious institution. Environmental Assessment:
Exempt per CEQA Section 15301 (Existing Facilities). Zoning District: R-1.
This Director’s decision shall become final fourteen (14) calendar days from the postmark date
of this mailing (or on the next business day if it falls on a weekend or holiday) unless a written
appeal is filed with the City Clerk pursuant to PAMC Section 18.42.160(d)(3). A public
community meeting will be held during this period. If a hearing is not requested, the use may
begin on the fifteenth (15) day after the post date of this letter. The project approval shall be
effective for eighteen months and may be extended as noted in the conditions of
approval. Application for renewal must be made prior to expiration.
If you have any questions regarding this determination, please do not hesitate to contact me at
emily.foley@cityofpaloalto.org.
Sincerely,

Emily Foley, AICP
Project Planner

Attached: Findings and Conditions of Approval
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FINDINGS FOR APPROVAL:
As set forth in PAMC 18.42.160(d), The director has found the subject safe parking permit is in
conformance with the following findings:
1. The proposed safe parking use complies with the standards listed in subsection (f) of this
Section 18.42.160.
2. The proposed safe parking use at the location requested will not adversely affect the
health, safety, or welfare of persons residing or working in the surrounding area.
3. The proposed site is adequate in size and shape to accommodate the safe parking use.
The approval of this project shall be subject to the following conditions of approval.
CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL:
Planning Division
1.

CONFORMANCE WITH PLANS. Construction and development shall conform to the
approved plans entitled, "Safe Parking, First Congregational Church of Palo Alto” submitted
electronically on June 14, 2022 and on file with the Planning Department, 250 Hamilton
Avenue, Palo Alto, California except as modified by these conditions of approval.

2.

QUALIFYING SITE. Safe parking must be operated with an existing, legal church or religious
institution use.

3.

NUMBER OF VEHICLES. At no time shall more than four (4) vehicles be used for safe
parking.

4.

HOURS OF OPERATION. A safe parking use may only occur between the hours of 6:00 pm
and 8:00 am.

5.

NOISE. Audio, video, generator, or other amplified sound that is audible outside the
vehicles parked in the safe parking program is prohibited.

6.

IDLING OF VEHICLES. Additional idling is allowed if necessary to provide heat to an
occupied vehicle if the outside ambient temperature is below 40 degrees Fahrenheit, or
idling is necessary to provide cooling to an occupied vehicle if the outside temperature is
more than 85 degrees Fahrenheit.

7.

SHELTER IN VEHICLES. All persons receiving safe parking shall shelter within the vehicles.
No person shall be housed in tents, lean-tos, or other temporary facilities.

8.

REQUIRED FACILITIES. Accessible restroom facilities, including a toilet and handwashing
sink, shall be available to persons utilizing the site for safe parking at all times during the
22PLN-00159
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hours of operation. These facilities may be the existing onsite facilities or mobile facilities
brought onsite on a temporary basis to serve persons utilizing safe parking.
9.

CONTACT INFORMATION. The following emergency contact information shall be posted on
site in a place readily visible to persons utilizing safe parking: (i) a contact phone number
for the safe parking program operator; (ii) the police non-emergency phone number; (iii)
911, (iv) a representative for the church, and (v) a representative for the City of Palo Alto
(i.e. the Assistant Director of Planning and Development Services). The safe parking
program operator shall be available at all hours of operation at the posted phone number
and shall be the first contact for non-emergency matters.

10. CONNECTION TO COUNTY CASE MANGEMENT SYSTEM. The safe parking use shall be
managed and operated by a safe parking program operator that participates in the federal
Homeless Management Information System with Santa Clara County or other county.
11. SAFE, CLEAN, ORDERLY PREMISES. The safe parking area and other onsite areas accessed
by persons utilizing safe parking shall be maintained in a safe, clean and orderly condition
and manner. Litter shall be picked up on a regular basis.
12. COMPLIANCE WITH LAWS. The safe parking use shall be operated in a manner that is fully
in conformance with all state and local laws including regulations and permit requirements.
13. ACCESS FOR EMERGENCY RESPONSE. Access for Emergency Response vehicles shall be
maintained at all times, to the satisfaction of the Fire Department.
14. INDEMNITY: To the extent permitted by law, the Applicant shall indemnify and hold
harmless the City, its City Council, its officers, employees and agents (the “indemnified
parties”) from and against any claim, action, or proceeding brought by a third party against
the indemnified parties and the applicant to attack, set aside or void, any permit or
approval authorized hereby for the Project, including (without limitation) reimbursing the
City for its actual attorneys’ fees and costs incurred in defense of the litigation. The City
may, in its sole discretion, elect to defend any such action with attorneys of its own choice.
15. PERMIT EXPIRATION. The project approval shall be valid for a period of eighteen month
from the original date of approval, unless suspended or revoked sooner as set forth in the
PAMC. In the event the use has not commenced within the time limit specified above, the
approval shall expire and be of no further force or effect. In no event shall a permit be valid
beyond the expiration date of interim Ordinance No. 5490.
16. PERMIT EXPIRATION EXTENSION. If the director does not find any violation of the permit
conditions or PAMC Section 18.42.160 during the initial 90-day period, the permit shall be
automatically extended for up to an additional 270 calendar days.

22PLN-00159
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17. PERMIT EXPIRATION RENEWAL. If the director does not find any violation of the permit
conditions or PAMC Section 18.42.160 during the 270-day extension period, the permit
shall be renewed and be valid for a period of up to one year or the expiration of this
interim Ordinance No. 5490, whichever is earlier. This renewal shall take the form of an
Over-the-counter (OTC) permit and be reviewed by the Director of Planning or his
designee.

22PLN-00159
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Attachment D

Project Plans
In order to reduce paper consumption, a limited number of hard copy project plans are
provided to Board members for their review. The same plans are available to the public, at all
hours of the day, via the following online resources.

Directions to review Project plans online:
1. Go to: http://www.cityofpaloalto.org
2. Enter the project address “1985 Louis” in the “Search.Find.Connect” box
3. On this project specific webpage you will find a link to the project plans and
other important information

Direct Link to Project Webpage:
https://www.cityofpaloalto.org/News-Articles/Planning-and-Development-Services/1985-Louis22PLN-00159
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Ann Shimakawa
Foley, Emily
First Congregational Safe Parking Community Check-in Mtg
Tuesday, July 12, 2022 7:49:00 PM

You don't often get email from ann_shimakawa@yahoo.com. Learn why this is important

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.
Dear Emily,
Thank you so much for organizing the community meeting on the Safe Parking program at
First Congregational Church. It was very informative and clearly, your team and Move MV
deserve a lot of credit for enabling such a worthwhile program.
I live several blocks away, so this really won't impact me - but I support the Safe Parking
program. It sounds like the Unitarian Church program has been quite successful and I'm
hopeful our neighborhood will follow their model of understanding and grace.
Best regards,
Ann Shimakawa
951 Elsinore Dr
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Linda Zausen
Foley, Emily; Amber@movemv.org
FW: Safe Parking at First Congregational Church
Wednesday, July 20, 2022 1:44:34 PM

You don't often get email from lzausen@pghwong.com. Learn why this is important

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

From: Linda Zausen <lzausen@pghwong.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 19, 2022 6:34 PM
To: 'Emily.Foley@cityofpaloalto.org' <Emily.Foley@cityofpaloalto.org>;
'Rachael.Tanner@cityofpaloalto.org.'; 'Amber@movemv.org' <Amber@movemv.org>
Cc: 'Jodie.Gerhardt@cityofpaloalto.org' <Jodie.Gerhardt@cityofpaloalto.org>
Subject: Safe Parking at First Congregational Church

I listened into your Safe Parking Neighborhood Check-In on July 12, but some of my questions
were not completely answered.
What is the MAXIMUM number of people allowed per vehicle? It was stated that the average
number is 2 or 3 people, but what is the maximum?
It was stated that RVs would not be allowed. What about vans & SUVs? A small SUV is about
the same size as a car; a medium-sized SUV about the same as a large car; and a larage-sized
SUV about the same as a truck.
How long can a program participant remain in a safe parking slot? It was stated that this is a
case-by-case basis and that most participants didn’t remain there “very long”. But what is the
MAXIMUM length of time one can remain? Is there even a maximum duration?
How is the requirement permitting only over-night parking enforced? It was stated that a
monitor will check that parking spaces are only occupied by participants with permits in the
evening, and another morning check will be made to assure they have vacated their parking
spaces. What if someone over-sleeps or gets sick? A sick person, especially a child, wouldn’t
be expected to leave at 7:00 am, would he?
It was stated that program participants would have to move their cars at least one mile away
during the day. Public libraries are desirable places for the homeless, especially when it is very
hot or very cold. Rincanada Library is less than a mile from the church. How will you assure
that participants do not utilize this facility?
It was stated that anyone wishing to appeal this approval would have to do so by July 20, but I
could not find any information on your or the City of Palo Alto web-sites as to how one goes
about doing this. Nor could I find any telephone numbers or any contact persons who knew of
this process. Will there be a full public hearing or is this a done deal? These things were
unclear during the meeting.
I am a democrat. And I realize that homelessness is a serious problem, and I’m sure that the
intentions of the good people at the church are well meant. As are those of the public & nonprofit organizations involved in this program. But there are better solutions.
I would appreciate heaaring from someone at the City or involved in this program. A one-on-

Packet Pg. 174

4.f

one conversation with a “live” person would be much more beneficial than an e-mail string or
a ZOOM conference.
Linda Zausen
872 Embarcadero
Palo Alto
650.888.1280
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

stephanie jun
pdsdirector; Foley, Emily
Fwd: [duveneck] Safe Parking Program, Zoom call tomorrow
Tuesday, July 12, 2022 9:15:54 AM

You don't often get email from stephaniejun@yahoo.com. Learn why this is important

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

To city of Palo Alto officials,
I live across the street from first Congo and have been a lifetime resident of Palo Alto and a
homeowner in this neighborhood for 15 years. I object to and do not support starting the
parking program at the first Congo facility in the middle of a residential neighborhood.
Please do not start this program here.
There are many other less disruptive sites.
Many thanks,
Stephanie Jun
Begin forwarded message:
From: Tilli <tillik@gmail.com>
Date: July 11, 2022 at 11:10:43 AM PDT
To: Duveneck Elementary <duveneck-elementary@googlegroups.com>
Subject: [duveneck] Safe Parking Program, Zoom call tomorrow


Dear Fellow Duveneck School Parents:
I am writing today on behalf of myself and other neighbors with a serious safety
concern for our neighborhood and our children.
The First Congregational Church of Palo Alto (@ Louis and Embarcadero) is
planning to participate in the so-called “Safe Parking Program”, bringing
homeless vehicle dwellers from all over (not just Palo Alto) into their parking lot
and our neighborhood.
We all support helping the unhoused and Palo Alto is already spends millions and
millions of our tax money on related initiatives. However, this particular program
is fundamentally flawed and poses significant concerns. Namely:
· NOT SAFE The Palo Alto Planning Department has officially stated that even
convicted criminals cannot be precluded from participating in the program, even
if they are convicted drug dealers or sexual predators, including pedophiles.
Moreover, they are intentionally not doing background checks on vehicle
dwellers! This presents significant risks, particularly for our more vulnerable, and
especially for our children, as there are at least 3 schools in the vicinity of the
church. There is also an obvious conflict with the Safe Biking to School
initiatives.
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· NO COMPLIANCE WITH REGULATIONS The vehicle dwellers will be
exempt from the existing environmental regulations. For example, unlike the taxpaying citizens, vehicle dwellers will be allowed to have cars idling for extended
periods of time, blowing exhaust toward the residents.
· NO REAL SECURITY The First Congregational Church aims to abdicate their
responsibilities to an out-of-town organization, Move Mountain View, which
uses tax money to impact Palo Alto neighborhoods. Only drive-by security a
couple of times per day is planned. There is a first-hand account from another
location that in the past security guards hired by Move Mountain View have been
doing drugs together with the vehicle dwellers.
· NO ACCOUNTABILITY -It is not clear who is accountable for making sure
that incidents that have happened at other so-called "Safe Parking" locations do
not happen here. Actual examples exist for trash thrown into neighbors’ yards,
smoking, public urination, drugs, noise, dogs barking, fights.
· NO TRANSPARENCY The First Congregational Church has failed to properly
inform many of the affected neighbors about their intentions, which is a big red
flag. Their answers to neighbors’ concerns have so far included confusion and
contradictions.
· NO CONTROL OVER EXPANSION The vehicle dwellers are supposed to
leave the church every morning and park at least 0.5 miles away. This means that
they will remain in our neighborhood and around schools without control. Also, if
the program takes effect, there is a real concern that RVs and other vehicles not
associated with the program will be attracted to our neighborhood.
· NO APPRECIABLE SUCCESS This program’s success rate of rehabilitating
homeless is very low, as admitted by Move Mountain View. You can google 'Safe
Parking Program' on NextDoor and see firsthand feedback from neighbors all
over the vicinity.
Please join the Public Hearing meeting on Tuesday, July 12, 2022 at 6 pm via
Zoom and express your concerns, if you have them. You can join by
following this link: https://cityofpaloalto.zoom.us/j/89772126436. You can
also join by calling +1 (669) 900-6833 and entering Meeting ID: 897 7212
6436.
Please also tell your neighbors or folks around you about this issue and the zoom
meeting.
According to a City Council member who actually shares our concerns, often
busy working parents do not join such meetings, and then a small vocal group of
activists wins the motions by default.
In addition, you may write/email the members of the Palo Alto City Council
(https://www.cityofpaloalto.org/Departments/City-Clerk/City-Council) with the
same concerns and request.
You can also send inquiries and emails to Emily Foley and Jonathan Lait today.
Here are their email addresses. They are from the Planning department.
pdsdirector@cityofpaloalto.org
Emily.Foley@cityofpaloalto.org
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Thank you in advance,
Tilli

-You received this message because you are subscribed to the Google Groups
"Duveneck Elementary" group.
To unsubscribe from this group and stop receiving emails from it, send an email
to duveneck-elementary+unsubscribe@googlegroups.com.
To view this discussion on the web visit
https://groups.google.com/d/msgid/duveneck-elementary/8f0a9a6a-2698-444ba4ed-1d110a54bb81n%40googlegroups.com.
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

William R. Harrison
Foley, Emily
Fwd: "Safe Parking" at First Congregational, Louis Road
Tuesday, July 5, 2022 6:40:09 PM

You don't often get email from wrharrison614@gmail.com. Learn why this is important

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

From: "William R. Harrison" <wrharrison614@gmail.com>
Subject: "Safe Parking" at First Congregational, Louis Road
Date: July 5, 2022 at 6:37:59 PM PDT
To: Emily.Foley@cityofpaloalto.org
Hi, Emily,
We object itinerant parking at First Congregational, 1985 Louis Road, because by
definition itinerants are those who move from place to place. They have no
connection at all with the local community in the 1985 Louis Road neighborhood.
These itinerants create risks of sanitation, more vehicle and foot traffic, noise, and
possible crime. For these reasons, some of us who live in this neighborhood
object to so-called “Safe Parking” at First Congregational.
William R. (Bill) Harrison
121 Heather Lane
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Tilli
Foley, Emily; Gerhardt, Jodie; Lait, Jonathan
Fwd: Safe Parking program
Monday, August 8, 2022 2:35:10 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

Dear esteemed City Council membersI am a mother of 4 who lives in Palo Alto near the First Congregational Church. While I did
not sign the appeal, because I live more than 600m from the church, I am opposed to the
program in its present form and am writing to ask that you amend it to make it safe for
residents. (Application 22PLN-00159)
My biggest ask is for Background checks (so obvious, but yet I can't believe we still have to
explain). Other programs in the country have background checks. No reason for us to
compromise our residents' safety.
What we hear in opposition to background checks is -->
"Background checks do not always work, so no need to do them"
Response: So if we apply this logic to every law, we will have to live without laws, because no
law is perfect in protecting 100% of the citizens.
Another thing we hear is-->"We did not have to undergo criminal background checks in order
to buy our houses, why do we want it from the vehicles dwellers? Credit check for mortgage is
not the same as criminal background check"
As far as I recall when I got my mortgage for our house is we had a credit check, and also
comprehensive questions on whether one has mental Illness, criminal and civil liabilities,
pending court actions, etc. Some may actually find those checks more invasive and stricter
than criminal background check. Further, if one bothers to read the actual documents
submitted to the City, you will find that just about everywhere else in California where such
programs are implemented, the best practices include overnight supervision and many places
if not most do require background checks.
We want to be able to help the homeless but not feel we are compromising our sense of
security and our children's sense of freedom.
I believe we MUST require transients who wish to stay to register with the Opportunity Center
with full background checks, and to consent to services deemed needed by social services.
Tilli Kalisky
Palo Alto
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Steve Ketchpel
Foley, Emily; Tanner, Rachael
In support of Safe Parking at First Congregational Church of Palo Alto
Tuesday, July 12, 2022 7:16:09 PM

Some people who received this message don't often get email from steve.ketchpel@gmail.com.
Learn why this is important

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

Emily, Rachael,
Thank you for running the information session this evening. I'm a member of FCCPA and
strongly support the use of the lot for vehicle dwellers in this program.
-Steven Ketchpel
650-799-1626
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Laura Cenamor
Foley, Emily
Parking Safe Place-for those in need
Tuesday, July 12, 2022 7:37:03 PM

You don't often get email from lauracutting80@googlemail.com. Learn why this is important

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

Hi Emily,
I just listened to the Zoom meeting regarding providing a safe place for vehicle dwellers. I
believe that everyone has the right to feel safe and am completely in support of this application
moving forward.
I don’t really know ‘permit city protocol’ but would you let me know if anything can be done
to help this permit be granted? Would more emails in support of moving forward help counter
act emails trying to stop it happening?
I thought that all of you were wonderful on the call, incredibly articulate and composed!
Many thanks,
Laura
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Angie Evans
Foley, Emily
Re: 1985 Louis Safe Parking Follow Up
Thursday, July 21, 2022 10:10:50 AM
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CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious of opening attachments and clicking on links.

Hi Emily,
I wanted to check back about whether this site got an appeal or not.
Thanks so much!
Angie
On Tue, Jul 19, 2022, 11:56 AM Foley, Emily <Emily.Foley@cityofpaloalto.org> wrote:
Hello,
Check In Meeting
Thank you for attending the Safe Parking Neighborhood Check in meeting on July 12. The meeting recording and Q&A report is posted on the project
webpage: https://www.cityofpaloalto.org/News-Articles/Planning-and-Development-Services/1985-Louis-22PLN-00159
Next Steps
As mentioned in the meeting, the Director of Planning & Development Services has reviewed the materials and tentatively approved the project.
The applicant, First Congregational Church, has corresponded via email with some interested community members. Please reach out to the congregation
directly if you have questions about their application, program operations, funding, and other aspects of the program. The City reviews their application for
compliance with the requirements of the municipal code.
The deadline to appeal the issuance of the permit is Wednesday, July 20, 2022. An appellant must: (1) live within 600ft of 1985 Louis Road, (2) fill out the
Appeal Request Form; (3) draft a letter stating the reasons for the appeal; (4) email it to both Jodie.Gerhardt@cityofpaloalto.org and
Emily.Foley@cityofpaloalto.org.
Staff will review the appeal for timeliness and completeness. They will contact you to collect the appeal fee, which is currently $610.50. The fee can be paid
online. If the appeal fee is not paid within 5 calendar days of the request, the appeal will be considered withdrawn.
If no appeal request is received, the First Congregational Church of Palo Alto will be able to begin their Safe Parking operation.
Sincerely,
Emily Foley, AICP
Planner
Planning and Development Services Department
(650) 617-3125 | emily.foley@cityofpaloalto.org
www.cityofpaloalto.org

NEW Parcel Report | Palo Alto Municipal Code | Online Permitting System | Planning Forms & Handouts | Planning Applications Mapped
The City of Palo Alto is doing its part to reduce the spread of COVID-19. We have successfully transitioned most of our employees to a remote
work environment. We remain available to you via email, phone, and virtual meetings during our normal business hours.
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Betsy Hart Rosoff
Foley, Emily
Re: 1985 Louis Safe Parking Follow Up
Monday, August 1, 2022 1:42:08 PM

You don't often get email from betsyhartrosoff@gmail.com. Learn why this is important

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious of opening attachments and clicking on links.

Hi Emily,
I read in the Palo Alto Online that neighbors have filed and appeal. Is it possible to see a copy of that appeal?
With thanks,
Betsy Rosoff

On Jul 19, 2022, at 11:56 AM, Foley, Emily <Emily.Foley@CityofPaloAlto.org> wrote:
Hello,
Check In Meeting
Thank you for attending the Safe Parking Neighborhood Check in meeting on July 12. The meeting recording and Q&A report is posted on the project webpage:
https://www.cityofpaloalto.org/News-Articles/Planning-and-Development-Services/1985-Louis-22PLN-00159
Next Steps
As mentioned in the meeting, the Director of Planning & Development Services has reviewed the materials and tentatively approved the project.
The applicant, First Congregational Church, has corresponded via email with some interested community members. Please reach out to the congregation directly
if you have questions about their application, program operations, funding, and other aspects of the program. The City reviews their application for compliance
with the requirements of the municipal code.
The deadline to appeal the issuance of the permit is Wednesday, July 20, 2022. An appellant must: (1) live within 600ft of 1985 Louis Road, (2) fill out the Appeal
Request Form; (3) draft a letter stating the reasons for the appeal; (4) email it to both Jodie.Gerhardt@cityofpaloalto.org and Emily.Foley@cityofpaloalto.org.
Staff will review the appeal for timeliness and completeness. They will contact you to collect the appeal fee, which is currently $610.50. The fee can be paid
online. If the appeal fee is not paid within 5 calendar days of the request, the appeal will be considered withdrawn.
If no appeal request is received, the First Congregational Church of Palo Alto will be able to begin their Safe Parking operation.
Sincerely,
<image001.png> Emily Foley, AICP
Planner
Planning and Development Services Department
(650) 617-3125 | emily.foley@cityofpaloalto.org
www.cityofpaloalto.org
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The City of Palo Alto is doing its part to reduce the spread of COVID-19. We have successfully transitioned most of our employees to a remote
work environment. We remain available to you via email, phone, and virtual meetings during our normal business hours.
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Todor Ganev
Foley, Emily; Gerhardt, Jodie
Spotwood, Alicia; pdsdirector; French, Amy; Lait, Jonathan
RE: Appeal to Issuance of Permit to Application 22PLN-00159
Wednesday, August 10, 2022 3:46:56 PM
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Dear Ms. Foley:
Per your instructions, please find attached an Addendum to the Appeal.
Also, I am hearing that there are more Palo Alto residents asking to be added to those who already placed their names in the original appeal document. How can we go
about adding their names?
Thank you and best regards,
Todor Ganev
From: Foley, Emily <Emily.Foley@CityofPaloAlto.org>
Sent: Monday, August 8, 2022 8:24 AM
To: Todor Ganev <tganev@hotmail.com>; Gerhardt, Jodie <Jodie.Gerhardt@CityofPaloAlto.org>
Cc: Spotwood, Alicia <Alicia.Spotwood@CityofPaloAlto.org>; pdsdirector <pdsdirector@CityofPaloAlto.org>; French, Amy <Amy.French@CityofPaloAlto.org>
Subject: RE: Appeal to Issuance of Permit to Application 22PLN-00159
Hello Mr. Ganev,
Yes, the appeal is tentatively set for the August 22nd meeting. It is considered tentative until the staff report is published at the end of the week. The meeting will be
hybrid, meaning both on Zoom and in person. Any additional correspondence emailed to me by Wednesday may be included as an attachment in the Staff Report. After
Wednesday, any additional emails should be sent directly to Council at city.council@cityofpaloalto.org.
This item will be on the consent calendar. Any member of the public, including yourself may speak during public comment for the consent calendar. There is no staff
presentation or Council deliberation or Q&A. The Council is deciding at this meeting whether or not they will have a full public hearing for the appeal.
Please let me know if you have any additional questions.
Thanks,
Emily
Emily Foley, AICP
Planner
Planning and Development Services Department
(650) 617-3125 | emily.foley@cityofpaloalto.org
www.cityofpaloalto.org
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The City of Palo Alto is doing its part to reduce the spread of COVID-19. We have successfully transitioned most of our employees to a remote work
environment. We remain available to you via email, phone, and virtual meetings during our normal business hours.
From: Todor Ganev <tganev@hotmail.com>
Sent: Friday, August 5, 2022 11:22 AM
To: Foley, Emily <Emily.Foley@CityofPaloAlto.org>; Gerhardt, Jodie <Jodie.Gerhardt@CityofPaloAlto.org>
Cc: Spotwood, Alicia <Alicia.Spotwood@CityofPaloAlto.org>; pdsdirector <pdsdirector@CityofPaloAlto.org>; Tanner, Rachael <Rachael.Tanner@CityofPaloAlto.org>;
French, Amy <Amy.French@CityofPaloAlto.org>
Subject: RE: Appeal to Issuance of Permit to Application 22PLN-00159
Importance: High
Dear Ms. Foley:
I did not see an email from you after the one below from 2 weeks ago, so I am wondering whether I have missed something.
Has a date on the City Council calendar been set yet? I saw August 22 quoted somewhere, but, of course, I am relying on the official information from you.
Is there a zoom link to the City Council meeting, or will it be in person?
Also, one procedural question: Is it possible to add more documentation to the appeal at this time?
Regards,
Todor Ganev
From: Foley, Emily <Emily.Foley@CityofPaloAlto.org>
Sent: Friday, July 22, 2022 8:32 AM
To: Todor Ganev <tganev@hotmail.com>; Gerhardt, Jodie <Jodie.Gerhardt@CityofPaloAlto.org>
Cc: Spotwood, Alicia <Alicia.Spotwood@CityofPaloAlto.org>; pdsdirector <pdsdirector@CityofPaloAlto.org>; Tanner, Rachael <Rachael.Tanner@CityofPaloAlto.org>;
French, Amy <Amy.French@CityofPaloAlto.org>
Subject: RE: Appeal to Issuance of Permit to Application 22PLN-00159
Hello Mr. Ganev,
Yes, I have confirmed Accela shows the fee has been paid.
I will follow up next week with next steps.
Thanks,
Emily
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Emily Foley, AICP
Planner
Planning and Development Services Department
(650) 617-3125 | emily.foley@cityofpaloalto.org
www.cityofpaloalto.org

NEW Parcel Report | Palo Alto Municipal Code | Online Permitting System | Planning Forms & Handouts | Planning Applications Mapped
The City of Palo Alto is doing its part to reduce the spread of COVID-19. We have successfully transitioned most of our employees to a remote work
environment. We remain available to you via email, phone, and virtual meetings during our normal business hours.
From: Todor Ganev <tganev@hotmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 21, 2022 2:31 PM
To: Foley, Emily <Emily.Foley@CityofPaloAlto.org>; Gerhardt, Jodie <Jodie.Gerhardt@CityofPaloAlto.org>
Cc: Spotwood, Alicia <Alicia.Spotwood@CityofPaloAlto.org>; pdsdirector <pdsdirector@CityofPaloAlto.org>; Tanner, Rachael <Rachael.Tanner@CityofPaloAlto.org>;
French, Amy <Amy.French@CityofPaloAlto.org>
Subject: RE: Appeal to Issuance of Permit to Application 22PLN-00159
Dear Ms. Foley,
The appeal fee has been paid (Receipt # 369150).
Best regards,
Todor Ganev
From: Foley, Emily <Emily.Foley@CityofPaloAlto.org>
Sent: Thursday, July 21, 2022 12:32 PM
To: Todor Ganev <tganev@hotmail.com>; Gerhardt, Jodie <Jodie.Gerhardt@CityofPaloAlto.org>
Cc: Spotwood, Alicia <Alicia.Spotwood@CityofPaloAlto.org>; pdsdirector <pdsdirector@CityofPaloAlto.org>; Tanner, Rachael <Rachael.Tanner@CityofPaloAlto.org>;
French, Amy <Amy.French@CityofPaloAlto.org>
Subject: RE: Appeal to Issuance of Permit to Application 22PLN-00159
Hi Mr. Ganev,
Thank you for the revised letter, the record will be updated accordingly.
As a reminder, the appeal fee must be paid by end of the day Monday, July 25th to move forward with the appeal. I am available to assist if you have any difficulty with
our online system.
Thanks,
Emily
Emily Foley, AICP
Planner
Planning and Development Services Department
(650) 617-3125 | emily.foley@cityofpaloalto.org
www.cityofpaloalto.org

NEW Parcel Report | Palo Alto Municipal Code | Online Permitting System | Planning Forms & Handouts | Planning Applications Mapped
The City of Palo Alto is doing its part to reduce the spread of COVID-19. We have successfully transitioned most of our employees to a remote work
environment. We remain available to you via email, phone, and virtual meetings during our normal business hours.
From: Todor Ganev <tganev@hotmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 20, 2022 5:37 PM
To: Foley, Emily <Emily.Foley@CityofPaloAlto.org>; Gerhardt, Jodie <Jodie.Gerhardt@CityofPaloAlto.org>
Cc: Spotwood, Alicia <Alicia.Spotwood@CityofPaloAlto.org>; pdsdirector <pdsdirector@CityofPaloAlto.org>; Tanner, Rachael <Rachael.Tanner@CityofPaloAlto.org>;
French, Amy <Amy.French@CityofPaloAlto.org>
Subject: RE: Appeal to Issuance of Permit to Application 22PLN-00159
Dear Ms. Foley,
Per your gracious advice, please find attached a revised version of the appeal letter, with the identifying information of my son removed. Please also remove the
doctor’s note from the appeal and from your records.
Thank you again for your consideration.
Todor Ganev
From: Todor Ganev
Sent: Wednesday, July 20, 2022 5:11 PM
To: Foley, Emily <Emily.Foley@CityofPaloAlto.org>; Gerhardt, Jodie <Jodie.Gerhardt@CityofPaloAlto.org>
Cc: Spotwood, Alicia <Alicia.Spotwood@CityofPaloAlto.org>; pdsdirector <pdsdirector@CityofPaloAlto.org>; Tanner, Rachael <Rachael.Tanner@CityofPaloAlto.org>;
French, Amy <Amy.French@CityofPaloAlto.org>
Subject: RE: Appeal to Issuance of Permit to Application 22PLN-00159
Dear Ms. Foley:
Thank you for the fast response.
How shall I go about removing my child’s identifying information, do you need me to submit a redacted or revised Appeal letter?
Best Regards,
Todor Ganev
From: Foley, Emily <Emily.Foley@CityofPaloAlto.org>
Sent: Wednesday, July 20, 2022 5:06 PM
To: Todor Ganev <tganev@hotmail.com>; Gerhardt, Jodie <Jodie.Gerhardt@CityofPaloAlto.org>
Cc: Spotwood, Alicia <Alicia.Spotwood@CityofPaloAlto.org>; pdsdirector <pdsdirector@CityofPaloAlto.org>; Tanner, Rachael <Rachael.Tanner@CityofPaloAlto.org>;
French, Amy <Amy.French@CityofPaloAlto.org>
Subject: RE: Appeal to Issuance of Permit to Application 22PLN-00159
Hello Mr. Ganev,
Thank you for your timely appeal request. Per PAMC 18.42.160(d), it will be placed on the Council Consent Calendar within 45 days.
All appeal request documents are public information and will be published in the council report. Therefore, I wanted to give you the opportunity to consider removing
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your child’s identifying information from the letter and/or attachments. While I understand your intent, it is not necessary to provide a doctor’s note and may not be
desirable to have this in the public record.
Additionally, the appeal fee is due within 5 calendar days (end of day Monday, July 25th). Unfortunately, the fee amount quoted in my email below was the previous
year’s. The fee due for this appeal is $622.71. The fee can be paid online, but it is necessary to create an ACA account.
To Pay:
Create an ACA Account following the instructions here: How to register/create an account on the OPS Citizen Portal (Written Instructions)
Once you are logged in, use this link: https://aca-prod.accela.com/PALOALTO/Cap/CapDetail.aspx?
Module=Planning&TabName=Planning&capID1=22APL&capID2=00000&capID3=00001&agencyCode=PALOALTO&IsToShowInspection=
Then, click on the Payments tab and select Fees, then you should be able to click Pay Fees as seen in the image below:

Please let me know if you have any questions.
Thanks,
Emily
Emily Foley, AICP
Planner
Planning and Development Services Department
(650) 617-3125 | emily.foley@cityofpaloalto.org
www.cityofpaloalto.org

NEW Parcel Report | Palo Alto Municipal Code | Online Permitting System | Planning Forms & Handouts | Planning Applications Mapped
The City of Palo Alto is doing its part to reduce the spread of COVID-19. We have successfully transitioned most of our employees to a remote work
environment. We remain available to you via email, phone, and virtual meetings during our normal business hours.
From: Todor Ganev <tganev@hotmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 20, 2022 1:03 PM
To: Foley, Emily <Emily.Foley@CityofPaloAlto.org>; Gerhardt, Jodie <Jodie.Gerhardt@CityofPaloAlto.org>
Cc: Spotwood, Alicia <Alicia.Spotwood@CityofPaloAlto.org>; Nguyen, Vinhloc <Vinhloc.Nguyen@CityofPaloAlto.org>; pdsdirector <pdsdirector@CityofPaloAlto.org>
Subject: Appeal to Issuance of Permit to Application 22PLN-00159
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious of opening attachments and clicking on links.

Dear Ms. Gerhardt and Ms. Foley:
With this email, I am submitting a formal appeal to the issuance of permit to application 22PLN-00159 (Safe Parking Program) by First Congregational Church of Palo
Alto (FCCPA).
I represent a group of neighbors residing in the vicinity of First Congregational Church of Palo Alto (FCCPA) at 1985 Louis Road. Many of their names are listed in the
Appeal Letter.
Allow me to clarify that we have nothing against helping the unhoused and those less fortunate. In fact, many of us regularly volunteer and donate to such causes.
However, we are forced to resort to this appeal, because we have serious concerns about this particular program and especially about the way it is being implemented.
We have tried, in good faith, to discuss mutually acceptable solutions with FCCPA, but, unfortunately, they have not been receptive to the neighbors’ suggestions.
Please find attached the following documents:
1. Required Appeal Request Form (file name: “Appeal_Form_22PLN-00159.pdf”)
2. Required Letter stating the reasons for appeal (file name: “Appeal_Letter_22PLN-00159.pdf”)
3. A letter from the Palo Alto Medical Foundation Pediatric Department (file name : ”PAMF_Pediatrics_Letter.pdf”
4. Frequently Asked Questions about California’s Fair Employment and Housing Act (FEHA) (file name: “FEHA_FAQ.pdf”)
5. A letter from Mr. Randy Stoltenberg sharing personal experience and viewpoint of impacted community members (file name: “Stoltenberg_letter.pdf”
We respectfully request that you revoke the temporary Safe Parking Program permit granted to the First Congregational Church of Palo Alto and Move Mountain View
and deny any further permits until the issues with the program flaws have been resolved in a fair and satisfactory manner.
Thank you very much for your kind consideration.
Todor Ganev
940 Embarcadero Road,
Palo Alto CA 94303
From: Foley, Emily <Emily.Foley@CityofPaloAlto.org>
Sent: Tuesday, July 19, 2022 11:57 AM
Subject: 1985 Louis Safe Parking Follow Up
Hello,
Check In Meeting
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Thank you for attending the Safe Parking Neighborhood Check in meeting on July 12. The meeting recording and Q&A report is posted on the project webpage:
https://www.cityofpaloalto.org/News-Articles/Planning-and-Development-Services/1985-Louis-22PLN-00159
Next Steps
As mentioned in the meeting, the Director of Planning & Development Services has reviewed the materials and tentatively approved the project.
The applicant, First Congregational Church, has corresponded via email with some interested community members. Please reach out to the congregation directly if you
have questions about their application, program operations, funding, and other aspects of the program. The City reviews their application for compliance with the
requirements of the municipal code.
The deadline to appeal the issuance of the permit is Wednesday, July 20, 2022. An appellant must: (1) live within 600ft of 1985 Louis Road, (2) fill out the Appeal
Request Form; (3) draft a letter stating the reasons for the appeal; (4) email it to both Jodie.Gerhardt@cityofpaloalto.org and Emily.Foley@cityofpaloalto.org.
Staff will review the appeal for timeliness and completeness. They will contact you to collect the appeal fee, which is currently $610.50. The fee can be paid online. If the
appeal fee is not paid within 5 calendar days of the request, the appeal will be considered withdrawn.
If no appeal request is received, the First Congregational Church of Palo Alto will be able to begin their Safe Parking operation.
Sincerely,
Emily Foley, AICP
Planner
Planning and Development Services Department
(650) 617-3125 | emily.foley@cityofpaloalto.org
www.cityofpaloalto.org

NEW Parcel Report | Palo Alto Municipal Code | Online Permitting System | Planning Forms & Handouts | Planning Applications Mapped
The City of Palo Alto is doing its part to reduce the spread of COVID-19. We have successfully transitioned most of our employees to a remote work
environment. We remain available to you via email, phone, and virtual meetings during our normal business hours.
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Bonnie Bernstein
Foley, Emily
Re: Meeting about First Congregational Church Safe Parking Program
Tuesday, July 12, 2022 1:03:20 PM
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You don't often get email from bon4dance@gmail.com. Learn why this is important

Dear Emily,
No card was sent to the 4 houses on Bellview Drive that are behind the church and to a neighbor on Louis two doors down from the church.
We got notices for the first meeting with the church. Perhaps someone neglected to send the cards. I suggest that you check. If we did not
get the cards it is likely others also did not get them.
Sincerely,
Bonnie Bernstein
On Tue, Jul 12, 2022 at 8:36 AM Foley, Emily <Emily.Foley@cityofpaloalto.org> wrote:
Hi Bonnie,
Notice cards were sent to all neighbors within a 600ft radius were sent notice cards on June 29th, approximately two weeks before the meeting. I confirmed
your name was on the list of recipients.
Thanks,
Emily
Emily Foley, AICP
Planner
Planning and Development Services Department
(650) 617-3125 | emily.foley@cityofpaloalto.org
www.cityofpaloalto.org

NEW Parcel Report | Palo Alto Municipal Code | Online Permitting System | Planning Forms & Handouts | Planning Applications Mapped
The City of Palo Alto is doing its part to reduce the spread of COVID-19. We have successfully transitioned most of our employees to a remote
work environment. We remain available to you via email, phone, and virtual meetings during our normal business hours.
From: Bonnie Bernstein <bon4dance@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 12, 2022 8:18 AM
To: pdsdirector <pdsdirector@CityofPaloAlto.org>; Foley, Emily <Emily.Foley@CityofPaloAlto.org>
Subject: Meeting about First Congregational Church Safe Parking Program
Some people who received this message don't often get email from bon4dance@gmail.com. Learn why this is important

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious of opening attachments and clicking on links.

Dear Planning Directors,
We are neighbors living behind First Congregational Church. We were told by the Church in a meeting months ago that we would be informed about any
future community meetings
about the Safe Parking project being considered by the Church. We are a bit dismayed that we received no advanced notice about today's meeting. We were
informed
yesterday by another community member. I assume this is true for other neighbors as well.
I believe it is the legal right of neighbors to be given advance notice about meetings on issues that affect our neighborhood so we can prepare our schedules
accordingly.
Many neighbors do not know that the meeting is going on. I suggest that you reschedule the meeting and post it in the appropriate way so that all neighbors can
be informed
and participate if they choose to.There are many concerns about this project and starting it without proper notice and discussion with neighbors is a very poor
beginning.
Sincerely yours,
Bonnie Bernstein
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Todor Ganev
Foley, Emily
pdsdirector; Tanner, Rachael
RE: Safe Parking at First Congregational Church
Monday, July 11, 2022 4:19:08 PM
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Ms. Foley:
I am sorry, but I do not understand your sentence “Additionally the selected spaces are Furthermore, the City does not select which churches may or may not
participate.” Looks like something is missing?
It appears that your definition of “rational location” is focused on whether the parking locations can be seen from the street. This is a much less persuasive criterion
than the serious criterion of the health hazard created by exhaust gas being blown toward neighbors, threatening the health of multiple children (my children, one of
whom, as I said, has asthma, and the next door neighbors’ children - mentioning these particular neighbors, because they are on vacation, but they have shared that
they feel their health is threatened as well)
Further, I do not accept your assurance that idling will be rare – you have no way of predicting temperatures, weather seems to be getting warmer continually, and 85
degrees is routinely measured here. Also, how will this be enforced? When the vehicle dwellers violate the idling rule, am I supposed to stand outside with a
thermometer and then call someone to complain? As I said, last time when such guests were parking with their exhaust pointing in my bedroom, it took the church
almost a week to even send them the message.
You do not have any complaints registered from me, because for years I have been trying to be a good, benevolent neighbor to the church and I have tolerated them.
However, I cannot tolerate hazards to my children’s health, no parent would! One of the purpose of the permit system is to guarantee the citizens’ rights. Please
protect our right to healthy environment and quiet enjoyment, free from nuisance and health hazards, so please reconsider your decision and the chosen parking
spaces location.
Best regards,
Todor
From: Foley, Emily <Emily.Foley@CityofPaloAlto.org>
Sent: Monday, July 11, 2022 3:39 PM
To: Todor Ganev <tganev@hotmail.com>
Cc: pdsdirector <pdsdirector@CityofPaloAlto.org>; Tanner, Rachael <Rachael.Tanner@CityofPaloAlto.org>
Subject: RE: Safe Parking at First Congregational Church
Hi Todor,
I am sorry you are unhappy with our process. I can confirm that our standard noticing for major projects is 600 ft, and that is the radius to which notices were sent. Over
280 cards were sent out, though this does not extend the full length of Morton Street. Likewise, the appeal process is set by the Zoning Code and would require Council
approval to change. This community meeting is not required by code, we have added it to our permitting process as a courtesy to the neighborhood.
I disagree that there is a “more rational” location. The selected parking spaces for the Safe Parking Permit are mostly screened from view of the street by the refuse bin
enclosure. There is no such shielding for any spaces on the Louis Rd side. Additionally the selected spaces are Furthermore, the City does not select which churches may
or may not participate. Any church may apply and we enforce that they follow the regulations. I could not address any prior incidents because you are the first person to
tell me, there are no reported Code Enforcement cases in our system.
Thanks,
Emily
Emily Foley, AICP
Planner
Planning and Development Services Department
(650) 617-3125 | emily.foley@cityofpaloalto.org
www.cityofpaloalto.org

NEW Parcel Report | Palo Alto Municipal Code | Online Permitting System | Planning Forms & Handouts | Planning Applications Mapped
The City of Palo Alto is doing its part to reduce the spread of COVID-19. We have successfully transitioned most of our employees to a remote work
environment. We remain available to you via email, phone, and virtual meetings during our normal business hours.
From: Todor Ganev <tganev@hotmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 11, 2022 2:23 PM
To: Foley, Emily <Emily.Foley@CityofPaloAlto.org>
Cc: pdsdirector <pdsdirector@CityofPaloAlto.org>; Tanner, Rachael <Rachael.Tanner@CityofPaloAlto.org>
Subject: RE: Safe Parking at First Congregational Church
Importance: High
You don't often get email from tganev@hotmail.com. Learn why this is important

Ms. Foley:
I strongly disagree with your statement that sufficient notice for the meetings has been provided. Isn’t there a legal requirement that people within a mile or so of the
location be informed? There are many neighbors in the vicinity who are still not aware. As one extreme case, Ms. Chuang, who is our neighbor and who actually shares a
fence with the church, right next to the poorly chosen parking location, was not even aware about any of this and learned about it just by chance. No one on Morton
Road knew anything and they are also in the immediate vicinity of the church. The same applies for multiple neighbors on the other sides of the church.
I also disagree with your explanation about how the Middlefield location for the Unity church was chosen. Please refer to the meeting recording and I hope you will hear
that visibility was not the only consideration, in fact, there were safety considerations for which the location was kept away from the big street. In any case, if the case of
the First Congregational church there is an obviously better location on the Louis side of the road which does not threaten the health of a sick child (and other children
next door) , why don’t you use your planning prerogatives and enforce that more rational location (there are actually points of lower visibility from the street at that
more rational location)?
I also don’t understand the logic that you would give a permit to an entity that has proven to be unable or unwilling to control its “guests”, justifying it by saying that the
violations have happened before you gave the permit. If they are prone to violations, or they have a record of creating nuisance or safety issues, they should not get the
permit.
Finally, you are directing me and the other affected neighbors to appeal before our opinion has been properly considered in the first place. Combined with the fact that
the neighborhood has not been properly informed, this is unfair to us taxpayers, not to mention it appears to incur unnecessary expenses.
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Please reconsider this flawed decision.
Todor Ganev
940 Embarcadero Rd
Palo Alto
From: Foley, Emily <Emily.Foley@CityofPaloAlto.org>
Sent: Monday, July 11, 2022 12:51 PM
To: Todor Ganev <tganev@hotmail.com>
Cc: pdsdirector <pdsdirector@CityofPaloAlto.org>; Tanner, Rachael <Rachael.Tanner@CityofPaloAlto.org>
Subject: RE: Safe Parking at First Congregational Church
Hi Todor,
Thank you for your comments. Please be aware that you have the opportunity to formally appeal the project, but this email alone is not sufficient to do so. Instructions
for how to appeal are available here: https://www.cityofpaloalto.org/News-Articles/Planning-and-Development-Services/Safe-Parking-Permit-Applications
I would like to clarify that idling of vehicles is only allowed during “extreme” weather, when the outside temperature is less than 40 degrees or greater than 85. For most
of the year, the cars should not be idling. In the case of the Middlefield Rd. site, the intention was to limit visibility from major streets (Middlefield). In this case, the
spaces selected on the Embarcadero side are least visible from the street.
We provided sufficient notice for the meetings, in keeping with our noticing practices for other types of public hearings, and it is a Zoom meeting, which increases
accessibility. It is not reasonable to ask the decision be delayed simply because it is summer.
Lastly, the church does not yet have an operating Safe Parking Permit, so any recent incidents are currently not operating with the regulations. In the case of an
emergency, call 911. The non-emergency police number is 650-329-2413.
Thanks,
Emily
Emily Foley, AICP
Planner
Planning and Development Services Department
(650) 617-3125 | emily.foley@cityofpaloalto.org
www.cityofpaloalto.org

NEW Parcel Report | Palo Alto Municipal Code | Online Permitting System | Planning Forms & Handouts | Planning Applications Mapped
The City of Palo Alto is doing its part to reduce the spread of COVID-19. We have successfully transitioned most of our employees to a remote work
environment. We remain available to you via email, phone, and virtual meetings during our normal business hours.
From: Todor Ganev <tganev@hotmail.com>
Sent: Friday, July 8, 2022 1:36 PM
To: Foley, Emily <Emily.Foley@CityofPaloAlto.org>
Cc: pdsdirector <pdsdirector@CityofPaloAlto.org>
Subject: Safe Parking at First Congregational Church
Some people who received this message don't often get email from tganev@hotmail.com. Learn why this is important

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious of opening attachments and clicking on links.

Dear Ms. Foley and Mr. Lait:
I am writing today to express a serious concern about the so-called “Safe Parking Program” permit at the First Congregational Church at 1985 Louis Road Palo Alto, CA
94303.
In short, I request that you deny this permit and rescind any approvals already given.
To clarify, in our neighborhood we all support helping the unhoused (to wit, my own daughter has done volunteering to help homeless people as part of a team
organized by a Congressperson), so the issues here are flaws with this particular program and its particular implementation here.
1. My family’s residence is immediately next to the First Congregational Church, we share a fence. The perspective of extended vehicle idling close by is a terrifying
health hazard, especially for one of my children who has asthma!
This brings into question the location of the proposed safe parking spaces on the Embarcadero Road side of the church. It is obvious, from geometrical and physical
considerations, that placing the parking spots on the Louis Road side of the church is much more feasible, as that location allows the idling vehicles to be further away
from any residents.
Please note that at a recent Safe Parking meeting at another location, the Unity Church, your department made the statement that the spots at that church were
specifically chosen to be away from the large road (in that case Middlefield Rd). Then why is the choice here inconsistent with that approach – the parking spots chosen
here are actually closer to the large road, (i.e. closer to Embarcadero Rd)?
2. The Palo Alto Planning Department has officially stated that even convicted criminals cannot be precluded from participating in the program, and even if they are
convicted drug dealers or sexual predators. This presents significant risks, particularly for our more vulnerable, and especially for our children, as there are at
least 3 schools in the vicinity of the church.
The vehicle dwellers are supposed to leave the church every morning and park at least 0.5 miles away. This means that they will remain in our neighborhood
without control. This does not eliminate the safety concerns, (on the contrary), and is an obvious conflict with the Safe Biking to School initiatives.
Along these lines, let me point out that the First Congregational Church has been unable to properly control their “guests” in the past. Just a few of many examples:
recently, “guests” of the church (pursuant to another homeless program ) lay down on the Embarcadero road sidewalk blocking it for hours every day on multiple days
(photos available) and apparently became aggressive with a neighborhood child who was walking a dog. On another occasions, it took the church authorities almost a
week to address a concern of mine that their overnight guests were parking every day with the exhaust pipes of their vehicle pointing at our bedroom (a practice which
is highly undesirable and even illegal in some jurisdictions.)
In yet another indicative case, a church ”guest” who appeared intoxicated, urinated in my driveway.
There are doubts about Move Mountain View being able to provide proper security. Driving by a few times a day is not real security. Also, there is a first-hand account
from another location that in the past security guards hired by Move Mountain View have been doing drugs together with the vehicle dwellers.
Further, I would like to express the concern that the First Congregational Church and Move Mountain View have not been sufficiently forthcoming and transparent with
the neighborhood. There are numerous neighbors in the vicinity who have not been properly informed about the church’s plans. Also, holding a hearing when many
people are on summer vacation is not bound to be representative of the neighborhood’s wishes. Can the July 12th meeting be postponed until more neighbors are back
in town?
In view of the above and additional concerns and incidents whose description I am skipping for the sake of brevity, I request that you deny this permit and rescind any
approvals already given.
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Thank you for your consideration,
Todor Ganev
940 Embarcadero Rd
Palo Alto
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Angela Dayton
Burt, Patrick
pdsdirector; Foley, Emily; John Dayton
Re: Safe Parking Program - Homeless Individual STABBED my 16-year Old
Tuesday, July 12, 2022 5:47:36 PM

You don't often get email from angela@angeladayton.com. Learn why this is important

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

Hi Mayor BurtFull disclosure that I run a $30M program to assist low-income homeless individuals. Many of
them are like the individuals are just down on their luck and trying to survive. I am emphatic
to their situations and intimately aware of the challenges they face. I have dedicated my career
to helping these individuals access social services, education, and employment.
The issue I have with this particular program is that it appears no background checks will be
conducted and no real services provided (i.e. counseling; training; movement toward self
reliance.) This population would benefit from more than just parking overnight.
In addition, there are an abundance of services available to this population that I am happy to
assist the church in accessing on behalf of those they want to serve.
But unfortunately since they are not conducting background checks and/or informing the
community who has been granted permission to park for the night, I cannot support their
plight and the city should not support the program either if regulations are not established and
followed.
Angela
Sent from my iPhone
On Jul 12, 2022, at 10:08 AM, ANGELA DAYTON, MS
<angela@angeladayton.com> wrote:


M
 ayor BurtMy name is Angela Dayton. We spoke last August after my 16 year old daughter
was randomly attacked and had her throat slashed at 9:34am 8/18/21 and was a
millimeter away from death due to the actions of a homeless individual in
Palo Alto residing at The Opportunity Center. We had just moved to Palo Alto
three weeks prior to this brutal attack.
We, as a city, cannot take the chance of something like this happening again
by “inviting” homeless individuals into our neighborhood.
I was just informed that the city is considering offering First Congregational
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Church of Palo Alto (@ Louis and Embarcadero) the ability to offer a “Safe
Parking Program”, bringing homeless vehicle dwellers from all over (not just Palo
Alto) into their parking lot and our neighborhood.
As you can all imagine, I 100% disagree with this action. We are charitable
individuals but this decision is being made without considering the safety of the
neighborhood, our children, and our city.
I will be the first one to speak up about the trauma my daughter and our family
has endured and the lifelong scars she has on her neck and face from the attack some scars from the knife and other from the attacker's fingernails. I would never
want this, or something worse, to happen to any of your families in the name of
“charity.”
If the church is worried about homelessness and wants to be charitable, then the
church can expend its funds and services another way. There are so many
questions I have about the why behind this action and the how.
None of us know what mental health issues these individuals have and it only
takes one individual to ruin the lives of our families. The individual that attacked
my daughter was not on drugs but did have a history of mental illness.
As the city considers this decision, please advised that if the city approves the
action, then the city is partially responsible, and liable, for the actions of the
individuals being invited to reside in the church parking lot.
Charity does not need to come at the expense of citizens safety.
Angela Dayton, MS
801-628-5064
------------------------EMAIL I RECEIVED INFORMING ME OF THIS ACTION-----------------------We all support helping the unhoused and Palo Alto is already spends millions and
millions of our tax money on related initiatives. However, this particular program
is fundamentally flawed and poses significant concerns. Namely:
· NOT SAFE The Palo Alto Planning Department has officially stated that even
convicted criminals cannot be precluded from participating in the program, even
if they are convicted drug dealers or sexual predators, including pedophiles.
Moreover, they are intentionally not doing background checks on vehicle
dwellers! This presents significant risks, particularly for our more vulnerable, and
especially for our children, as there are at least 3 schools in the vicinity of the
church. There is also an obvious conflict with the Safe Biking to School
initiatives.
· NO COMPLIANCE WITH REGULATIONS The vehicle dwellers will be
exempt from the existing environmental regulations. For example, unlike the taxpaying citizens, vehicle dwellers will be allowed to have cars idling for extended
periods of time, blowing exhaust toward the residents.
· NO REAL SECURITY The First Congregational Church aims to abdicate their
responsibilities to an out-of-town organization, Move Mountain View, which

Packet Pg. 194

4.f

uses tax money to impact Palo Alto neighborhoods. Only drive-by security a
couple of times per day is planned. There is a first-hand account from another
location that in the past security guards hired by Move Mountain View have been
doing drugs together with the vehicle dwellers.
· NO ACCOUNTABILITY -It is not clear who is accountable for making sure
that incidents that have happened at other so-called "Safe Parking" locations do
not happen here. Actual examples exist for trash thrown into neighbors’ yards,
smoking, public urination, drugs, noise, dogs barking, fights.
· NO TRANSPARENCY The First Congregational Church has failed to properly
inform many of the affected neighbors about their intentions, which is a big red
flag. Their answers to neighbors’ concerns have so far included confusion and
contradictions.
· NO CONTROL OVER EXPANSION The vehicle dwellers are supposed to
leave the church every morning and park at least 0.5 miles away. This means that
they will remain in our neighborhood and around schools without control. Also, if
the program takes effect, there is a real concern that RVs and other vehicles not
associated with the program will be attracted to our neighborhood.
· NO APPRECIABLE SUCCESS This program’s success rate of rehabilitating
homeless is very low, as admitted by Move Mountain View. You can google 'Safe
Parking Program' on NextDoor and see firsthand feedback from neighbors all
over the vicinity.
Please join the Public Hearing meeting on Tuesday, July 12, 2022 at 6 pm via
Zoom and express your concerns, if you have them. You can join by
following this link: https://cityofpaloalto.zoom.us/j/89772126436. You can
also join by calling +1 (669) 900-6833 and entering Meeting ID: 897 7212
6436.

Packet Pg. 195

4.f

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

angie ball
Foley, Emily
Re: Safe Parking Program First Congo
Tuesday, July 19, 2022 4:55:39 PM

Emily,
The language here is too vague ( “it is possible the Safe Parking Permit would be revoked”) and doesn’t inspire
confidence that it will be properly enforced.    It would be better to say "on the second violation" the permit will be
revoked. If a staff member from Move MV is absent on any morning the permit should be revoked also. It's
important that the language and consequences are specifically outlined.
The homeless challenge needs to be addressed and this concept seems like a good one. I just don’t think a preschool
parking lot is an acceptable location. A church parking lot that doesn’t host a daily preschool sounds like a better
choice.
Angie
> On Jul 19, 2022, at 2:31 PM, Foley, Emily <Emily.Foley@CityofPaloAlto.org> wrote:
>
> Hi Angie,
>
> A staff member from Move MV, the safe parking operator, will be onsite every morning to ensure they leave on
time. If it was not being enforced, any community member could report this to us, and it is possible the Safe Parking
Permit would be revoked.
>
> Safe Parking participants are required to move their car at least half a mile away from the Safe Parking lot during
the day. However, most participants have places to be during the day, whether it's a job, appointments, or running
errands. We have not received any reports from neighbors saying that participants are parking in the neighborhood
during the day. It is not in the current policies of the Santa Clara County Office of Supportive Housing to run
background checks for any of their programs. However, participants are asked to provide this information on the
application.
>
> Sincerely,
> Emily
>
> Emily Foley, AICP
> Planner
> Planning and Development Services Department
> (650) 617-3125 | emily.foley@cityofpaloalto.org
> www.cityofpaloalto.org
>
>
> -----Original Message----> From: angie ball <acball2@gmail.com>
> Sent: Tuesday, July 19, 2022 12:13 PM
> To: Foley, Emily <Emily.Foley@CityofPaloAlto.org>
> Subject: Re: Safe Parking Program First Congo
>
> Emily,
>
> Thank you for your quick response. What happens when all participants don’t leave by the time the kids arrive?  
I imagine there might be challenges enforcing this. What can the community do if it is not enforced?    I have heard
that in other areas they have drive by security only once or twice a day. It may be even harder to enforce if there are
some mental health issues.
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>
> What happens if parkers just move their car to the street in the morning and park there during the day?  
>
> Are there going to be background checks? A sex offender or pedophile should not be part of this program.   What
is to keep them from moving their car to the street for a few hours when the kids are arriving or leaving school?
>
> It doesn’t sound like all the communities concerns have been addressed at this point.
>
> Thanks,
> Angie
>
>
>> On Jul 19, 2022, at 9:14 AM, Foley, Emily <Emily.Foley@CityofPaloAlto.org> wrote:
>>
>> Hi Angie,
>>
>> Thank you for your email. I understand your concerns. The Safe Parking program has mitigated this by ensuring
all participants in the program have left the site in the morning before schoolchildren arrive. Also while no formal
background check is performed, participants must meet certain requirements (including having a registered vehicle
in working condition, valid driver's license, and vehicle insurance, and participating in case management through
Santa Clara County Office of Supportive Housing), and are vetted for if they will be a good fit.
>>
>> Please let me know if you have any additional questions.
>>
>> Thanks,
>> Emily
>>
>> Emily Foley, AICP
>> Planner
>> Planning and Development Services Department
>> (650) 617-3125 | emily.foley@cityofpaloalto.org www.cityofpaloalto.org
>>
>>
>>
>>
>>
>>
>>
>>
>>
>> NEW Parcel Report | Palo Alto Municipal Code | Online Permitting System | Planning Forms & Handouts |
Planning Applications Mapped
>>
>> The City of Palo Alto is doing its part to reduce the spread of COVID-19. We have successfully transitioned
most of our employees to a remote work environment. We remain available to you via email, phone, and virtual
meetings during our normal business hours.
>>
>> -----Original Message---->> From: Spotwood, Alicia <Alicia.Spotwood@CityofPaloAlto.org>
>> Sent: Tuesday, July 19, 2022 7:42 AM
>> To: Foley, Emily <Emily.Foley@CityofPaloAlto.org>
>> Cc: French, Amy <Amy.French@CityofPaloAlto.org>; Gerhardt, Jodie <Jodie.Gerhardt@CityofPaloAlto.org>
>> Subject: FW: Safe Parking Program First Congo
>>
>> Good Morning,
>>
>> I'm not sure why Angie emailed me but I'm forwarding the message to you.
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>>
>>
>> Alicia Spotwood
>> Administrative Associate III
>> Planning and Development Services
>> (650) 617-3168
>> alicia.spotwood@cityofpaloalto.org
>> www.cityofpaloalto.org
>>
>>
>>
>>
>>
>>
>>
>>
>>
>>
>>
>>
>>
>>
>>
>>
>>
>>
>>
>>
>>
>>
>>
>>
>>
>>
>>
>>
>> -----Original Message---->> From: angie ball <acball2@gmail.com>
>> Sent: Monday, July 18, 2022 6:47 PM
>> To: Spotwood, Alicia <Alicia.Spotwood@CityofPaloAlto.org>
>> Subject: Safe Parking Program First Congo
>>
>> [You don't often get email from acball2@gmail.com. Learn why this is important at
https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification ]
>>
>> CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious of opening attachments and
clicking on links.
>> ________________________________
>>
>> Alicia,
>>
>> My kids attended First Congregational preschool on Louis Road over 20 years ago. My Grandaughters are
starting there this fall. I just learned that Palo Alto is considering using their parking lot as a Safe Parking Program.
I am not comfortable with this consideration and was shocked when I learned that no background checks were going
to take place!
>>
>> Providing unfettered access doesn’t provide the necessary security and safety that is required in a Palo Alto
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neighborhood. We can’t solve one problem by creating another one.   We need to balance the needs of homeless
people with the safety and comfort needs of the school children, their families and the environment.
>>
>> I don’t think these children’s needs are being adequately considered.
>>
>> Thanks,
>> Angie Ball
>>
>
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Ann Shimakawa
Foley, Emily
Re: safe parking Q & A session from Dec 2020
Thursday, July 7, 2022 1:24:12 PM
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You don't often get email from ann_shimakawa@yahoo.com. Learn why this is important

Hi Emily Thank you! I'll watch the Dec 15 meeting video, but I would appreciate getting the Q & A document, if possible. There's a lot of discussion in our
neighborhood regarding the proposed Safe Parking application for First Congregational church and a lot of stories about programs that are quite different
from the program at First Congregational. I think the Q & A document would be really helpful to understand the specifics of the Safe Parking program in
our neighborhood.
thank you again!
-ann
On Thursday, July 7, 2022 at 01:02:55 PM PDT, Foley, Emily <emily.foley@cityofpaloalto.org> wrote:

Hi Ann,
I’m sorry that link does not appear to be working. I’ll look into this. In the meantime, a recording of the December 2020 video is available here:
https://www.cityofpaloalto.org/News-Articles/Planning-and-Development-Services/3505-Middlefield-Road-Peninsula-Bible-Church.
Please let me know if you have any additional questions.
Thanks,
Emily

Emily Foley, AICP
Planner
Planning and Development Services Department
(650) 617-3125 | emily.foley@cityofpaloalto.org
www.cityofpaloalto.org

NEW Parcel Report | Palo Alto Municipal Code | Online Permitting System | Planning Forms & Handouts | Planning Applications Mapped
The City of Palo Alto is doing its part to reduce the spread of COVID-19. We have successfully transitioned most of our employees to a remote work environment. We remain
available to you via email, phone, and virtual meetings during our normal business hours.
From: Ann Shimakawa <ann_shimakawa@yahoo.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 6, 2022 5:36 PM
To: Foley, Emily <Emily.Foley@CityofPaloAlto.org>
Subject: safe parking Q & A session from Dec 2020
You don't often get email from ann_shimakawa@yahoo.com. Learn why this is important

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious of opening attachments and clicking on links.
Dear Ms. Foley,
I was looking for the link containing background information on the Safe Parking program. On the city website: https://www.cityofpaloalto.org/News-Articles/Planning-andDevelopment-Services/Safe-Parking-Permit-Applications, i was unable to find the Dec 2020 meeting minutes from this link on the Safe Parking Permit page:

Please read questions that arose during the December 2020 community meeting and answers provided by the City, congregations, Move Mountain View,
and Santa Clara County. Q&A
The link seems to take me to an XCAP meeting from Oct, 2019. Is it possible to get the Safe Parking Q & A session from Dec 2020?
Thank you for your assistance.
Best regards,
Ann Shimakawa
951 Elsinore Dr
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

RH
Foley, Emily
Recording of past safe parking meetings
Thursday, July 7, 2022 11:57:30 AM

[You don't often get email from rhadmkt@gmail.com. Learn why this is important at
https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification ]
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious of opening attachments and clicking
on links.
________________________________
Hi Emily,
Couple questions.
1. We finally received the post card of the up coming meeting for July 12 (First Congregational Church).
For appeal, it says 10 days from the day we receive the notice. Is it 10 calendar days or 10 business days?
The card is post marked on 7/1/2022 but is in my mailbox on 7/5/2022 late afternoon.
2. I want to understand this “safe parking” program more. Can you please provide the recording of the last 3
neighborhood checkins so I can familiarize myself to this program.
FYI. We were never invited to the church’s initial meeting (my house boards the church).
Rita
Sent from my iPhone
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

ANGELA DAYTON, MS
Burt, Patrick
pdsdirector; Foley, Emily; John Dayton
Safe Parking Program - Homeless Individual STABBED my 16-year Old
Tuesday, July 12, 2022 9:08:47 AM

You don't often get email from angela@angeladayton.com. Learn why this is important

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

Mayor BurtMy name is Angela Dayton. We spoke last August after my 16 year old daughter was
randomly attacked and had her throat slashed at 9:34am 8/18/21 and was a millimeter away
from death due to the actions of a homeless individual in Palo Alto residing at The
Opportunity Center. We had just moved to Palo Alto three weeks prior to this brutal attack.
We, as a city, cannot take the chance of something like this happening again by
“inviting” homeless individuals into our neighborhood.
I was just informed that the city is considering offering First Congregational Church of Palo
Alto (@ Louis and Embarcadero) the ability to offer a “Safe Parking Program”, bringing
homeless vehicle dwellers from all over (not just Palo Alto) into their parking lot and our
neighborhood.
As you can all imagine, I 100% disagree with this action. We are charitable individuals but
this decision is being made without considering the safety of the neighborhood, our children,
and our city.
I will be the first one to speak up about the trauma my daughter and our family has endured
and the lifelong scars she has on her neck and face from the attack - some scars from the knife
and other from the attacker's fingernails. I would never want this, or something worse, to
happen to any of your families in the name of “charity.”
If the church is worried about homelessness and wants to be charitable, then the church can
expend its funds and services another way. There are so many questions I have about the why
behind this action and the how.
None of us know what mental health issues these individuals have and it only takes one
individual to ruin the lives of our families. The individual that attacked my daughter was not
on drugs but did have a history of mental illness.
As the city considers this decision, please advised that if the city approves the action, then the
city is partially responsible, and liable, for the actions of the individuals being invited to reside
in the church parking lot.
Charity does not need to come at the expense of citizens safety.
Angela Dayton, MS
801-628-5064
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------------------------EMAIL I RECEIVED INFORMING ME OF THIS ACTION-----------------------We all support helping the unhoused and Palo Alto is already spends millions and millions of
our tax money on related initiatives. However, this particular program is fundamentally
flawed and poses significant concerns. Namely:
· NOT SAFE The Palo Alto Planning Department has officially stated that even convicted
criminals cannot be precluded from participating in the program, even if they are convicted
drug dealers or sexual predators, including pedophiles. Moreover, they are intentionally not
doing background checks on vehicle dwellers! This presents significant risks, particularly
for our more vulnerable, and especially for our children, as there are at least 3 schools in the
vicinity of the church. There is also an obvious conflict with the Safe Biking to School
initiatives.
· NO COMPLIANCE WITH REGULATIONS The vehicle dwellers will be exempt from
the existing environmental regulations. For example, unlike the tax-paying citizens, vehicle
dwellers will be allowed to have cars idling for extended periods of time, blowing exhaust
toward the residents.
· NO REAL SECURITY The First Congregational Church aims to abdicate their
responsibilities to an out-of-town organization, Move Mountain View, which uses tax money
to impact Palo Alto neighborhoods. Only drive-by security a couple of times per day is
planned. There is a first-hand account from another location that in the past security guards
hired by Move Mountain View have been doing drugs together with the vehicle dwellers.
· NO ACCOUNTABILITY -It is not clear who is accountable for making sure that incidents
that have happened at other so-called "Safe Parking" locations do not happen here. Actual
examples exist for trash thrown into neighbors’ yards, smoking, public urination, drugs, noise,
dogs barking, fights.
· NO TRANSPARENCY The First Congregational Church has failed to properly inform
many of the affected neighbors about their intentions, which is a big red flag. Their answers to
neighbors’ concerns have so far included confusion and contradictions.
· NO CONTROL OVER EXPANSION The vehicle dwellers are supposed to leave the
church every morning and park at least 0.5 miles away. This means that they will remain in
our neighborhood and around schools without control. Also, if the program takes effect, there
is a real concern that RVs and other vehicles not associated with the program will be attracted
to our neighborhood.
· NO APPRECIABLE SUCCESS This program’s success rate of rehabilitating homeless is
very low, as admitted by Move Mountain View. You can google 'Safe Parking Program' on
NextDoor and see firsthand feedback from neighbors all over the vicinity.
Please join the Public Hearing meeting on Tuesday, July 12, 2022 at 6 pm via Zoom and
express your concerns, if you have them. You can join by following this link:
https://cityofpaloalto.zoom.us/j/89772126436. You can also join by calling +1 (669) 9006833 and entering Meeting ID: 897 7212 6436.
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Yair Bannett
Foley, Emily; Gerhardt, Jodie; Spotwood, Alicia; French, Amy; pdsdirector; Lait, Jonathan
Safe Parking Program (Application 22PLN-00159)
Tuesday, August 9, 2022 7:42:42 PM

Some people who received this message don't often get email from yairban@gmail.com. Learn
why this is important

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

Dear City Council members,
My name is Yair Bannett. I am a Palo Alto resident in the Triple El neighborhood. I am
writing to express my concerns about the Safe Parking Program at The First Congregational
Church of Palo Alto (at the corner of Embarcadero Rd and Louis Rd).
I am especially concerned about the location chosen for this program. The church chose to
locate the idle cars in a corner of the parking lot that is adjacent to several homes instead of
placing it in the large areas that are facing the two main roads (Embarcadero and Louis). I am
very concerned about the potential health implications of idle cars located very close to
residential homes.
While the cause is very worthy, please listen to the many concerns raised by residents in our
neighborhood and take action to modify the program.

Sincerely,
Yair Bannett
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

ANGELA DAYTON, MS
Foley, Emily; Tanner, Rachael; Eileen Altman; Burt, Patrick
Jessica Galbraith; Kathryn Kostal; rmstolt@gmail.com; Henigin, Linda
Safe Parking Program Contract and Outstanding Questions
Wednesday, July 13, 2022 10:38:17 AM

You don't often get email from angela@angeladayton.com. Learn why this is important

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

Unfortunately the attendees of the Safe Parking Program meeting were not able to speak and
many of our questions were not answered. In public service programs, accountability and
transparency are imperative and as citizens we did not feel like the meeting last night was
transparent. (I’ve cc’d and bcc’d citizens who expressed an interest in receiving the answers to
the questions below.)
I am not a selfish individual that doesn’t want to help those who need a assistance. I have
dedicated my career to implementing best practices of service delivery that assist low income
homeless individuals receive job training, employment and housing. Even though my 16-year
old was stabbed (throat slashed) and brutally attacked by a homeless individual in Palo Alto
by West Elm last August, I still believe in helping homeless individuals.
I am more than happy to sit on MoveMV’s board; design service delivery that is effective; and
offer insights into proper oversight and management of the public funds being dedicated to
this project.
I want a win-win for all and not an “us“ against “them” situation. There is always ways to
create a win-win but all sides have to be considered and compromises have to be made.
Please see below for the list of information requested and questions we would like answered:
REQUEST FOR INFORMATION
Since public funds are being used to support the Safe Parking Program, please send over the
following:
1. contract (or grant agreement) regarding this program that outlines the program
implementation, service delivery, and
2. budget narrative that showcases the compensation that the church and MoveMV are
receiving and their associated program profit.
3. The program design that outlines the case management, program delivery, intake process,
agreements between the program and the participants.
4. The Request for Proposals, Funding Opportunity Announcement, or Sole Source that was
used to choose the service provider (MoveMV).
5. All resources being used by MoveMV for their program delivery and their case
management training developed with public funds. Unfortunately, the MoveMV.org website
does not outline the case management offered to participants.
Many critical questions were not answered in the Q&A.
1. Why are you not working with the local workforce investment board?
2. What are the eligibility guidelines that outline the eligibility criteria being used to determine
eligible participants of the program including, but not limited to, the definition of "connection
to the community?"
Packet Pg. 205

4.f

3. What type of psychological assessments will be done?
4. If an individual has an outstanding warrant, then does the organization contact the police?
5. How many congregation members actually live within a mile of the church?
6. Is the church prepared for a lawsuit when an individual on their property commits a violent
act?
7. How much insurance is the church required to have to cover the liability of this program?
8. Is the organization going to offer a bond that can be available to a potential victim?
9. Please provide the HUD link being used to set the standard for not conducting background
checks.
10. What benchmarks have been set to guide the program operators?
11. What research and data has been reviewed to determine best practices for implementation
of the program?
12. Please provide the research and data used to determine the need for this program in Palo
Alto.
13. What steps are taken to secure permanent housing for the individuals in the program? Per
the MoveMV.org website, the program has only been able to transition 24% of participants
into permenant housing. Why is the percentage so low and what program improvements are
being made to increase that percentage?
14. Ideally, the individuals in need of this program can qualify for additional public services
like workforce training grants offered by the workforce investment system. Do you have a
established partnerships with local, state, and federal service providers that can also assist
those in need?
15. If the participant isn’t employed, then what efforts does the program use to help them with
employment placement?
Thank you for taking the time to assist us in learning more.
Sincerely,
Angela Dayton, MS
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Cornerstone Admin
Foley, Emily
Helen Wong
Safe Parking Project @ 1985 Louis
Thursday, July 7, 2022 2:38:22 PM

You don't often get email from admin@cornerstonelearningfoundation.com. Learn why this is
important

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

Dear Emily,
We are the school who is renting the spaces from First Congregational church of Palo Alto. We learned that there
will be public hearing on 7/12 to discuss the updates and hear the neighbor’s comments. What are the next
procedure after this meeting? The City will approve or disapprove the project immediately after this meeting? Or
there will be more discussions with the community before the decision is made. And what is the timeline?
Thanks!
Teresa
Cornerstone School
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Ann Shimakawa
Foley, Emily
safe parking Q & A session from Dec 2020
Wednesday, July 6, 2022 5:36:28 PM

You don't often get email from ann_shimakawa@yahoo.com. Learn why this is important

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.
Dear Ms. Foley,
I was looking for the link containing background information on the Safe Parking program.
On the city website: https://www.cityofpaloalto.org/News-Articles/Planning-andDevelopment-Services/Safe-Parking-Permit-Applications, i was unable to find the Dec 2020
meeting minutes from this link on the Safe Parking Permit page:

Please read questions that arose during the December 2020 community
meeting and answers provided by the City, congregations, Move Mountain
View, and Santa Clara County. Q&A
The link seems to take me to an XCAP meeting from Oct, 2019. Is it possible to get the Safe
Parking Q & A session from Dec 2020?
Thank you for your assistance.
Best regards,
Ann Shimakawa
951 Elsinore Dr
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Betsy Hart Rosoff
Tanner, Rachael; Foley, Emily
Support for First Congo Safe Parking
Thursday, July 14, 2022 12:57:05 PM

[Some people who received this message don't often get email from betsyhartrosoff@gmail.com. Learn why this is
important at https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification ]
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious of opening attachments and clicking
on links.
________________________________
Thank you for coordinating the zoom information session. It was reassuring to hear from church leadership and to
learn more details about the program from Move Mountain View.
The tone within my neighborhood has been one of sensational fear mongering and I hope that this additional
information will help.
Please accept this email as a sign of support from our household in the Triple El neighborhood.
Sincerely,
Betsy Rosoff
907 El Cajon Way
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Mary Beth Train
pdsdirector; Foley, Emily
movemvemail@gmail.com; Eileen Altman; Angie Evans
Support for First Congregational"s application for the Safe Parking Program
Tuesday, July 12, 2022 6:34:48 PM

You don't often get email from mbt3305@yahoo.com. Learn why this is important

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.
I support First Congregational's application for the Safe Parking Program. The program has
success in many locations. This church has carefully considered the location so it doesn't
impact the neighborhood.
I am a homeowner within the boundaries of the Highway Community Church area, and we
have had no problems because the service is well-monitored. The Palo Alto Police
Department has attended a presentation in support of the application by the Unitarian
Church.
Thank you for this opportunity to inform the community about this application.
-- Mary Beth
Mary Beth Train - Home office phone 650-324-7346 *voice only, not text*
-mbt3305@yahoo.com
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Bill Sundstrom
Foley, Emily
Support for Safe Parking Plan 1985 Louis Rd 22PLN-00159
Sunday, July 17, 2022 11:15:31 AM

You don't often get email from wsundstrom@gmail.com. Learn why this is important

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

Dear Ms. Foley,
I live at 2174 Louis Rd and thus on the same block as the First Congregational Church at 1985
Louis Rd. Because I understand that some folks in town are organizing to appeal the
conditional approval of the safe parking plan at the church, I wanted to express my support for
the plan. I'm proud that the church and the city are stepping up to do this small thing to
support our unhoused community members. The potential risks seem very small to me. I
strongly support final approval.
Thanks,
Bill Sundstrom
2174 Louis Rd, Palo Alto
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Jim Fox
Foley, Emily
Support for Safe Parking
Tuesday, July 12, 2022 9:02:44 AM

[You don't often get email from jimafox@pacbell.net. Learn why this is important at
https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification ]
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious of opening attachments and clicking
on links.
________________________________
Dear Ms. Foley,
I am a long-time Palo Alto resident contacting you to express my support for safe parking programs that provide
safe parking and support programs for our neighbors who live in their cars.
I live very close to UUC PA on Charleston, which has a safe parking program, and personally have no complaints,
nor have I heard any frim any of our neighbors. It is significant that there have been for no problems reported by
Stevenson House (which had initially expressed serious concerns, none of which were borne out).
I support the proposed Safe Parking program at 1st Congregational Church; I expect that the "concerns" expressed
by some of their neighbors will also prove to be unfounded.
Sincerely,
Jim Fox
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Kathy Jordan
pdsdirector; Foley, Emily
writing to express concern about the parking program proposed for FCC Palo Alto
Tuesday, July 12, 2022 5:18:06 PM

Some people who received this message don't often get email from kjordan114wh@gmail.com.
Learn why this is important

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Be cautious
of opening attachments and clicking on links.

Mr. Lait and Ms. Foley:
I write to express concern about the proposed parking program that is proposed for FCC Palo
Alto.
As a neighbor, I question the efficacy of such a program. What evidence is there that
providing parking leads to the participants to actually subsequently obtain and pay for housing
somewhere? Please point those of us in the community to this evidence. Also, what evidence
does the City and FCC Palo Alto have that these participants cannot afford housing in another
community? Does or will the City and FCC Palo Alto have or plan to obtain information from
the potential participants on their income, employment, record of conduct and so forth? How
will it be determined as to who can participate in this program? What criteria will participation
be based upon?
Who will be accountable for any adverse impact to the neighbors and neighborhood from
providing parking to the participants, in case there is any? Will it be FCC Palo Alto? Will it be
the City --- for allowing this program?
Why will the potential residents not be screened for criminal record or other record of
conduct? Under what authority does the City of Palo Alto Planning department and FCC Palo
Alto plan to bring participants to the neighborhood without screening the participants for their
prior conduct? This is not a housing program as I understand it, but a parking program. Again,
who will be accountable in case of any adverse impacts to the neighborhood and neighbors?
Thanks in advance for your answers.
Best,
Kathy Jordan
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