From:
To:

Planning and Transportation Commission Public Comment 3-13-19

Bruce Hodge
Planning Commission

Subject: Fwd: Comments on PTC staff report: Limited Parking Reduction for EV Chargers, ADA, and Bicycle Lockers

Date:

Wednesday, March 13, 2019 2:14:13 PM

Begin forwarded message:

From: Bruce Hodge <hodge@tenaya.com>

Subject: Comments on PTC staff report: Limited Parking Reduction
for EV Chargers, ADA, and Bicycle Lockers

Date: March 13, 2019 at 2:13:06 PM PDT

To: jonathan.lait@cityofpaloalto.org, "Flaherty, Michelle"

<Michelle.Flaherty@cityofpaloalto.org>
Cc: "Shikada, Ed" <Ed.Shikada@CityofPaloAlto.org>

Dear Jonathan,

The Carbon Free Palo Alto board would like to take this opportunity to remind
City Staff of the following:

o The City has an existing plan (the SIP), which should be guiding Staff with
respect to sorting out implementation goals and priorities

e The SIP is in response to the City’s stated goal of an 80% reduction of
GHGs from 1990 levels by 2030 (only a decade away!) as detailed by the
SICAP

o The City Council recently picked “Climate Action” as one of the key
Council priorities for 2019

e The Comp plan also highlights the need to pursue aggressive sustainability
goals

« Staff decisions that conflict with the SIP should be avoided, since this goes
against City policy

The needed actions include:

« A concerted effort to enable replacing our existing fossil fuel-based
infrastructure with one based on the use of low carbon electricity

A recognition that our transportation system needs to move rapidly to an
electric-based system (and indeed Palo Alto residents are leading the way)

A recognition that robust charging infrastructure (EVSE) needs to be
present where people live and work, as well as as popular destinations

¢ A recognition that EVSE in multi-unit dwellings (MUDs) is under-
deployed and needs special attention to address the challenges of meeting
the growing needs of MUD residents
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o . . Planning and Transportation Commission Public Comment 3-13-19
Historically, in our view, the planning department has not been helpful when it

comes to implementing these infrastructure changes. The planning department
needs to adopt an approach that is less negative and confrontational and to accept
the challenge of transitioning to a new energy infrastructure. Obviously this will
require sorting out conflicting rules and policies, but what we need now is a
positive and innovative approach that reduces barriers.

We’re hopeful that the Planning department can rise to this challenge and prove
itself as a willing and able partner in addressing what is increasing becoming a
climate crisis.

Sincerely,

Carbon Free Palo Alto



Planning and Transportation Commission Public Comment 3-13-19

From: Bret Andersen

To: Planning Commission; Lait, Jonathan

Cc: Elaherty, Michelle

Subject: PTC Study Session regarding Parking Reduction for EV Chargers
Date: Wednesday, March 13, 2019 12:06:38 PM

Jonathan and PTC Commissioners,

| am happy to see the Planning Department and PTC explicitly addressing this issue. Reducing the parking requirements for private
property owners or space in public facilities in order to encourage EVs/EVSE adoption is a tradeoff that is entirely consistent with our
mobility and climate goals and strategies as defined in our SIP and Comp plans. City Staff and many across our community have
worked long and hard over the past several years to develop and establish these plans and align them with the imperative embodied
in our 80/30 climate protection goal. | urge you to develop ambitious and pro-active planning solutions that streamline, simplify and
otherwise facilitate the permitting of voluntary EVSE installations especially at multifamily properties while relaxing private parking
space requirements as necessary to support such efforts.

The SIP specifies supporting EVSE adoption as a key action the City should take to make it easier for residents and visitors to switching
to EV’s. The SIP and Comp plan also specify the reduction of single occupancy vehicle trips as a primary transportation goals to reduce
congestion and parking demand, increase the convenience of traveling in Palo Alto (for all residents, especially those people who
cannot afford to own a car or home) and to lower carbon emissions. We also have parking permitting and pricing programs that are
duly aimed at reducing the amount of heavily subsidized and free parking that only serve to induce people and businesses to choose
use SOV’s to get around Palo Alto.

The City’s SOV reduction program is successful and evolving rapidly. Combined with public parking pricing/permitting programs they
would seem to be fully capable of addressing the incremental excess demand for parking space that is created by the adoption of
EVSE that will take would-be parking space incrementally over the next several years. Over this term, increasing the pricing/permitting
for public parking use (and possibly congestion pricing for road use) will reduce demand for parking while also helping to create
needed market incentives for private property owners to address their own on-site parking/mobility access needs without having to
rely on inefficient City parking space mandates.

Thank you for your attention to the above comments.

Bret Andersen, Palo Verde Resident

From: Bruce Hodge <hodge @tenaya.com>

Sent: Tuesday, March 12,2019 11:07 PM

To: Bret Andersen <bretande@pacbell.net>; David Coale <David@evcl.com>; Sandra Slater <sandra@sandraslater.com>
Subject: Fwd: PTC meeting this Wednesday - EV topic

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Rupert, Hillary" <Hillary.Rupert@CityofPaloAlto.org>
Date: March 12, 2019 at 10:40:10 PM PDT

To: "Hodge, Bruce" <hodge@tenaya.com>

Subject: Re: PTC meeting this Wednesday - EV topic

Hi Bruce,
The biggest challenge is getting chargers installed in MUDs bc of ADA and City policies. The biggest challenge in getting

more chargers installed on public property is bc planning doesn’t want to “lose” parking spaces. Planning also doesn’t
fully understand how EV initiatives support the S/CAP and comp plan. That said, a few bullet points could be:
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Planning and Transportation Commission Public Comment 3-13-19
-city’s sustainability goals

-Council priorities on EVs

-80x30

-comp plan

-need for destination charging
-need for “home” charging for MUD

Send the letter to Jonathan Lait, Planning Director and Michelle Flaherty. Maybe bcc me and Hiromi.
What do you think?
Best,

Hillary

Hillary M. Rupert, MBA
Sustainability & Management Consultant

+1 650-776-9208 | hillarymrupert@gmail.com

From: Bruce Hodge <hodge@tenaya.com>
Sent: Tuesday, March 12, 2019 8:13:19 PM

To: Rupert, Hillary
Subject: Re: PTC meeting this Wednesday - EV topic

Hi Hillary,

Can you provide a short list of talking points that we can put into our CFPA letter? And who do you recommend we send
the email to?

Thanks,
Bruce

On Mar 12, 2019, at 2:11 PM, Rupert, Hillary <Hillary.Rupert@CityofPaloAlto.org> wrote:

Hi Bruce,

| echo Hiromi, any community voices live or otherwise would be helpful. It would be great to get a
letter from CFPA if you have time. I'm hopeful that planning is coming around. They reached out to
me last week and asked me to supplement the report and | was happy to see they accepted all of my
suggestions.

Best,

Hillary

From: Kelty, Hiromi

Sent: Tuesday, March 12, 2019 9:49:17 AM

To: Hodge, Bruce

Cc: Sandra Slater; David Coale; Rupert, Hillary
Subject: RE: PTC meeting this Wednesday - EV topic

Bruce,

Any community voices live or otherwise would be helpful!
Thanks,

-Hiromi
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From: Bruce Hodge [mailto:hodge @tenaya.com]
Sent: Monday, March 11, 2019 5:32 PM
To: Kelty, Hiromi <Hiromi.Kelty@CityofPaloAlto.org>
Cc: Sandra Slater <sandra@sandraslater.com>; David Coale <david@evcl.com>; Rupert, Hillary
<Hillary.Rupert@CityofPaloAlto.org>
Subject: Re: PTC meeting this Wednesday - EV topic

Hiromi,

Thanks for the heads up and context! Planning has consistently been a barrier from our point of
view and it should be the CM’srole to make sure they’ re aware of the SIP.

| won't be able to make the Wednesday meeting, but we can probably muster aletter from CFPA to
the PA.

Bruce

On Mar 11, 2019, at 3:40 PM, Kelty, Hiromi <Hiromi.K ityof PaloAlto.org>
wrote:

Dear climate change fighters,
| am writing this to enlist your help.

Over the last 2 years, Utilities has worked extensively with the Development Center to
streamline EVSE permitting processes as much as possible. However, one of the big barriers to
EVSE installations at commercial properties (especially the less savvy MF properties and non-
profits) has been our Planning department. Our consultant Hillary has worked tirelessly to get
Planning to the table to discuss policy related to EV chargers but up until this point, they have
dug their heels, adamantly sticking to existing(outdated?) rules and regs.

| have heard that the new CMOQ’s office has been getting pressure from groups like Carbon
Free Palo Alto to help streamline processes for a smoother path to electrification
(transportation and building). Some of our commercial customers have complained as well.
Hillary also put together and submitted a memo regarding some challenges Palo Alto Housing
has faced with trying to install EVSEs.

The result has been a sudden urgency by Planning to figure out what they need to do. This is
an excerpt from an email | received a number of weeks ago:

| have been tasked with preparing a staff report to the Planning Commission to begin a
discussion about a specific code conflict that is preventing planning from being able to
approve many of the EV proposals for existing parking facilities. | was given the assignment

yesterday and | only have a couple days to complete the report for the February 27t pTC
hearing. You may know that when you put in EV chargers, building code requires you have to
also have a percentage of those new EV spaces that must meet ADA regulations. The creation
of each ADA / EV space, results in the elimination of a parking space. There are very few
existing parking facilities that have extra spaces such that they can afford to lose spaces to the
ADA requirement. Since they cannot lose spaces we cannot approve the EV installation. We
are looking to have a policy discussion so the City Council can ultimately provide direction to
staff to potentially amend the code allowing the loss of parking to accommodate the
installation of EV | would like to put some information in the staff report about the current
programs the City has to incentivize the installation of EV chargers.

I am hoping that community members will speak to this item at said, PTC meeting, which is
scheduled for this Wednesday evening.

| shared content to help Planning write the staff report. Hillary and | have made suggestions
regarding what they could change. | also shared study results from the County which did a full
analysis on what each City can improve to make themselves more EV friendly. It was
surprising that Planning was unaware of S/CAP or the Sustainability Implementation Plans. |
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Planning and Transportation Commission Public Comment 3-13-19
have no doubt that Planning has a set of rules, supposedly for the benefit of the community,

yet they operate in their own bubble. It didn’t help that they were operating without a clear
Captain of the ship for an extended period of time, either.

Please let Hillary or me know if you have any questions.
Best Regards,
Hiromi



Planning and Transportation Commission Public Comment 3-13-19

From: Amie Ashton

To: Planning Commission

Subject: Go Big on Housing - 190 Channing
Date: Wednesday, March 13, 2019 9:48:21 AM

Dear Planning Commission Members,

As adowntown resident, supporter of diverse retail, and dedicated car-free cyclist and
pedestrian, | wanted to express my disappointment that the project at 190 Channing has
ONLY FOUR housing units.

Thisisthe perfect spot for more housing. With the rise of internet shopping, we need
RESIDENTS that will walk, shop, and live downtown. Imagine the positive impact for
downtown retail and restaurants from 10 to 20 units at the site (which is the equivalent to what
would be allowed on El Camino Real in adjacent Mountain View) - who would all likely also
work nearby given our serious jobs/housing imbalance.

| fully support decreasing the parking required to build housing. Don't let anyone tell you that
people NEED cars downtown - they don't. My husband | have been car-free for the last three
years. We bike, walk, or take Caltrain everywhere - and are happier and healthier for it!

Citieslike Palo Alto need to build more housing near transit (i.e. more density at projectslike
this), or else the State of Californiawill do it for us......

Thank you,

Amie Ashton
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From: Gina Dalma

To: Planning Commission

Subject: Now is the time!

Date: Tuesday, March 12, 2019 10:59:00 PM

Please consider optimizing 190 Channing for more dense housing. Our community is suffering
and loosing its vitality and diversity - because there are no housing opportunities, much less
affordable housing.

GinaD. Dama

p:

t: @ginadalma
I www.linkedin.com/pub/gina-dalma/0/53/b47/en


mailto:gina@dalma.org
mailto:Planning.Commission@cityofpaloalto.org
http://www.linkedin.com/pub/gina-dalma/0/53/b47/en
https://www.linkedin.com/profile/public-profile-settings?trk=prof-edit-edit-public_profile

Planning and Transportation Commission Public Comment 3-13-19

From: Neilson Buchanan

To: Council, City; Planning Commission
Subject: SB50 Update

Date: Tuesday, March 12, 2019 6:17:54 PM

Sen. Scott Wiener makes sweeping revisions to transit-housing bill

Sen. Scott Wiener makes sweeping revisions to transit-
housing bill

Neilson Buchanan
Bryant Street
Palo Alto, CA 94301

cnsbuchanan@yahoo.com
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From: slevy@ccsce.com

To: Steve Levy

Subject: Bay Area Economic Update

Date: Tuesday, March 12, 2019 2:31:31 PM

http://www.bayareaeconomy.org/bay-area-job-watch-34/
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From: Gregory Brail

To: Planning Commission; Council, City; City Mar; Eileen Goodwin
Subject: Charleston Rd is the fourth most dangerous grade crossing in California
Date: Wednesday, February 27, 2019 8:47:38 PM

Attachments: WBAPS 2019227232751.pdf

Council and others;

I've been emailing about grade-crossing safety with other members of the CAP, and I've
recently come across some alarming federal statistics.

According to data models produced by the Federal Railway Administration, Charleston Road
isthe fourth most dangerous grade crossing in California, and is more dangerous than every
grade crossing in New Y ork, New Jersey, and Connecticut.

The attached report shows the top 30 grade crossings in California, ordered by "predicted
collisions." Charleston Road is the fourth most dangerous in the state by this measure, with E.
Meadow at #5 and Churchill at #15.

Since 2011, six people have been killed at Charleston Rd -- four pedestrians and two drivers.

The #1 crossing in California by this measure isin Los Angeles county. The state government
isfunding a project to replace it:

https://www.whittierdai lynews.com/2019/02/19/even-without-the-high-speed-train-states-
most-dangerous-grade-cross ng-in-santa-fe-springs-will-get-fixed/

Furthermore, if | create a brand new report that includes New Y ork, New Jersey, and
Connecticut, Charleston Road still comes at #4. In fact, the grade crossing in Long Island
where three people were killed this week doesn't even show up in the top 30.

https://www.nytimes.com/aponline/2019/02/26/us/ap-us-train-vehicle-collision.html

https://www.nytimes.com/2015/02/13/nyregion/at-rail-crossings-in-new-york-area-a-
constantly-lurking-danger.html 2module=inline

Y ou can generate your own reports here:

https.//safetydata.fra.dot.gov/webaps/defaul t.aspx

We have not talked about safety very much in the context of grade separation. | believe that is
amistake, and one that not only our City but our County and State should help address.

Greg Brail
Edgewood Drive
CAP member
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& Annual WBAPS 2018

WEB ACCIDENT PREDICTION SYSTEM

Accident Prediction Report for
Public at-Grade Highway-Rail Crossings

Including:
Disclaimer/Abbreviation Key
Accident Prediction List
Collision History
Abbreviated Inventory Profile
State and National Contact List
Provided by:

Federal Railroad Administration
Office of Safety Analysis
Highway-Rail Crossing Safety & Trespass Prevention

Data Contained in this Report:
STATE: CA

Date Prepared:  2/27/2019
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U.S. Department

o Tansporaion —— USING DATA PRODUCED BY WBAPS 1200 New sersey Avenue, S

Federal Railroad . o Third Floor West
Administration (Web Accident Prediction System) Washington, DC 20590

WBAPS generates reports listing public highway-rail intersections for a State, County, City or railroad ranked by predicted collisions per
year. These reports include brief lists of the Inventory record and the collisions over the last 10 years along with a list of contacts for
further information. These data were produced by the Federal Railroad Administration's Web Accident Prediction System (WBAPS).

WBAPS is a computer model which provides the user an analytical tool, which combined with other site-specific information, can assist
in determining where scarce highway-rail grade crossing resources can best be directed. This computer model does not rank crossings
in terms of most to least dangerous. Use of WBAPS data in this manner is incorrect and misleading.

WBAPS provides the same reports as PCAPS, which is FRA's PC Accident Prediction System. PCAPS was originally developed as a
tool to alert law enforcement and local officials of the important need to improve safety at public highway-rail intersections within their
jurisdictions. It has since become an indispensable information resource which is helping the FRA, States, railroads, Operation
Lifesaver and others, to raise the awareness of the potential dangers at public highway-rail intersections. The PCAPS/WBAPS output
enables State and local highway and law enforcement agencies identify public highway-rail crossing locations which may require
additional or specialized attention. It is also a tool which can be used by state highway authorities and railroads to nominate particular
crossings which may require physical safety improvements or enhancements.

The WBAPS accident prediction formula is based upon two independent factors (variables) which includes (1) basic data about a
crossing's physical and operating characteristics and (2) five years of accident history data at the crossing. These data are obtained
from the FRA's inventory and accident/incident files which are subject to keypunch and submission errors. Although every attempt is
made to find and correct errors, there is still a possibility that some errors still exist. Erroneous, inaccurate and non-current data will
alter WBAPS accident prediction values. While approximately 100,000 inventory file changes and updates are voluntarily provided
annually by States and railroads and processed by FRA into the National Inventory File, data records for specific crossings may not be
completely current. Only the intended users (States and railroads) are really knowledgeable as to how current the inventory data is for a
particular State, railroad, or location.

It is important to understand the type of information produced by WBAPS and the limitations on the application of the output data.
WBAPS does not state that specific crossings are the most dangerous. Rather, the WBAPS data provides an indication that conditions
are such that one crossing may possibly be more hazardous than another based on the specific data that is in the program. It is only
one of many tools which can be used to assist individual States, railroads and local highway authorities in determining where and how to
initially focus attention for improving safety at public highway-rail intersections. WBAPS is designed to nominate crossings for further
evaluation based only upon the physical and operating characteristics of specific crossings as voluntarily reported and updated by
States and railroads and five years of accident history data.

PCAPS and WBAPS software are not designed to single out specific crossings without considering the many other factors which may
influence accident rates or probabilities. State highway planners may or may not use PCAPS/WBAPS accident prediction model. Some
States utilize their own formula or model which may include other geographic and site-specific factors. At best, PCAPS and WBAPS
software and data nominates crossings for further on-the-ground review by knowledgeable highway traffic engineers and specialists.
The output information is not the end or final product and the WBAPS data should not be used for non-intended purposes.

It should also be noted that there are certain characteristics or factors which are not, nor can be, included in the WBAPS database.
These include sight-distance, highway congestion, bus or hazardous material traffic, local topography, and passenger exposure (train or
vehicle), etc. Be aware that PCAPS/WBAPS is only one model and that other accident prediction models which may be used by States
may yield different, by just as valid, results for ranking crossings for safety improvements.

Finally, it should be noted that this database is not the sole indicator of the condition of a specific public highway-ralil intersection. The
WBAPS output must be considered as a supplement to the information needed to undertake specific actions aimed at enhancing
highway-rail crossing safety at locations across the U.S. The authority and jurisdiction to appropriate resources towards the safety
improvement or elimination of specific crossings lies with the individual States.
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U.S. Department
(‘ of Transportation A B B R EV | AT | O N K EY 1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE

Federal Railroad ;
Administration for use with WBAPS Reports Third Floor West
Washington, DC 20590

The lists produced are only for public at-grade highway-rail intersections for the entity listed at the top of the page. The parameters
shown are those used in the collision prediction calculation.

RANK: Crossings are listed in order and ranked with the highest collision prediction value first.

PRED COLLS: The accident prediction value is the probability that a collision between a train and a highway
vehicle will occur at the crossing in a year.

CROSSING: The unique sight specific identifying DOT/AAR Crossing Inventory Number.

RR: The alphabetic abbreviation for the railroad name.

CITY: The city in (or near) which the crossing is located.

ROAD: The name of the road, street, or highway (if provided) where the crossing is located.

NUM OF The number of accidents reported to FRA in each of the years indicated. Note: Most recent

COLLISIONS: year is partial year (data is not for the complete calendar year) unless Accidents per Year is

'AS OF DECEMBER 31'.

DATE CHG: The date of the latest change of the warning device category at the crossing which impacts the
collision prediction calculation, e.g., a change from crossbucks to flashing lights, or flashing
lights to gates. The accident prediction calculation utilizes three different formulas, on each for
(1) passive devices, (2) flashing lights only, and (3) flashing lights with gates. When a date is
shown, the collision history prior to the indicated year-month is not included in calculating the
accident prediction value.

The type of warning device shown on the current Inventory record for the crossing where:

WD: FQ=Four Quad Gates; GT = All Other Gates; FL = Flashing lights; HS = Wigwags, Highway
Signals, Bells, or Other Activated; SP = Special Protection (e.g., a flagman); SS = Stop Signs;
XB = Crossbucks; OS = Other Signs or Signals; NO = No Signs or Signals.

TOT TRNS: Number of total trains per day.

TOT TRKS: Total number of railroad tracks between the warning devices at the crossing.

TTBL SPD: The maximum timetable (allowable) speed for trains through the crossing.

HWY PVD: Is the highway paved on both sides of the crossing?

HWY LNS: The number of highway traffic lanes crossing the tracks at the crossing.

AADT: The Average Annual Daily Traffic count for highway vehicles using the crossing.
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PUBLIC HIGHWAY-RAIL CROSSINGS RANKED BY PREDICTED

ACCIDENTS PER YEAR AS OF 12/31/2017*

*Num of Collisions: Most recent year is partial year (datais not for the complete calendar year) unless Accidents per Year is'AS

OF DECEMBER 31"
RANK  |PRED CROSSING |RR |STATE|COUNTY CITY ROAD NUM OF COLLISIONS |DATE|W |TOT |TOT |TTBL |HWY |HWY |AADT
COLLS. 17 16 15 14 13 |CHG |D |TRN [TRK |SPD |PVD [LNS
1 0.507869 027656A BNSF CA LOS ANGELES SANTA FESP SOSECRANS/MAR 2 1 1 0 2 GT 108 2 79 YES 6 31,324
2 0502966 754879V  PCX CA SAN MATEO BURLINGAME BROADWAY 2 2 2 0 0 GT 94 2 79 YES 6 28,000
3 0.488895 751678U  UP CA CONTRA COSTA RICHMOND SCUTTING BI 3 2 1 1 0 GT 54 3 79 YES 5 19,513
4 0453802 755011Y PCX CA SANTACLARA PALOALTO CHARLESTON 1 1 1 1 2 GT 94 2 79 YES 4 20,000
ROAD
5 0.361302 755010S PCIX CA SANTACLARA PALOALTO E MEADOW DR 1 2 1 0 1 GT 94 2 79 YES 4 9,331
6 0.357441 810883N  UP CA LOS ANGELES DIAMONDBAR FAIRWAYDRIVE 1 0 2 1 1 GT 42 2 65 YES 5 23,490
7 0.283290 026866L NCTC CA SAN DIEGO SAN DIEGO HAWTHORN 1 1 0 1 1 GT 50 2 50 YES 3 24,750
STREET
8 0.262565 026476Y BNSF CA RIVERSIDE RIVERSIDE CHICAGO AV 1 0 1 1 0 GT 106 3 60 YES 5 9,846
9 0.248598  749743X  UP CA ALAMEDA SANLEANDRO  WASHINGTONav 0 2 0 O 2 GT 24 1 75 YES 5 20,858
10 0.248570 027650 BNSF CA LOS ANGELES SANTA FESP LOSNIETOSRd 1 1 0 1 0 GT 110 2 79 YES 4 13,775
11 0.248430 661892A  SDTI CA SAN DIEGO SAN DIEGO 29TH ST 0O 0 1 0 0 0316 SS 120 2 30 YES 2 2,000
12 0.237645  747282) SCAX CA LOS ANGELES BALDWIN PARK RAMONA BLVD 3 0 0 O 0 GT 42 1 70 YES 6 19,771
13 0.235283 026861C NCTC CA SAN DIEGO SAN DIEGO PALM STREET 0 2 1 0 0 GT 270 4 50 YES 2 6,000
14 0.234052 026485X BNSF CA RIVERSIDE RIVERSIDE MISSIONINNAY 0 1 2 0 0 GT 106 3 60 YES 4 4,765
15 0.232362 754998E PCX CA SANTACLARA PALOALTO CHURCHILLAVE 3 0 0 O 0 GT 94 2 79 YES 3 12,000
16 0.223286 754935A PCIXX CA SAN MATEO REDWOOD CITY WHIPPLEAVE 1 1 0 O 0 GT 94 2 79 YES 7 36,000
17 0.222689 753538Y SCRT CA SACRAMENTO RANCHOCORD ZINFANDEL DR. 0 0 2 O 0 GT 146 2 55 YES 6 27,962
18 0.221741 753524R  SCRT CA SACRAMENTO RANCHOCORD BRADSHAW RD 1 1 0 O 0 GT 146 2 55 YES 6 25,595
19 0.219642 755037B PCIXX CA SANTA CLARA  SUNNYVALE MARY AVE 0 1 1 0 0 GT 96 2 79 YES 8 17,000
20 0211882 752887F  UP CA SACRAMENTO SACRAMENTO POWERINNROAD 1 0 0 1 1 GT 36 1 79 YES 4 32,227
21 0.209416 749712y  UP CA ALAMEDA OAKLAND HIGH STREET 0O 1 2 O 0 GT 24 3 79 YES 4 20,658
22 0.209409 026857M NCTC CA SAN DIEGO SAN DIEGO Vs\'erFgSHl NGTON 0 0 2 O 0 GT 270 4 65 YES 4 17,000
23 0.208901 745870K  UP CA VENTURA CAMARILLO LASPOSASROAD 0 2 2 O 1 GT 16 1 79 YES 2 8,244
24 0.205842 028424N  BNSF CA KINGS HANFORD 7TH St 0O 0 0 2 1 GT 46 2 45 YES 4 9,443
25 0.205527 026440R  SCAX CA SAN BERNARD SANBERNARD RIALTOAV 1 0 0 O 0 0317 GT 88 1 30 YES 4 11,478
26 0.202897 746804B  SCAX CA LOS ANGELES GLENDALE DORAN AVE. 1 1 0 1 0 GT 83 2 79 YES 2 6,500
27 0.195246 028706E BNSF CA MERCED WINTON WINTON WY 0 2 0 1 0 GT 46 1 79 YES 4 10,111
28 0.194002 754991G PCIX CA SAN MATEO MENLO PARK RAVENSWOOD 0O 0 1 1 0 GT 94 2 79 YES 4 25,000
AVE
29 0.193705 754749y PCX CA SAN FRANCIS SAN FRANCIS 16TH & 7TH 1 0 0 1 0 GT 88 2 40 YES 6 10,000
30 0.189308  749965G  UP CA SANTACLARA SANTACLARA  AGNEW RD 1 0 1 0 1 GT 30 1 60 YES 4 11,725
TTL: 8.016563 26 24 24 13 13
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" TEN YEAR COLLISION HISTORY AT PUBLIC AT-GRADE CROSSINGS ON THE
"f ACCIDENT PREDICTION LIST

Crossing | Date/Time| Railroad | City/hwy [Highway User/ |Type Track/ |Weather |Circumstances/ View of |Warning Devices/ |Interc/ |# Killed /

User Speed Train Speed Track Obstructed Operating? Lights [# Injured
027656A
11/19/17 ATK SANTA FE SPRINGS PEDEST MAIN 60 F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES YES 1
7:0PM ROSECRANS BLVD 070MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED YES YES 0
11/08/17 BNSF  SANTA FE SPRINGS AUTO MAIN 70F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES YES 0
9:23PM ROSECRANS/MARQ 000MPH 005MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED YES YES 0
URADT
12/22/16 BNSF AUTO MAIN 55 F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES YES
6:26PM ROSECRANS/MARQ 000MPH 040MPH CLOUDY  NOT OBSTRUCTED YES YES 0
UAR
10/09/15 BNSF  SANTA FE SPRINGS PEDEST MAIN 104 F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES YES 1
2:30PM SgSECRANS/MARQ 048MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED YES YES 0
03/15/13 BNSF  SANTA FE SPRINGS PEDEST MAIN 58 F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES YES 1
12:50AM ROSECRANS/MARQ 000MPH 049MPH CLOUDY  NOT OBSTRUCTED YES YES 0
UAR
01/07/13 BNSF  SANTA FE SPRINGS AUTO MAIN 47F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES YES 1
11:45PM ROSECRANS/MARQ 010MPH 045MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED YES YES 0
UAR
05/09/12 BNSF  SANTA FE SPRINGS PEDEST MAIN 61F TRN STRUCK BY HWY GATES YES 0
4:10AM ROSECRANS/MARQ 050MPH CLEAR H8$ OBSTRUCTED YES YES 1
UAR
11/04/09 SCAX  SANTA FE SPRINGS TRUCK MAIN 68 F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES YES 0
6:50AM ROSECRANS AVE  000MPH 057MPH FOG NOT OBSTRUCTED YES YES 0
Total Accidents: ,8—|
754879V
01/10/18 PCMZ  BURLINGAME TRK/TRL MAIN 53F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES YES 0
8:46AM BROADWAY 000MPH 057MPH CLOUDY  NOT OBSTRUCTED YES YES 0
08/23/17 PCMZ  BURLINGAME VAN MAIN 63 F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES YES 0
9:25AM BROADWAY 000MPH 070MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED YES YES 0
08/04/17 PCMZ  BURLINGAME TRUCK MAIN 61F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES YES 0
8:49AM BROADWAY 000MPH 073MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED YES YES 0
07/21/16 PCMZ  BURLINGAME AUTO MAIN 70F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES YES 0
10:26AM BROADWAY 000MPH 070MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED YES NO 0
03/28/16 PCMZ TRUCK MAIN 60 F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES YES 0
8:25AM BROADWAY 000MPH 035MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED YES YES 0
10/01/15 PCMZ  BURLINGAME AUTO MAIN 78F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES YES 0
4:21PM BROADWAY 000MPH 058MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED YES YES 0
09/25/15 PCMZ  BURLINGAME AUTO MAIN 80 F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES YES 0
5:28PM BROADWAY AVE  000MPH 067MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED YES YES 0
04/24/09 uP BURLINGAME OTH VEH MAIN 53F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES YES 0
7:30PM BROADWAY 000MPH 050MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED YES YES 0
STREET
10/06/08 PCMZ  BURLINGAME TRK/TRL MAIN 68 F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES YES
7:19AM BROADWAY AVE  000MPH 061MPH CLOUDY  NOT OBSTRUCTED YES 0

Total Accidents: |9






" TEN YEAR COLLISION HISTORY AT PUBLIC AT-GRADE CROSSINGS ON THE
(v ACCIDENT PREDICTION LIST

Crossing | Date/Time| Railroad | City/hwy [Highway User/ |Type Track/ [Weather |Circumstances/ View of |Warning Devices/|Interc/ |# Killed /

User Speed  [Train Speed Track Obstructed Operating? Lights |# Injured
751678U
05/20/17 ATK RICHMOND PEDEST MAIN T7F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES YES 1
12:51PM CUTTING BLVD 079MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED YES YES 0
05/09/17 ATK RICHMOND TRK/TRL MAIN 73F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES YES 0
10:28AM ; CUTTING BLVD  030MPH 079MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED YES NO 0
01/13/17 ATK RICHMOND AUTO MAIN 51F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES YES 0
6:15PM CUTTING BLVD 047MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED YES YES 1
11/01/16 ATK RICHMOND PEDEST MAIN 67 F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES YES 1
1:53PM CUTTING BLVD 079MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED YES YES 0
08/04/16 uP RICHMOND PEDEST MAIN 55F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES YES 1
5:50PM S CUTTING BLVD 045MPH CLOUDY  NOT OBSTRUCTED YES YES 0
10/10/15 uP RICHMOND OTH SPC MAIN 68 F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES YES 1
1:45PM CUTTING BLVD 003MPH 038MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED YES YES 0
05/03/14 ATK RICHMOND PEDEST MAIN 70F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES YES 1
1:39PM CUTTING BLVD 050MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED YES YES 0
01/25/11 ATK RICHMOND TRK/TRL MAIN 60 F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES YES 0
12:35PM CUTTING BLVD 000MPH 078MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED YES NO 0
12/01/08 ATK RICHMOND AUTO MAIN 50F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES YES 0
5:58AM CITY ;CUTTING  000MPH 038MPH FOG NOT OBSTRUCTED YES NO 0
BLV
11/03/08 ATK RICHMOND AUTO MAIN 55 F TRN STRUCK BY HWY GATES YES 1
5:53PM CITY ;CUTTING  025MPH 078MPH CLEAR H8$ OBSTRUCTED YES NO 0
BLV
Total Accidents: ,10—|
755011Y
02/12/18 PCMZ  MOUNTAINVIEW  AUTO MAIN 52 F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES YES 0
7:22PM CHARLESTON 000MPH 075MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED YES YES 0
ROAD
10/05/17 PCMZ  MOUNTAINVIEW  AUTO MAIN 75F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES YES 0
8:45PM CHARLESTON 000MPH 040MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED YES YES 0
ROAD
12/23/16 PCMZ  PALOALTO PKUP TK MAIN 56 F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES YES 1
5:57PM CHARLESTON 000MPH 077MPH RAIN NOT OBSTRUCTED YES YES 0
ROAD
01/25/15 PCMZ  PALOALTO PEDEST MAIN 65 F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES YES 1
12:45PM CHARLESTON RD  000MPH 057MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED YES YES 0
10/15/14 PCMZ  PALOALTO PEDEST MAIN 75F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES YES 1
5:38PM CHARLESTONRD  070MPH 070MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED YES YES 0
03/25/13 PCMZ  PALO ALTO PEDEST MAIN 50 F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES YES 1
6:37AM CHARLESTON RD  000MPH 079MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED YES NO 0
01/08/13 PCMZ  PALOALTO AUTO MAIN 50F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES YES 0
1:3AM CHARLESTON RD  000MPH 055MPH FOG NOT OBSTRUCTED YES YES 0
11/20/12 PCMZ  PALOALTO PEDEST MAIN 60 F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES 1
5:28AM CHARLESTON ST~ 000MPH 050MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED YES 0
04/15/11 PCMZ  PALOALTO AUTO MAIN 63 F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES YES 1
5:0PM ; CHARLSTON 000MPH 074MPH CLOUDY  NOT OBSTRUCTED YES YES 0
ROAD

Total Accidents: |9






Q

TEN YEAR COLLISION HISTORY AT PUBLIC AT-GRADE CROSSINGS ON THE

ACCIDENT PREDICTION LIST

Crossing | Date/Time| Railroad | City/hwy [Highway User/ |Type Track/ [Weather |Circumstances/ View of |Warning Devices/|Interc/ |# Killed /
User Speed  [Train Speed Track Obstructed Operating? Lights |# Injured
755010S
01/19/17 PCMZ  PALO ALTO AUTO MAIN 50F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES YES 0
4:15PM EAST MEADOW 000MPH 050MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED YES YES 0
DRIVE
10/16/16 PCMZ  PALOALTO AUTO MAIN 64 F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES YES 0
9:27PM EAST MEADOW 000MPH 050MPH CLOUDY  NOT OBSTRUCTED YES YES 0
DRIVE
09/19/16 PCMZ  MOUNTAIN VIEW  PKUP TK MAIN 79F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES YES 0
6:4PM EAST MEADOW 000MPH 075MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED YES YES 1
DRIVE
09/13/15 PCMZ  PALO ALTO AUTO MAIN 60 F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES 0
9:25PM EAST MEADOW 000MPH 060MPH CLOUDY  NOT OBSTRUCTED YES YES 0
DRIVE
02/08/13 PCMZ  PALO ALTO PEDEST MAIN 50 F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES 1
7:30PM EAST MEADOW DR 000MPH 079MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED YES NO 0
05/05/09 PCMZ  PALOALTO PEDEST MAIN 60 F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES YES 0
8:20AM EAST MEADOW 077MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED YES NO 0
DRIVE
Total Accidents: ,6—|
810883N
03/02/17 uP CITY OF INDUSTRY AUTO MAIN 75F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES NO 0
2:20PM FAIRWAY DRIVE ~ 035MPH 004MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED YES 1
09/01/15 uP CITY OF INDUSTRY TRK/TRL MAIN 84F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES 0
3:4PM FAIRWAY AVENUE 040MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED YES YES 4
08/21/15 uP INDUSTRY TRK/TRL MAIN 83F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES NO 0
12:45PM FAIRWAY DR 000MPH 038MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED YES YES 0
04/28/14 uP CITY OF INDUSTRY TRK/TRL MAIN 70F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES NO 0
12:32PM FAIRWAY DRIVE ~ 000MPH 039MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED YES YES 0
04/20/13 uP CITY OF INDUSTRY AUTO MAIN 65 F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES NO 0
7:46AM FAIRWAY DRIVE ~ 000MPH 035MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED YES YES 0
07/25/12 uP CITY OF INDUSTRY TRK/TRL MAIN 72F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES 0
6:20PM FAIRWAY DRIVE ~ 000MPH 049MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED YES YES 0
12/04/09 uP CITY OF INDUSTRY TRK/TRL MAIN 75F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES YES 0
5:30PM FAIRWAY DR. 000MPH 050MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED YES YES 0
Total Accidents: ,7—|
026866L
06/24/17 ATK SAN DIEGO PEDEST MAIN 64 F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES YES 0
11:35PM HAWTHORNE ST 030MPH CLEAR OTHER NO YES 1
01/18/16 ATK SAN DIEGO OTH VEH MAIN 64 F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES YES 0
1:45PM HAWTHORNE ST 000MPH 040MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED YES YES 1
01/21/14 ATK SAN DIEGO PEDEST MAIN 68 F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES NO 1
10:10AM HAWTHORNE ST 040MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED YES YES 0
08/02/13 NCTC  SAN DIEGO AUTO MAIN 65 F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES NO 0
10:30PM HAWTHORN 000MPH 005MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED YES NO 0
01/11/08 ATK SAN DIEGO PEDEST MAIN 73F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES YES 1
11:37AM HAWTHORNE ST 046MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED YES NO 0

Total Accidents: |5






Q

TEN YEAR COLLISION HISTORY AT PUBLIC AT-GRADE CROSSINGS ON THE

ACCIDENT PREDICTION LIST

Crossing | Date/Time| Railroad | City/hwy [Highway User/ |Type Track/ [Weather |Circumstances/ View of |Warning Devices/|Interc/ |# Killed /
User Speed  [Train Speed Track Obstructed Operating? Lights |# Injured
026476Y
01/28/18 BNSF  RIVERSIDE AUTO MAIN 68 F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES 0
11:0PM CHICAGO AV 000MPH 039MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED YES YES 0
12/12/17 BNSF  RIVERSIDE AUTO MAIN 65 F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES 0
6:5PM CHICAGO 000MPH 048MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED YES YES 1
10/07/15 BNSF  RIVERSIDE PEDEST MAIN 70F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES 0
6:14AM CHICAGO AVE 037MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED YES NO 1
11/18/14 BNSF  RIVERSIDE AUTO MAIN 69 F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES 0
5:30PM CHICAGO AVE 000MPH 027MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED YES NO 0
06/30/12 BNSF  RIVERSIDE PEDEST MAIN 80F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES NO 1
3:55PM CHICAGO AVE 000MPH 041MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED NO YES 0
08/10/10 BNSF  RIVERSIDE OTH VEH MAIN 86 F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES NO 0
3:55PM CHICAGO AVE 001MPH 019MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED YES YES 1
01/30/10 BNSF  RIVERSIDE AUTO MAIN 45F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES NO 0
2:10AM CHICAGO AVE 000MPH 050MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED YES YES 0
Total Accidents: ,7—|
749743X
07/22/16 ATK SAN LEANDRO PEDEST MAIN 75F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES NO 1
5:49PM WASHINGTN& 000MPH 075MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED YES NO 0
CHAPMAN
05/24/16 ATK SAN LEANDRO OTH VEH MAIN 61F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES NO 2
1:20PM WASHINGTN& 079MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED YES NO 0
CHAPMAN
10/23/13 ATK SAN LEANDRO PEDEST MAIN 51F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES NO 1
9:6AM WASHINGTN& 060MPH CLOUDY  NOT OBSTRUCTED YES NO 0
CHAPMAN
01/31/13 ATK SAN LEANDRO AUTO MAIN 61F TRN STRUCK BY HWY GATES NO 0
4:2PM WASHINGTON &  020MPH 079MPH CLEAR H8$ OBSTRUCTED NO NO 0
CHAPMAN
Total Accidents: |4
027650J
01/11/17 SCAX  NORWALK AUTO MAIN 51F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES YES 0
6:44AM LOS NIETOS ROAD 000MPH 049MPH RAIN OTHER YES YES 1
09/10/16 BNSF  SANTA FE SPRINGS AUTO MAIN 68 F TRN STRUCK BY HWY GATES YES 0
11:5PM LOS NIETOS ROAD 020MPH 002MPH CLEAR H%$ OBSTRUCTED YES 1
12/17/14 SCAX  SANTA FE SPRINGS AUTO MAIN 55 F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES YES 0
5:3AM LOS NIETOS ROAD 000MPH 055MPH RAIN NOT OBSTRUCTED YES YES 0
03/06/10 BNSF  SANTA FE SPRINGS AUTO MAIN 52 F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES NO 0
9:38PM LOS NIETOS ROAD 000MPH 038MPH RAIN NOT OBSTRUCTED YES YES 0
10/17/09 ATK SANTA FE SPRINGS AUTO MAIN 66 F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES NO 0
9:10PM LOS NIETOS ROAD 000MPH 070MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED YES NO 0
01/06/08 ATK SANTA FE SPRINGS AUTO MAIN 47F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES 0
10:45PM LOS NIETOS ROAD 000MPH 062MPH RAIN NOT OBSTRUCTED YES YES 0
Total Accidents: ,6—|
661892A
11/08/15 SDTI SAN DIEGO PEDEST MAIN 74F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  STOP SIGNS NO 1
1:37PM COMMERCIAL 027MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED YES 0
STREET

Total Accidents: |1






" TEN YEAR COLLISION HISTORY AT PUBLIC AT-GRADE CROSSINGS ON THE
(v ACCIDENT PREDICTION LIST

Crossing | Date/Time| Railroad | City/hwy [Highway User/ |Type Track/ [Weather |Circumstances/ View of |Warning Devices/|Interc/ |# Killed /

User Speed  [Train Speed Track Obstructed Operating? Lights |# Injured
747282]
11/07/17 SCAX  BALDWIN PARK PEDEST MAIN 74F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES YES 1
11:4AM RAMONA BLVD 043MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED YES YES 0
09/22/17 SCAX  BALDWIN PARK AUTO MAIN 68 F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES YES 0
7:37PM RAMONA BLVD 000MPH 040MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED YES YES 0
08/05/17 SCAX  BALDWIN PARK AUTO MAIN 70F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES NO 0
10:19PM RAMONA BLVD 000MPH 010MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED YES YES 0
09/28/12 SCAX  BALDWIN PARK PEDEST MAIN 72F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES YES 1
7:37PM RAMONA BLVD 025MPH CLEAR TOPOGRAPHY YES 0
Total Accidents: |4
026861C
10/28/16 ATK SAN DIEGO PEDEST MAIN 70F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES YES 0
8:25AM PALM ST 000MPH 050MPH CLEAR TOPOGRAPHY YES YES 1
06/14/16 ATK SAN DIEGO OTH SPC MAIN 70F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES YES 0
9:25AM PALM ST 000MPH 045MPH CLOUDY  NOT OBSTRUCTED YES YES 0
09/16/15 ATK SAN DIEGO AUTO MAIN 70F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES YES 0
6:5AM PALM ST 025MPH 040MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED YES YES 0
02/08/12 ATK SAN DIEGO PEDEST MAIN 60 F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES YES 1
6:15AM PALM ST 045MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED YES NO 0
Total Accidents: ,4—|
026485X
07/04/16 BNSF  RIVERSIDE OTH SPC MAIN 85 F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES 0
5:4PM MISSION INN AVE ~ 006MPH 031MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED YES YES 1
11/06/15 uP RIVERSIDE AUTO MAIN 51F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES 0
10:49PM MISSION INN AVE ~ 000MPH 003MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED YES YES 0
05/21/15 BNSF  RIVERSIDE OTH SPC MAIN 64 F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES 1
11:13AM MISSION INN AVE  005MPH 046MPH CLOUDY  PASSING TRAIN YES YES 0
Total Accidents: ,3—|
754998E
10/16/17 PCMZ  SAN MATEO AUTO MAIN 72F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES YES 0
9:5AM 25TH AVENUE 000MPH 040MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED YES YES 0
06/15/17 PCMZ  PALO ALTO AUTO MAIN 72F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES YES 0
1:44PM CHURCHILL 000MPH 045MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED YES YES 0
AVENUE
05/22/17 PCMZ  PALO ALTO AUTO MAIN 75F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES YES
5:40PM CHURCHILL 000MPH 075MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED YES YES
AVENUE
04/15/10 PCMZ  PALO ALTO AUTO MAIN 68 F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES YES 0
5:41PM ; CHURCHILL AVE  000MPH 056MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED YES YES 0
11/24/09 PCMZ  PALO ALTO AUTO MAIN 60 F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES YES 0
6:4PM ; CHURCHILL AVE  000MPH 057MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED YES YES 0

Total Accidents: |5






" TEN YEAR COLLISION HISTORY AT PUBLIC AT-GRADE CROSSINGS ON THE
(v ACCIDENT PREDICTION LIST

Crossing | Date/Time| Railroad | City/hwy [Highway User/ |Type Track/ [Weather |Circumstances/ View of |Warning Devices/|Interc/ |# Killed /

User Speed  [Train Speed Track Obstructed Operating? Lights |# Injured
754935A
09/26/17 PCMZ  REDWOOD CITY  PEDEST MAIN 75F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES NO 1
5:2PM WHIPPLE AVENUE 070MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED YES YES 0
07/06/16 PCMZ REDWOOD CITY  AUTO MAIN 75F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES YES 0
5:31PM WHIPPLE AVENUE  000MPH 038MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED YES YES 0
11/09/10 PCMZ  REDWOOD CITY  PEDEST MAIN 65 F TRN STRUCK BY HWY GATES YES 0
10:19AM ; WHIPPLE AVE 040MPH CLEAR Hg$ OBSTRUCTED YES NO 1
09/15/09 PCMZ REDWOOD CITY  AUTO MAIN 75F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES YES 1
4:38PM CITY ;WHIPPLE  000MPH 079MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED YES NO 0
AVE
Total Accidents: ,4—|
753538Y
10/15/15 SCRT  RANCHO CORDOVA OTH SPC MAIN 80 F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES YES 0
4:31PM ZINFANDEL DRIVE  010MPH 030MPH CLEAR STANDING RR EQ YES NO 1
09/01/15 SCRT  RANCHO CORDOVA AUTO MAIN 80F TRN STRUCK BY HWY GATES YES 0
11:50AM ZINFANDEL DRIVE  015MPH 030MPH CLEAR ﬁ%‘% OBSTRUCTED YES NO 0
Total Accidents: ,2—|
753524R
02/28/17 SCRT  SACRAMENTO OTH SPC MAIN 50 F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES YES 0
11:55AM BRADSHAW ROAD 010MPH 030MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED YES NO 0
06/17/16 SCRT  RANCHO CORDOVA PKUP TK MAIN 70F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES YES 0
7:44AM BRADSHAW ROAD  020MPH 050MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED YES NO 0
Total Accidents: ,2—|
755037B
01/11/16 PCMZ  SUNNYVALE AUTO MAIN 52F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES 0
5:18PM MARY AVENUE 000MPH 072MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED YES 0
08/03/15 PCMZ  SUNNYVALE AUTO MAIN 65 F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES YES 0
6:35PM MARY AVENUE 000MPH 066MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED YES NO 0
02/03/11 PCMZ  SUNNYVALE PEDEST MAIN 45F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES YES 0
6:45PM MARY AVE 066MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED YES YES 0
06/18/09 PCMZ  SUNNYVALE AUTO MAIN 79F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES YES 0
7:16AM CITY ;MARY AVE 000MPH 048MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED YES YES 0
Total Accidents: ,4—|
752887F
09/22/17 uP SACRAMENTO PKUP TK MAIN 78F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES 0
5:2PM POWER INN ROAD  000MPH 055MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED YES 0
10/18/14 uP SACRAMENTO TRK/TRL MAIN 80 F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES 0
1:10PM POWER INN ROAD  000MPH 037MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED YES YES 0
03/19/13 uP SACRAMENTO AUTO MAIN 51F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES 0
5:10AM POWER INN ROAD  000MPH 040MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED YES NO 0
03/24/10 uP SACRAMENTO OTH SPC MAIN 70F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES 1
3:53PM POWER INN RD 001MPH 038MPH CLOUDY  NOT OBSTRUCTED YES YES 0

Total Accidents: |4






Q

TEN YEAR COLLISION HISTORY AT PUBLIC AT-GRADE CROSSINGS ON THE

ACCIDENT PREDICTION LIST

Crossing | Date/Time| Railroad | City/hwy [Highway User/ |Type Track/ [Weather |Circumstances/ View of |Warning Devices/|Interc/ |# Killed /
User Speed  [Train Speed Track Obstructed Operating? Lights |# Injured
749712Y
06/26/16 ATK OAKLAND PEDEST MAIN 80F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES NO 1
4:8PM HIGH ST 079MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED YES YES 0
08/14/15 ATK OAKLAND PEDEST MAIN 69 F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES NO 1
10:16AM HIGH ST 079MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED YES YES 0
08/11/15 ATK OAKLAND PEDEST MAIN 75F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES 1
5:23PM HIGH ST 000MPH 079MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED YES 0
Total Accidents: ,3—|
026857M
10/05/15 NCTC  SAN DIEGO PEDEST MAIN 66 F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES YES
10:46AM WASHINGTON 000MPH 050MPH RAIN NOT OBSTRUCTED YES 0
STREET
08/28/15 ATK SAN DIEGO TRUCK MAIN 72F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES YES 0
9:30AM WASHINGTON ST 060MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED YES YES 1
08/31/12 SDNX  SAN DIEGO TRK/TRL MAIN 73F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES YES 0
7:47AM WASHINGTON 000MPH 025MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED YES 7
STREET
08/26/12 ATK SAN DIEGO PEDEST MAIN 80F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES YES 1
3:24PM WASHINGTON ST 042MPH CLEAR PASSING TRAIN YES YES 0
10/27/09 ATK SAN DIEGO TRUCK MAIN 65 F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES YES 0
7:10AM WASHINGTON ST 050MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED YES YES 0
10/09/09 SDNX  SAN DIEGO AUTO MAIN 65 F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES YES 0
8:38AM WASHINGTON 000MPH 050MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED YES NO 2
STREET
Total Accidents: ,6—|
745870K
12/08/16 ATK AUTO MAIN 60 F TRN STRUCK BY HWY GATES YES 0
3:45PM LOS POSAS ROAD  030MPH 079MPH CLEAR Hg$ OBSTRUCTED YES NO 1
04/21/16 SCAX  CAMARILLO MCYCLE MAIN 85F TRN STRUCK BY HWY GATES YES 1
6:0PM LAS POSAS ROAD  035MPH 060MPH CLEAR H%? OBSTRUCTED YES NO 1
11/21/15 ATK OTH VEH MAIN 82F TRN STRUCK BY HWY GATES YES 1
10:42AM LOS POSAS ROAD  025MPH 069MPH CLEAR Hg$ OBSTRUCTED YES NO 1
04/23/15 uP PKUP TK MAIN 58 F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES YES 1
8:20AM LAS POSAS RD. 050MPH 050MPH CLOUDY  NOT OBSTRUCTED YES NO 0
12/30/13 ATK VAN MAIN 70F TRN STRUCK BY HWY GATES YES 1
10:43AM LOS POSAS ROAD  025MPH 079MPH CLEAR Hg$ OBSTRUCTED YES YES 0
10/07/10 ATK AUTO MAIN 65 F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES YES 0
4:52PM LOS POSAS ROAD  000MPH 071MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED YES YES 0
Total Accidents: ,6—|
028424N
08/20/14 BNSF  HANFORD PEDEST MAIN 71F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES 1
12:1AM 7TH STREET 000MPH 040MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED YES NO 0
04/01/14 BNSF  HANFORD AUTO MAIN 47F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES 0
3:5AM 7TH STREET 000MPH 020MPH CLOUDY  NOT OBSTRUCTED YES NO 0
10/15/13 BNSF  HANFORD PEDEST MAIN 59F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES NO 1
12:1AM 7TH STREET 000MPH 019MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED YES NO 0

Total Accidents: |3






" TEN YEAR COLLISION HISTORY AT PUBLIC AT-GRADE CROSSINGS ON THE
(v ACCIDENT PREDICTION LIST

Crossing | Date/Time| Railroad | City/hwy [Highway User/ |Type Track/ [Weather |Circumstances/ View of |Warning Devices/|Interc/ |# Killed /

User Speed  [Train Speed Track Obstructed Operating? Lights |# Injured

026440R
04/26/17 SCAX  SAN BERNARDINO PEDEST MAIN 75F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES NO 1
5:24PM RIALTO AVENUE 050MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED YES YES 0

Total Accidents: ,1—|

746804B
07/05/17 SCAX  GLENDALE AUTO MAIN 85F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES YES 0
7:3PM DORAN AVENUE ~ 000MPH 015MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED YES YES 0
11/21/16 ATK GLENDALE PEDEST MAIN 63 F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES YES 1
11:47AM DORAN AVE. 079MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED YES YES 0
03/24/14 SCAX  GLENDALE AUTO MAIN 63 F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES YES 0
6:5PM DORAN AVENUE 001MPH CLOUDY  NOT OBSTRUCTED YES YES 0
11/23/09 ATK GLENDALE PEDEST MAIN 78F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES YES 1
11:34AM DORAN AVE. 053MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED YES YES 0

Total Accidents: |4

028706E
06/24/16 ATK WINTON PKUP TK MAIN 92F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES YES 1
4:50PM WINTON WAY 025MPH 070MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED YES NO 2
03/28/16 ATK WINTON PEDEST MAIN 63 F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES YES 1
1:31PM WINTON WAY 069MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED YES YES 1
03/22/14 ATK WINTON TRK/TRL MAIN 57F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES YES 0
8:35PM WINTON WAY 000MPH 077MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED YES YES 6
02/14/09 BNSF  WINTON AUTO MAIN 43F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES YES 0
3:4AM WINTON WAY 000MPH 042MPH CLOUDY  NOT OBSTRUCTED YES YES 2

Total Accidents: ,4—|

754991G
02/23/15 PCMZ  MENLO PARK AUTO MAIN 60 F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES YES 1
4:44PM RAVENSWOOD AVE 075MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED YES YES 0
11/18/14 PCMZ  MENLO PARK AUTO MAIN 55F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES YES 0
5:12PM RAVENSWOOD AVE 000MPH 076MPH CLOUDY  NOT OBSTRUCTED YES YES 0
04/13/12 PCMZ  MENLO PARK AUTO MAIN 55 F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES NO 0
5:1PM RAVENSWOOD AVE 075MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED YES YES 1
03/09/12 PCMZ  MENLO PARK PEDEST MAIN 70F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES NO 1
9:25AM RAVENSWOOD AVE 000MPH 035MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED YES YES 0

Total Accidents: |4

754749Y
10/19/17 PCMZ  SANFRANCISCO  PEDEST MAIN 62 F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES YES 1
2:42PM 16TH AVENUE 039MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED YES YES 0
03/13/14 PCMZ  SAN FRANCISCO  AUTO MAIN 75F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES YES 0
11:24AM 16TH STREET 000MPH 037MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED YES YES 0
12/09/12 PCMZ  SANFRANCISCO  AUTO MAIN 59F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES 0
5:29PM 16TH ST 000MPH 020MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED YES NO 0
05/01/12 PCMZ  SAN FRANCISCO  AUTO MAIN 51F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES YES 0
8:56PM 16TH & 7TH 000MPH 038MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED YES YES 0
04/07/09 PCMZ  SANFRANCISCO  AUTO MAIN 60 F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES YES 0
5:31PM CITY ;16TH& 7TH O000MPH 036MPH CLOUDY  NOT OBSTRUCTED YES YES 1

Total Accidents: |5






" TEN YEAR COLLISION HISTORY AT PUBLIC AT-GRADE CROSSINGS ON THE
(v ACCIDENT PREDICTION LIST

Crossing | Date/Time| Railroad | City/hwy [Highway User/ |Type Track/ [Weather |Circumstances/ View of |Warning Devices/|Interc/ |# Killed /

User Speed Train Speed Track Obstructed Operating? Lights |# Injured
749965G
01/13/17 ATK SANTA CLARA AUTO MAIN 43F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES YES 1
9:57AM AGNEW RD 000MPH 052MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED YES YES 0
10/13/15 ATK SANTA CLARA PKUP TK MAIN 70F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES YES 0
4:32PM AGNEW RD 000MPH 060MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED YES YES 1
01/15/13 ATK SANTA CLARA AUTO MAIN 55F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES YES 0
11:37PM AGNEW RD 000MPH 050MPH CLEAR NOT OBSTRUCTED YES YES 1
01/29/10 uP SANTA CLARA AUTO MAIN 46 F TRN STRUCK HWY USR  GATES YES 0
6:10PM AGNEW ROAD 000MPH 034MPH RAIN NOT OBSTRUCTED YES NO 0

Total Accidents: |4

Total accidents this report: 144
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ABBREVIATED HIGHWAY-RAIL CROSSING INVENTORY PROFILE

Crossing State County City Highway Railroad
027656A CA LOS ANGELES SANTA FE SPRINGS LS BNSF
Division Subdivision Milepost Train Movements

CALIFORNIA SAN BERNARDINO 0157.811 54 Day thru / 54 Night thru

Typical Train Speed Type Development # Traffic Lanes Highway Paved?

From 1 to 79 MPH 14 6 1/1,2

Passive Devices Active Devices

45/845 6 R-W GATE

Tracks Highway System Function Class AADT % Trucks
2 MAIN 3 1 31324 19
Crossing State County City Highway Railroad
754879V CA SAN MATEO BURLINGAME LS PCJX
Division Subdivision Milepost Train Movements

CALTRAIN SAN FRANCISCO 0015.17 65 Day thru / 29 Night thru

Typical Train Speed Type Development # Traffic Lanes Highway Paved?

From 40 to 79 MPH 13 6 1/1,2

Passive Devices Active Devices

2 45 2 R-W GATE

Tracks Highway System Function Class AADT % Trucks
2 MAIN 3 1 28000 30
Crossing State County City Highway Railroad
751678U CA CONTRA COSTA RICHMOND Is UP
Division Subdivision Milepost Train Movements

ROSEVILLE Martinez 0010.860 25 Day thru / 4 Day switch / 25 Night thru

Typical Train Speed Type Development # Traffic Lanes Highway Paved?

From 35 to 70 MPH 13 5 1/1,2

Passive Devices Active Devices

145 2 R-W GATE

Tracks Highway System Function Class AADT % Trucks
2 MAIN /1 3 1 19513 15
Crossing State County City Highway Railroad
755011Y CA SANTA CLARA PALO ALTO CITY PCJX
Division Subdivision Milepost Train Movements

WESTERN SAN FRANCISCO 0033.33 65 Day thru / 29 Night thru

Typical Train Speed Type Development # Traffic Lanes Highway Paved?

From 40 to 79 MPH 12 4 1/1,2

Passive Devices Active Devices

1/47 2 R-W GATE

Tracks Highway System Function Class AADT % Trucks
2 MAIN 3 1 20000 08
Crossing State County City Highway Railroad
755010S CA SANTA CLARA PALO ALTO CITY PCJX
Division Subdivision Milepost Train Movements

CALTRAIN 0032.99 65 Day thru / 29 Night thru

Typical Train Speed Type Development # Traffic Lanes Highway Paved?

From 40 to 79 MPH 12 4 1/1,2

Passive Devices Active Devices

245/219 2 R-W GATE

Tracks Highway System Function Class AADT % Trucks
2 MAIN 8 1 9331 05
Crossing State County City Highway Railroad
810883N CA LOS ANGELES DIAMOND BAR Is UP
Division Subdivision Milepost Train Movements

LOS ANGELES Los Angeles 0023.380 20 Day thru / 2 Day switch / 20 Night thru

Typical Train Speed Type Development # Traffic Lanes Highway Paved?

From 32 to 65 MPH 14 5 1/1,2

Passive Devices Active Devices

421/845 4 R-W GATE

Tracks Highway System Function Class AADT % Trucks
2 MAIN 3 0 23490 15
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ABBREVIATED HIGHWAY-RAIL CROSSING INVENTORY PROFILE

Crossing State County City Highway Railroad
026866L CA SAN DIEGO SAN DIEGO LOCAL STREET NCTC
Division Subdivision Milepost Train Movements
COASTAL SAN DIEGO 0266.90 33 Day thru / 6 Day switch / 11 Night thru
Typical Train Speed Type Development # Traffic Lanes Highway Paved?
From 5 to 50 MPH 13 3 1/1,2
Passive Devices Active Devices
8 REFL XBUCK /2 45/7 39 3 R-W GATE
Tracks Highway System Function Class AADT % Trucks
2 MAIN 3 1 24750 20
Crossing State County City Highway Railroad
026476Y CA RIVERSIDE RIVERSIDE Is BNSF
Division Subdivision Milepost Train Movements
CALIFORNIA SAN BERNARDINO 0008.150 53 Day thru / 53 Night thru
Typical Train Speed Type Development # Traffic Lanes Highway Paved?
From 1 to 60 MPH 13 5 1/1,2
Passive Devices Active Devices
245/218 4 R-W GATE
Tracks Highway System Function Class AADT % Trucks
3 MAIN 3 1 9846 30
Crossing State County City Highway Railroad
749743X CA ALAMEDA SAN LEANDRO Is UP
Division Subdivision Milepost Train Movements
ROSEVILLE Niles 0016.610 10 Day thru / 4 Day switch / 10 Night thru
Typical Train Speed Type Development # Traffic Lanes Highway Paved?
From 25 to 50 MPH 14 5 1/1,2
Passive Devices Active Devices
245 3 R-W GATE
Tracks Highway System Function Class AADT % Trucks
1 MAIN 3 1 20858 20
Crossing State County City Highway Railroad
027650J CA LOS ANGELES SANTA FE SPRINGS LS BNSF
Division Subdivision Milepost Train Movements
CALIFORNIA SAN BERNARDINO 0153.214 55 Day thru / 55 Night thru
Typical Train Speed Type Development # Traffic Lanes Highway Paved?
From 1 to 79 MPH 14 4 1/1,2
Passive Devices Active Devices
119 2 R-W GATE
Tracks Highway System Function Class AADT % Trucks
2 MAIN 3 1 13775 22
Crossing State County City Highway Railroad
661892A CA SAN DIEGO SAN DIEGO L SDTI
Division Subdivision Milepost Train Movements

0002.55 80 Day thru / 40 Night thru
Typical Train Speed Type Development # Traffic Lanes Highway Paved?
From 20 to 30 MPH 14 2 1/1,2
Passive Devices Active Devices
2 REFL XBUCK /2 STD STOP SIGN / 2 50
Tracks Highway System Function Class AADT % Trucks
1 MAIN/1 8 1 2000 20
Crossing State County City Highway Railroad
747282J CA LOS ANGELES BALDWIN PARK ARTERIA SCAX
Division Subdivision Milepost Train Movements

SAN GABRIEL 0018.98 33 Day thru / 9 Night thru

Typical Train Speed Type Development # Traffic Lanes Highway Paved?
From 30 to 70 MPH 13 6 1/1,2
Passive Devices Active Devices
6 REFL XBUCK /2 STD STOP SIGN 6 R-W GATE
Tracks Highway System Function Class AADT % Trucks
1 MAIN 3 1 19771 20
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ABBREVIATED HIGHWAY-RAIL CROSSING INVENTORY PROFILE

Crossing State County City Highway Railroad
026861C CA SAN DIEGO SAN DIEGO LOCAL STREET NCTC
Division Subdivision Milepost Train Movements

COASTAL SAN DIEGO 0266.40 97 Day thru / 6 Day switch / 167 Night thru

Typical Train Speed Type Development # Traffic Lanes Highway Paved?

From 5 to 50 MPH 14 2 1/1,2

Passive Devices Active Devices

6 REFL XBUCK 2 R-W GATE

Tracks Highway System Function Class AADT % Trucks
2 MAIN /2 8 1 6000 5
Crossing State County City Highway Railroad
026485X CA RIVERSIDE RIVERSIDE Is BNSF
Division Subdivision Milepost Train Movements

CALIFORNIA SAN BERNARDINO 0009.796 53 Day thru / 53 Night thru

Typical Train Speed Type Development # Traffic Lanes Highway Paved?

From 1 to 60 MPH 13 4 1/1,2

Passive Devices Active Devices

218 4 R-W GATE

Tracks Highway System Function Class AADT % Trucks
3 MAIN 3 1 4765 20
Crossing State County City Highway Railroad
754998E CA SANTA CLARA PALO ALTO CITY PCJX
Division Subdivision Milepost Train Movements

WESTERN SAN FRANCISCO 0031.01 65 Day thru / 29 Night thru

Typical Train Speed Type Development # Traffic Lanes Highway Paved?

From 40 to 79 MPH 12 3 1/1,2

Passive Devices Active Devices

245 2 R-W GATE

Tracks Highway System Function Class AADT % Trucks
2 MAIN 3 1 12000 15
Crossing State County City Highway Railroad
754935A CA SAN MATEO REDWOOD CITY LS PCJX
Division Subdivision Milepost Train Movements

WESTERN SAN FRANCISCO 0024.85 65 Day thru / 29 Night thru

Typical Train Speed Type Development # Traffic Lanes Highway Paved?

From 40 to 79 MPH 14 7 1/1,2

Passive Devices Active Devices

445/119 4 R-W GATE

Tracks Highway System Function Class AADT % Trucks
2 MAIN 3 1 36000 18
Crossing State County City Highway Railroad
753538Y CA SACRAMENTO RANCHO CORDOVA L SCRT
Division Subdivision Milepost Train Movements

SACRAMENTO STOCKTON 0013.10 99 Day thru / 5 Day switch / 42 Night thru

Typical Train Speed Type Development # Traffic Lanes Highway Paved?

From 5 to 55 MPH 13 6 1/1,2

Passive Devices Active Devices

6 REFL XBUCK /2 /1 4 R-W GATE

Tracks Highway System Function Class AADT % Trucks
2 MAIN 3 1 27962 10
Crossing State County City Highway Railroad
753524R CA SACRAMENTO RANCHO CORDOVA L SCRT
Division Subdivision Milepost Train Movements

SACRAMENTO STOCKTON 0010.03 103 Day thru / 1 Day switch / 42 Night thru

Typical Train Speed Type Development # Traffic Lanes Highway Paved?

From 5 to 55 MPH 13 6 1/1,2

Passive Devices Active Devices

4 REFL XBUCK /1 /3 4 R-W GATE

Tracks Highway System Function Class AADT % Trucks
2 MAIN 3 1 25595 10
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ABBREVIATED HIGHWAY-RAIL CROSSING INVENTORY PROFILE

Crossing State County City Highway Railroad
755037B CA SANTA CLARA SUNNYVALE CITY PCJX
Division Subdivision Milepost Train Movements
CALTRAIN 0037.96 65 Day thru / 31 Night thru
Typical Train Speed Type Development # Traffic Lanes Highway Paved?
From 40 to 79 MPH 13 8 1/1,2
Passive Devices Active Devices
219/25 4 R-W GATE
Tracks Highway System Function Class AADT % Trucks
2 MAIN 8 1 17000 15
Crossing State County City Highway Railroad
752887F CA SACRAMENTO SACRAMENTO Is UP
Division Subdivision Milepost Train Movements
ROSEVILLE Fresno 0043.340 16 Day thru / 4 Day switch / 16 Night thru
Typical Train Speed Type Development # Traffic Lanes Highway Paved?
From 35 to 70 MPH 14 4 1/1,2
Passive Devices Active Devices
421/445 2 R-W GATE
Tracks Highway System Function Class AADT % Trucks
1 MAIN 3 1 32227 18
Crossing State County City Highway Railroad
749712Y CA ALAMEDA OAKLAND Is UP
Division Subdivision Milepost Train Movements
ROSEVILLE Niles SUB 0010.360 10 Day thru / 4 Day switch / 10 Night thru
Typical Train Speed Type Development # Traffic Lanes Highway Paved?
From 30 to 60 MPH 13 4 1/2
Passive Devices Active Devices
145/2 2 R-W GATE
Tracks Highway System Function Class AADT % Trucks
3 MAIN 3 1 20658 10
Crossing State County City Highway Railroad
026857M CA SAN DIEGO SAN DIEGO LOCAL STREET NCTC
Division Subdivision Milepost Train Movements
COASTAL SAN DIEGO 0265.60 97 Day thru / 6 Day switch / 167 Night thru
Typical Train Speed Type Development # Traffic Lanes Highway Paved?
From 5 to 65 MPH 13 4 1/1,2
Passive Devices Active Devices
7 REFL XBUCK /245/118 2 R-W GATE
Tracks Highway System Function Class AADT % Trucks
2 MAIN /2 3 1 17000 18
Crossing State County City Highway Railroad
745870K CA VENTURA CAMARILLO Is UP
Division Subdivision Milepost Train Movements
LOS ANGELES Santa Barbara SUB 0410.400 7 Day thru / 2 Day switch / 7 Night thru
Typical Train Speed Type Development # Traffic Lanes Highway Paved?
From 30 to 60 MPH 11 2 1/1,2
Passive Devices Active Devices

2 R-W GATE
Tracks Highway System Function Class AADT % Trucks
1 MAIN 3 0 8244 25
Crossing State County City Highway Railroad
028424N CA KINGS HANFORD LS BNSF
Division Subdivision Milepost Train Movements
CALIFORNIA BAKERSFIELD 0967.839 23 Day thru / 23 Night thru
Typical Train Speed Type Development # Traffic Lanes Highway Paved?
From 1 to 45 MPH 13 4 1/1,2
Passive Devices Active Devices

2 R-W GATE
Tracks Highway System Function Class AADT % Trucks
2 MAIN 3 1 9443 10
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ABBREVIATED HIGHWAY-RAIL CROSSING INVENTORY PROFILE

Crossing State County City Highway Railroad
026440R CA SAN BERNARDINO SAN BERNARDINO LS SCAX
Division Subdivision Milepost Train Movements
CALIFORNIA SAN BERNARDINO 0000.69 44 Day thru / 44 Night thru
Typical Train Speed Type Development # Traffic Lanes Highway Paved?
From 1 to 30 MPH 14 4 1/2
Passive Devices Active Devices
2 R-W GATE

Tracks Highway System Function Class AADT % Trucks
1 3 1 11478 06
Crossing State County City Highway Railroad
746804B CA LOS ANGELES GLENDALE LOCAL SCAX
Division Subdivision Milepost Train Movements

VALLEY 0007.99 65 Day thru / 18 Night thru
Typical Train Speed Type Development # Traffic Lanes Highway Paved?
From 55 to 79 MPH 14 2 1/1,2
Passive Devices Active Devices
2 REFL XBUCK /27/422 2 R-W GATE
Tracks Highway System Function Class AADT % Trucks
2 MAIN 8 1 6500 18
Crossing State County City Highway Railroad
028706E CA MERCED WINTON Is BNSF
Division Subdivision Milepost Train Movements
CALIFORNIA STOCKTON 1065.231 23 Day thru / 23 Night thru
Typical Train Speed Type Development # Traffic Lanes Highway Paved?
From 1 to 79 MPH 13 4 1/1,2
Passive Devices Active Devices
245 2 R-W GATE
Tracks Highway System Function Class AADT % Trucks
1 MAIN 3 0 10111 20
Crossing State County City Highway Railroad
754991G CA SAN MATEO MENLO PARK CITY PCJX
Division Subdivision Milepost Train Movements
WESTERN SAN FRANCISCO 0028.98 65 Day thru / 29 Night thru
Typical Train Speed Type Development # Traffic Lanes Highway Paved?
From 10 to 79 MPH 13 4 1/1,2
Passive Devices Active Devices
245 4 R-W GATE
Tracks Highway System Function Class AADT % Trucks
2 MAIN 3 1 25000 15
Crossing State County City Highway Railroad
754749Y CA SAN FRANCISCO SAN FRANCISCO CITY PCJX
Division Subdivision Milepost Train Movements
CALTRAIN SAN FRANCISCO 0001.08 65 Day thru / 23 Night thru
Typical Train Speed Type Development # Traffic Lanes Highway Paved?
From 30 to 40 MPH 13 6 1/1,2
Passive Devices Active Devices
67/1 5 R-W GATE
Tracks Highway System Function Class AADT % Trucks
2 MAIN 8 1 10000 5
Crossing State County City Highway Railroad
749965G CA SANTA CLARA SANTA CLARA Is UP
Division Subdivision Milepost Train Movements
WESTERN NILES 0041.63 24 Day thru / 6 Night thru
Typical Train Speed Type Development # Traffic Lanes Highway Paved?
From 20 to 60 MPH 12 4 1/1,2
Passive Devices Active Devices
145 2 R-W GATE
Tracks Highway System Function Class AADT % Trucks
1 MAIN 8 1 11725 10
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Planning and Transportation Commission Public Comment 3-13-19

From: Nadia Naik

To: Council, City; Planning Commission; Gaines, Chantal; Shikada. Ed; Chris Logan; Dave Shen; Greg Brail; Inyoung
Cho; Megan Kanne; Kari Hodgson; Mandar Borkar; Parag Patkar; Patricia Lau; Philip Burton; Carrasco. Tony

Subject: Conservative designs lead to big costs

Date: Wednesday, February 27, 2019 7:36:13 PM

Attachments: California high-speed rail has a cost problem. Was it the big bridges copy.pdf

Over the last several months, CARRD has pointed out repeatedly that the height
assumptions being used by Caltrain (which are derived from HSR) are much more

conservative (higher) than needed.

Attached is article on how the High Speed Rail consultant's assumptions are causing
cost overruns in the construction projects currently underway in the Central Valley.

When engineers design without financial and economic objectives, they design
conservatively -- always, and why not from their point of view?

What lessons can we learn from what is occurring in the Central Valley?
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Why Did California Build Such Tall Bridges Over Its
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ByHENRY GRABAR
FEB 26,2019 < 6:02 PM

W TWEET
f SHARE

COMMENT

—_—

? Illllll“ll
i
il

’ullluunll‘ il L
ol st i e
,n““"ﬂﬁ“ g e
AT
|m||,‘|]]|“ I
it

“‘\

High enough for ya?
CHSRA

California’s flagship high-speed rail project is in trouble. The state only has enough money to complete
the route’s middle segment, running through the agricultural heartland of the Central Valley, but not
to connect to Los Angeles and San Francisco, the major population centers on either end. Part of the
problem: The budget has soared, with the Central Valley segment alone—thought to be the easiest
one to complete—leaping from $6 billion to $10.6 billion.
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California high-speed rail has a cost problem. Was it the big bridges?

Every Law Professor With a Twitter Account Says Congressman Matt Gaetz Just Committed Witness Tampering

Michael Jackson’s Legacy Shouldn’t Survive Leaving Neverland. Here’s Why It Will.

Dear Care and Feeding: I’'m Worried My Eighth-Grader Is Getting Handsy With His Girlfriends

Michael Cohen Live: Watch Trump’s Former Attorney Testify Before the House Oversight Committee

On Feb. 17, the HSR watchdog Elizabeth Goldstein Alexis shared an interesting observation about the
beleaguered project, which is currently under construction in the Central Valley. New bridges over the
train tracks—mostly roads, which cross from one side to the other every couple miles or more often—
were required to clear the top of the rails by 27 feet.

A Shinkansen 700 series train car—the kind that whips passengers around Japan at 200 mph—is 12
feet and 1inch high. The new bridges over the new California high-speed rail tracks are so high you
could slide two Shinkansens beneath them, stacked on top of each other. Is it normal to build so much
room between the top of a train and the bottom of a bridge?

Broadly speaking, yes, because that space will be taken up with electrical equipment—the web of
wires that supplies power to the train. At the same time, California may be building the highest high-
speed rail overpasses in the world, which reflects the project’s unusual structure—specifically, its
designers’ relative indifference to construction costs compared to future maintenance costs.

Goldstein Alexis is a co-founder of Californians Advocating Responsible Rail Design, an advocacy
group that has scrutinized the California High Speed Rail Authority for a decade and warned about
some of its questionable practices—in particular the reliance on the contractor-industrial complex,
wherein a handful of firms are responsible for both designing and building (not to mention lobbying
for) so many U.S. rail infrastructure projects. They have been very poorly supervised by CAHSR, a
November state audit concluded.

More broadly, the results of this arrangement have been disastrous by international

standards. American rail is considerably more expensive than comparable projects in Europe. “We end
up overbuilding everything,” Goldstein Alexis suggested. “And once you overbuild, there are knock-on
effects.”

It was the world’s megacontractor-extraordinaire, WSP USA (then known as Parsons Brinckerhoff)
that made the 27-foot bridge standard for the project in its 2009 design criteria. (WSP declined to
speak with Slate for this story, and directed questions to the CHSRA, which runs the project.)

If you’ve been to the Central Valley recently, you might have noticed the enormous mounds of dirt that
constitute the overpass foundations. Bigger bridges cost more—not just because they require bigger
supports, but because the state has to buy enough land to build long, gentle ramps bringing the road
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California high-speed rail has a cost problem. Was it the big bridges?
up to the crossing height. (Interstate highways require 16 feet of vertical clearance, for comparison.)
Land acquisition has been a problem for CAHSR. So have, in at least two instances, the design and
construction of the overpasses.

Earlier studies in California had envisioned an HSR corridor with lower bridges, including a 2004 EIS
that set out a vertical clearance of 21 feet. A 2013 study by the Center for Transportation Research at
the University of Texas suggested high-speed rail in that state could be designed with “at least 19 feet
of clearance.” France’s SNCF—whose offer of assistance was turned down by California a decade ago—
manages with just over 21 feet of clearance to run its world-class TGV trains.

Still, several engineers suggested 27 feet was within the range for high-

speed rail clearances. “They look very average against norms for global

railways,” said Noel Dolphin, an engineer with the Swiss railway electrification firm Furrer + Frey. He
said California’s bridges came out to perhaps a half-foot higher than what he would have designed,
but that the difference in cost would be minimal.

“Of course [higher clearance] makes it more expensive, but the marginal increase is negligible
compared to many other cost overruns,” said Roberto Illanes, an engineer working on a different
stretch of the project.

On Monday, | spoke with Frank Vacca, the chief of rail operations for the California High Speed Rail
Authority. The trains would draw their electricity from a contact wire 17.5 feet above the track, he said.
The catenary—the collection of related electrical equipment—occupied the next five feet. There are
three feet of clearance for the feeder wire. Finally, there’s a foot and change of electrical clearance.

There are ways to design overhead wires that require less space. For example: In Japan, Shinkansen
trains get 25 feet of room under bridges, but by attaching the catenary to the overhead structure, the
height can be lowered to 23 feet. In California, by contrast, engineers committed to have free-standing
electrical equipment under overhead bridges. “A limited amount of excessive offset in the Structure
Gauge is not normally a concern,” they wrote, “so in case of doubt, it is better to err in the direction of
more clearance rather than less clearance.”

Does that make the bridges higher above the tracks and more expensive to build? Yes. But, says
Vacca, because the bond proposal that funded the HSR project requires the system to cover
operations and maintenance with ticket sales, there was a strong incentive to reduce the kind of
variable design that would require more care down the road. “Our construction design requirements
tend to build a system that’s optimized the use of construction one-time costs as opposed to long-
term maintenance costs,” he said. Spend now, save later. Or at least that was the idea. =l

This post has been updated with information from the SNCF.

< Support our journalism
Help us continue covering the news and issues important to you—and get ad-free podcasts and bonus segments, members-only content, and other
great benefits. Join Slate Plus

California Transportation
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Planning and Transportation Commission Public Comment 3-13-19

From: Jeff Hoel

To: UAC

Cc: Hoel, Jeff (external); Council, City; Planning Commission
Subject: Fw: 03-06-19 UAC meeting -- agenda items

Date: Monday, March 4, 2019 3:50:11 PM

Commissioners,

At your 03-06-19 UAC meeting, Item 1X.1 is a discussion item about the City's electric undergrounding
program. (Why wasn't it an action item?)

https://www.cityofpaloalto.org/civicax/filebank/blobdload.aspx?t=66781.38&BlobID=69605
Here's the staff report:

http://cityofpaloalto.org/civicax/filebank/documents/69596

The staff report provides (page 7) a map (February 2019) of the districts that are scheduled to be
undergrounded in the next 32 years. That's not much progress for 32 years. | hope commissioners will
ask about that.

The staff report says that, today, 55 percent of the City's electric wires are undergrounded, but when all
the proposed districts are completed, it will be 60 percent.

A 09-07-11 staff report says (page 2)
https://www.cityofpaloalto.org/civicax/filebank/documents/30141

that about 2,400 residences had been converted from aerial to undergrounded, and about 14,050
residences remained to be undergrounded. Was that accurate? (For example, did it include MDU
residences?) What is the statistic today? What will it be in 2051, according to staff's current plan?

The staff report says, "... underground electric equipment has a design life of 30 to 40 years." What is the
design life of the analogous electric equipment if it isn't undergrounded? In underground districts that are
refurbished with above-ground pad-mount transformers, what is the design life of those transformers?

The staff report says undergrounded electric cable has a design life of about 40 years. What is the
design life of aerial electric cable?

What makes our undergrounded electric cable wear out more quickly than aerial cable? The City's first
undergrounded districts used direct-buried electric cable, and that was why the cable had a relatively
short life. Which underground districts (if any) still have direct-buried electric cable? Anyway, why does
electric cable in conduit wear our more quickly than aerial cable?

The staff report says (page 3) says these districts will include "electric and fiber optic substructure.” Will
the fiber optic substructure include conduit for municipal FTTP fiber? Will premises owners be given the
opportunity to install conduit for FTTP to their premises? | remember that this was done for Underground
District #41 (2008). What other underground districts was it done for?

This 01-13-16 staff report on undergrounding includes references to previous documents about
undergrounding, which I think should be considered a best practice.
https://www.cityofpaloalto.org/civicax/filebank/documents/50531

It also includes (page 4) a map (January 2014) of all underground districts. Is there a more recent
version that includes all existing and planned underground districts through 20517

The staff report says that the City's undergrounding program is funded with 2 percent of electric
revenues. It seems to imply that the undergrounding program should pay for not only new underground
districts but also for refurbishing old underground districts. ("Funding and staffing needs required for the
Overhead to Underground Conversion Program by the future policy decisions or other initiatives
undertaken by the Electric Engineering Division. The ability to complete these projects has already been
impacted and delayed by approximately 5-7 years due to unanticipated projects such as the Caltrain
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Electrification, Grade Separation Project and small cell development, and issues related with current

underground rebuild projects and aging infrastructure.") But, | infer, it should not have to pay for
refurbishing aerial districts. Why does that make sense?

The maps on pages 8-13 show the six proposed new underground districts. Properties that currently
receive overhead electric service are shown in red. Where do the properties not shown in red get their
electricity from?

Thanks.

Jeff

Jeff Hoel
Colorado Avenue
Palo Alto, CA 94303

PS: Atthe 12-12-18 PTC meeting, during a discussion of ltem 4 (proposing a City code change to mirror
an FCC order about small cells) (see verbatim minutes, pages 79-110)
https://www.cityofpaloalto.org/civicax/filebank/documents/68690

a member of the public, Bill Ross, mentioned electric undergrounding, and later the PTC discussed it
further. Commissioner Riggs (page 105, line 1) complained about how slow the undergrounding program
is going, and wondered how it could receive more funding. He referenced PTC's 05-18-18 meeting
https://www.cityofpaloalto.org/civicax/filebank/documents/65785

where the commissioners wanted to know why the City continues to pay for pole maintenance if districts
will eventually be undergrounded anyway. Commissioner Waldfogel recommended referring it to UAC.
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Planning and Transportation Commission Public Comment 3-13-19

From: sle ccsce.com

To: Council, City; Planning Commission

Cc: Shikada, Ed; Lait, Jonathan

Subject: Home Sweet CASA is live on Eventbrite and FB!!
Date: Sunday, March 3, 2019 11:49:19 AM

To Council and PTC members.

I want to let you know about an upcoming event in Palo Alto featuring Michael Lane, Deputy
Director of SV@Home.

Even details and the co sponsors are listed below along with the registration info.

Steve

Home Sweet CASA

Thurs March 14 6:30p

First Presbyterian Church Fellowship Hall
1140 Cowper St

Palo Alto, CA 94301

https://homesweetcasa.eventbrite.com
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Planning and Transportation Commission Public Comment 3-13-19

From: jeffrey lipkin

To: Planning Commission

Cc: Jeneen Nammar; Kathy Anderson; Council, City

Subject: RPP program on Georgia Avenue near the Gunn student cut-through
Date: Wednesday, March 6, 2019 10:36:55 AM

| live on Georgia Avenue near the Gunn cut-through for bikes and students.
| strongly support an RPP program for this neighborhood, and especially for this block.

The City established a parking prohibition from 9 AM - 10 AM on school daysin order to
discourage student parking, but it failed to think of the residents.

We have a single car-width driveway, and to accommodate a busy schedule plus visiting care
workers and domestic help, on many days we have to be in constant shuffling of carsin and
out of our driveway.

We and our help have received and paid many, many tickets when our schedules or health
did not permit this.

Some residents have addressed this problem by expanding their driveways to three car-widths
- do you redlly think thisis a satisfactory solution - to reduce the yards and greenery because
you don’t have an RPP program to put cars on the existing street pavement?

If so, then you don’t belong in this City.

Jeff Lipkin
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Planning and Transportation Commission Public Comment 3-13-19

From: Stephen Madsen

To: Planning Commission

Subject: Residential Preferential Parking, Georgia Ave
Date: Tuesday, March 5, 2019 9:37:26 AM

Hi,

There is no parking from 9 - 10 am Monday - Friday on Georgia Ave and nearby streets. | am in favor of
this area being included in the Residential Preferential Parking program, so residents can get parking
permits.

Thank you,

Stephen H. Madsen
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Planning and Transportation Commission Public Comment 3-13-19

From: Neilson Buchanan

To: Council, City

Cc: Planning Commission; Jocelyn Dong; Dave Price; Allison Levitsky; Gennady Sheyner
Subject: SB50 Invitation from Sen. Jerry Hill

Date: Sunday, February 24, 2019 9:06:43 AM

Last Friday | attended "Java with Jerry" meeting in San Mateo. Over 75 citizens attended and a
wide variety of concerns were discussed. SB 50 was touched upon. Sen Hill acknowledged
the concern that is building within his senate district.

He told the audience that CASA compact was created by a relatively narrow group of people
and influenced by larger cities. He acknowledged that most citizens and most cities have not
addressed SB50 adequately.

Hill added that he would be convening all 25 cities in his district to discuss SB50 due to lack of
understand and the profound impact being felt by some cities and citizens. Sen. Hill has issued
this invitationconvening city mayors and city managers. A copy of the invitation to meet on
March 15 is below.

On behalf of Palo Alto citizens who only basic understanding of SB50 and its intent, |
urge Mayor Filseth and City Manager Shikawa to attend this meeting on March 15 and
report back to Council at the earliest possible City Council meeting.

SB50 and its companion bills are not benign legislation so typical of February legislation. This
legislative package can have profound impact on Palo Alto as we know it. Control of zoning
and taxation is the heart of these issues.

In conclusion, | want to be on record that the city lobbyist did not convey the importance and
urgency of SB50 et al. As a result, your decision about the downtown development cap is ill
timed.

Please pull Downtown Development Cap Agenda Item #10 from the Feb 25 Consent
Calendar and reconsider it after meeting with Sen Hill and reporting back to citizens of
Palo Alto.

Neilson Buchanan

G yant Street
Palo Alto, CA 94301

cnsbuchanan@yahoo.com

————— Forwarded Message -----

From: Lynette Lee Eng <lynetteleeeng@sbcglobal.net>
To: Neilsen Buchanan <cnsbuchanan@yahoo.com>
Sent: Friday, February 22, 2019, 12:24:02 PM PST
Subject: Invite from Hill

Begin forwarded message:

From: Senator.Hill@senate.ca.gov
Date: February 22, 2019 at 12:01:52 PM PST
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Planning and Transportation Commission Public Comment 3-13-19
To: lynettel n | |.net, administration@I| It .gov, alex.kobayashi@sen.ca.gov
Subject: From the Office of Senator Jerry Hill

S'E. N AT OR Proudly Representing

JERRY HILL Senate District 13

Dear Mayor Eng and City Manager Jordan:

Please join me and other community leaders on March 15 for a roundtable discussion on one of
California’s most challenging issues--housing. There are a number of proposals pending in the state
Legislature; before votes are cast, I'd like to hear your thoughts, concerns, and suggestions and would
appreciate an open discussion of how these proposals would impact your city.

Friday, March 151
2:00 p.m. to 4:00 p.m.

Redwood City Downtown Library, 3" Floor Community Room
1044 Middlefield Road, Redwood City

This invitation is being extended to each mayor and city manager from the 13! Senate District. Please
feel free to invite one other councilmember or staff member to attend with you or in your place.

I look forward to a lively discussion about the CASA Compact, SB 50 and other issues affecting the

availability of housing. Please RSVP by Tuesday, March 5t to Alex Kobayashi of my staff by email
at alex.kobayashi@sen.ca.gov, or by telephone at (650) 212-3313.

Sincerely,

Jerry Hill
State Senator, 13" District

Sent from my iPhone
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Planning and Transportation Commission Public Comment 3-13-19

From: sle ccsce.com

To: Steve Levy

Subject: The Impending California Retirement Wave

Date: Monday, February 18, 2019 10:58:56 AM
Attachments: Numbers-Feb-2019-California-Retirement-Wave.pdf

Nearly 5 million California workers will retire between 2015 and 2030. Current levels of
foreign immigration and domestic migration are FAR below the level needed to replace

retiring workers and fill new jobs--even if all of today's children in California get a good
education. In addition there are challenges in matching the skills needed to fill the 7,5

million job openings that will be created from the retirement wave and job growth.

Three policy areas need positive actions.
1) National immigration for workers at ALL skill levels needs to be substantially increased.

2) More housing affordable to low and middle income residents needs to be built throughout
the state. This is needed to reduce housing cost based domestic pout migration and to send
a signal that you can come to California and find affordable housing even if you are not in
the highest income brackets.

3) A variety of education and training policies will help but one stands out. That is to allow
unauthorized immigrants (Dreamers and others) to learn and earn legally and come out of
the shadows. This will increase the number and skill level of our workforce.

Steve
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The Impending California Retirement Wave—Numbers and
Policy Implications

Approximately 4.7 million California workers will retire between 2015
and 2030—roughly 25% of the 2015 workforce. During this period the
state is projected to add 2.8 million jobs. That leaves 7.5 million job
openings to fill but there were only 4.6 million young Californians
likely to join the workforce by 2030.

Thus the state is short nearly 3 million workers to replace retiring
residents and provide for new job growth. This potential shortage
raises policy questions about immigration, housing, education and
workforce training. One bottom line is that housing and
immigration are critical economic competitiveness policies in
addition to their social justice importance.

California Labor Force Trends 2015-
2030
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Let’s look first at how these projections were derived and then at the
implications for public policy.
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CCSCE ... Numbersinthe News

The State’s Population is Aging Even as Older Workers Work
Longer

Nearly 80% of the state’s working age population growth to 2030
projected by the California Department of Finance is in residents 55
and older and most of that is for residents aged 65 and above.

Share of Growth in Population 16+
for 2015-2030

50.0%
41.5%
40.0%
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20.0%
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10.0%
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Labor force participation rates (the share of the population in the
workforce) for older workers have risen and are expected to continue
increasing.

Labor Force Participation is Rising

for Residents Aged 55 and Above
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CCSCE ... Numbersinthe News

But this trend is offset by the fact that participation rates for workers
aged 55 and above are far lower than those for workers aged 25-54.

Participation Rates in 2017 Drop
Sharply After Age 55
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And participation rates decline sharply as workers reach age 65.

Participation Rates Continue Falling as

Residents Age in California
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Here is an example of how the retirement projections were
developed. The chart below shows the number of workers aged 50-
54 in 2015. By 2030 these workers would be aged 65-69. Their labor
force participation rate would decline from 80.0% in 2015 to 34.7% in
2030 even as participation for residents aged 65-69 increases from
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30.3% to 34.7%. The result is a projected retirement of 1.2 million
workers by 2030.

Retirement of California Workers
Aged 50-54 in 2015
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The number of new entrants from the children in 2015 was projected
by assuming they would participate in 2030 at the same rate as in
2017. The number of new jobs comes from existing CCSCE
projections. These projections could vary but any variations are
unlikely to change the major findings.

Labor force participation rates could rise faster than projected,
reducing the number of retirees and increasing the number of today’s
children in the workforce in 2030. Job and population growth could be
higher or lower than projected but these changes would not affect the
net workers shortage much if at all

Policy Implications
Where might the 3 million additional workers come from?

A part of the 3 million has already occurred thanks to falling
unemployment and rising labor force participation between 2015 and
2018. Reduced unemployment added approximately 350,000
workers. And increased labor force participation rates added more
than 400,000 workers from the existing population.
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Numbers in the News

But unemployment rates are unlikely to decline further from here to
2030. And some increase in labor force participation rates is already
included in the projections, though even more is possible.

Immigration and Housing Policies

The rest of the new workers will need to come from migration into the
state from the rest of the country or abroad. Foreign immigration has
been a steady contributor to California’s population and workforce
growth but these levels alone if they were to continue are not quite
enough to fill the projected workforce needs.

And the current evidence is that the administration is placing
restraints on current legal immigration despite some words to the
contrary. Other evidence is that foreign student enroliment in U.S.
colleges (an indicator of future workforce intentions) is down as the
country is no longer seen as welcoming immigrants.

California Migration Trends
300,000

200,000

100,000 —
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-100,000

-200,000
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But the foreign immigration trends are now almost completely offset
by growing outmigration of California residents to other states. So the
net growth from migration is now well below the levels needed to fill
the job openings created by retirements and job growth. Moreover,
while many immigrants come to work, not all do. So 200,000
immigrants a year does not translate into 200,000 additional workers.
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Numbers in the News

The growing out migration is primarily the result of a lack of housing
affordable to low and middle-income residents.

So in terms of numbers (finding enough workers), California needs
national immigration policies that favor expanded workforce-based
admissions at all skill levels.

And to make sure the workers can remain in California and decrease
housing based out migration, California needs state, regional and
local policies that provide strong incentives to build more housing and
lower the cost of housing, particularly for low-income residents and
the “missing middle”. This is the only way to diminish out migration
and retain more low and middle —income workers and their families.

California needs more housing affordable to residents at all
income levels. This is one of many instances where an
economic competitiveness and social justice agenda point in the
same policy direction.

The need for reform in immigration and housing policies is discussed
widely already and the purpose in this note is not to repeat a growing
body of discussion and ideas. The point here is to make the
connection between workforce and the economy and immigration and
housing as, hopefully, another voice in promoting change.

Workforce Policy Implications

More than 70% of job openings in California between 2018 and 2030
will come from the need to replace retiring workers not from job
growth. And the diversity of job openings is largest among the
replacement jobs. Some sectors like production jobs or administrative
support jobs are likely to remain flat or decline, but retirements will
provide job opportunities for residents and worker needs for
employers.

This finding suggests a high priority in education/training efforts
towards occupations and industries with the greatest number of job
openings and opportunities.

385 Homer Avenue, Palo Alto, CA 94301 « phone (650) 321-8550 « www.ccsce.com
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Most Job Openings Will Come From
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Beyond the numbers there are substantial issues of skill match. The
retirees include a large number of well educated workers and an even
larger number of experienced workers. Even though the raw number
of today’s children who will enter the workforce by 2030 nearly
matches the number of retirees, the skill and experience profiles do
not match.

As with immigration and housing, there has been a lot written on how
best to upgrade the skills of today’s workforce and better prepare the
next generation of workers.

The surge of interest in pre-school education is a hopeful sign but
unlikely to have much impact before 2030.

Similarly, the emphasis on increasing college enrollment is a good
objective, but it is also true that many of the replacement jobs do not
require a four-year degree.

The replacement statistics support the objective of increasing post-
secondary education and training with an emphasis on shorter, more
focused training, certificates that meet industry standards and
programs like apprenticeships.

385 Homer Avenue, Palo Alto, CA 94301 « phone (650) 321-8550 » www.ccsce.com
7





Numbers in the News

One large area of opportunity is improving opportunities for
unauthorized immigrants already living in California.

The latest Pew Research Center estimates count 2.2 million
unauthorized immigrants in California in 2016. While that is down
more than 500,000 from the peak, it is still a large number and
accounts for roughly 1.4 million California workers and some
additional number of Dreamers not yet in the workforce.

Bringing these residents out of the shadows will encourage more to
join the workforce, better utilize the skills and experience they already
have and encourage more to acquire skills that can help replace
retiring workers and improve their economic well-being.

Data Sources

The labor force participation rate estimates come from the American
Community Survey. The projected increases for workers aged 55 and
above were developed by CCSCE based on national trends projected
by the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics. The state population estimates
and projections by age group come from projections published by the
California Department of Finance in 2017. The job estimates for
2015-2018 come from the California Employment Development
Department. The state job projections were developed by CCSCE in
2018.
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Planning and Transportation Commission Public Comment 3-13-19

From: phil_ritchey@juno.com

To: Planning Commission

Cc: phil_ritchey@juno.com

Subject: UNIQUE OPPORTUNITY for Fix
Date: Friday, March 1, 2019 1:09:20 PM

Looks like the parking lot at the corner of Oregon Expressway and El Camino is closed,
possibly
for some construction.

PLEASE PLEASE PLEASE, thisis aunique opportunity to fix atraffic problem that has been
troublesome for years. Need adedicated RIGHT TURN LANE from Oregon Exp. to North

(West) bound
El Camino. Isalong light, and isfrustrating to be sitting close to the intersection and be

blocked
by cars going straight onto Page Mill.  Thiswould somewhat help the all day backup on

Oregon
Expressway.
Thanks,

Phil


mailto:phil_ritchey@juno.com
mailto:Planning.Commission@cityofpaloalto.org
mailto:phil_ritchey@juno.com

Planning and Transportation Commission Public Comment 3-13-19

From: Kevin Hauck

To: Planning Commission

Subject: RPP in Green Acres 2 behind Gunn High
Date: Friday, March 8, 2019 7:32:18 PM

Dear Planning Commission:

We are writing to express our support for the implementation of aresidential parking permit
program in Green Acres 2 behind Gunn High. We live on Georgia Avenue, near the "back
entrance” go Gunn. The current "no parking from 9-10 when school isin session” offers some
deterrent to the street becoming a de-facto student parking lot, but at the cost of restricting
residents access to the streets in front of our houses. An RPP would achieve this goal to
greater effect, at much less inconvenience to the residents of the neighborhood.

1. The current no parking signs make it difficult when we have grandparents, visitors, or
workers at our house. They either have to park far away or risk being cited. An RPP would
greatly alleviate this, as we would have the flexibility to move one of our cars to the street to
accommodate our visitor when necessary.

2. The RPP would be a better deterrent to the street being used as a Gunn parking lot. As
currently implemented, there is still quite a bit of Gunn parking taking place, both during and
after the 9-10 exclusion hour, with a noticeable mini-rush hour taking place in the afternoon.
With an RPP, fewer students would take the risk of parking al day, asthey would be at risk all
day instead of just one hour.

Please implement this program, in the same fashion as the one near Paly high.

Best Regards,
Kevin Hauck and Lauren Maeda
[l GeorgiaAve


mailto:kevhauck@gmail.com
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Planning and Transportation Commission Public Comment 3-13-19

From: William Chrisman

To: Laurence, Kathie; Reynolds, Margaret; Planning Commission
Cc: Sue Dremann; Jeneen Nammar

Subject: Re: Traffic Safety

Date: Friday, March 8, 2019 10:03:29 AM

Attachments: PA Weekly Gunn High neighbors News Palo Alto Online .pdf

Dear Kathleen & Margaret, Gunn High School; Jonathan Lait, Planning &
Transportation Commission:

Hello again. I am writing here to again express my enthusiasm for student
safety walking or bicycling nearby Henry Gunn and neighborhood schools.
As you know, this neighborhood has five schools (Henry Gunn, Ellen
Fletcher, Bowman International, Juana Briones, Young-Life Christian). |
support Safe-Routes-to-School! | support Bike-to-School! I'm trying to
help raise community consciousness about transportation safety for our
students particularly adjacent to Henry Gunn's pedistrian/bicycle connector
to Georgia Avenue, as well as Donald Drive, Hubbartt Drive and Maybell
Avenue in Green Acres.

Please read the attached PA Weekly article by Sue Dremann published last
December.

I invite you to come visit Green Acres to experience for yourself this hectic
traffic, which is the topic of Dremann’'s PA Weekly article.

Yours Truly,

Will Chrisman

On Mon, Nov 12, 2018 at 11:42 AM William Chrisman <towillchris@gmail.com> wrote:
Kathleen and Magaret,

This is following up my October 17th email to you in connection with an
accident involving Gunn students leaving campus on bicycles. The
accident happened here on Georgia at the foot of the pedestrian-bicycle
pathway from Gunn. This is where many bicyclists, students leaving
Gunn, zoom onto Georgia without stopping to use the posted crosswalk.
Again, the accident happened during afternoon rush when students get
out. Both mornings and afternoons, as you may know, Gunn overflow
traffic of cars, bicycles, and pedestrians gets hectic on Georgia. Many
Green Acres neighbors including me have concern about student's
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Gunn High neighbors say street has become dangerous for students | News | Palo Alto Online | 3/6/19, 12:53 PM

»y
Y ok
> @) (o]
2rt 58
High: 58° Low: 47°
Py Py -

Yk
2] 17 {7 {75

Thu Fri Sat Sun

Log in | Register

Palo Alto

Search
Home News Town Square Blogs ARE Sports Real Estate Print Edition Visit Join Contact
50
Gunn High neighbors say street has become dangerous Daily news via email
for students Don't be the last to know

Hoards of cyclists and parents picking up kids from school converge on Georgia Avenue . .
Get the latest headlines sent straight to

your inbox every day.

Georgia Avenue near Gunn High School has become
dangerous for students because of the large numbers
of bicyclists and cars using the neighborhood road,
according to concerned residents of the street who
are sounding an alarm.

The onslaught of bicycling students twice a day and
the parents who pick up their children after school
are worrisome, resident Will Chrisman said.

Oren's Hummus coming to Town & Country
Village in Palo Alto

"I've seen I don't know how many accidents. God
help us, there haven't been any bad accidents," he
said.

I smile, I laugh, and pretend I'm okay

Chrisman and other residents want the city to
conduct a new traffic count of cars and bicycles and
for the school to add measures to improve safety,
such as a crossing guard.

Hey! Leggo My Beef!

Harvard changes Advanced Standing

The 600 block of Georgia Avenue is already marked
program

by white "yield" triangles on the roadway and a yield
sign where the bike path from Gunn enters Georgia.

A few years ago, the city also installed a new
crosswalk and lighting and built bulb-outs to improve
the visibility of the crossing and its users, and to
moderate vehicle speeds, said Jenny Zhang, a Gunn
representative on the Safe Routes to Schools team,
in an email on Dec. 11. The Georgia bike path was
also widened.

Indoor Fun Part 4

But activity on the street on a recent afternoon
illustrated the neighbors' ongoing concern: Just after
school let out, more than a dozen teens on bikes
sped downhill off the path, banking left onto Georgia
without pausing and heading into the path of cars.
Waves of bike riders, as many as 20 at a time,
continued for more than an hour.

Parents in cars trolled the street in search of parking

spaces, using driveways to turn around. One mother in an SUV backed over a concrete bulb-out curb next
to the bike path in an effort to squeeze into a spot to await her child. When she left, another parent took
her place, repeating the maneuver. Some drivers and bicyclists nearly collided.
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Gunn High neighbors say street has become dangerous for students | News | Palo Alto Online | 3/6/19, 12:53 PM

"It's crazy. I don't know what to do about it," said Ann Goby, a retired Indiana teacher.

"It's very scary. I saw a big school bus today and it stopped where the kids are standing," she said,
pointing to a group of teens next to the crosswalk.

The street has also become an auxiliary parking lot for school employees, Goby and Chrisman said. As
they watched, a white van parked and the driver unloaded 5-gallon buckets of tennis balls, which he took
up the path to the Gunn tennis courts.

Chrisman grew up on Georgia Avenue. There were few cars then, and he and his friends frequently played
stickball in the street, he recalled. The bike path wasn't heavily used.

But the confluence of many factors has contributed to the problem, he said: traffic-calming measures on
Arastradero Road have pushed cars onto side streets; a highly successful bike-to-school program has
increased bike traffic; and reduced on-campus parking has sent some employees and students into the
neighborhood to park. An area of campus that used to be a parking lot is now filled with modular buildings.

In addition, students say, the school's $125 parking permit fee is high and many avoid it. Plus, traffic gets
congested at Gunn's entrance on Arastradero when school lets out, making it more convenient to park off
campus, according to senior Jared Freeman.

City staff don't agree that the traffic-calming measures on Arastradero, made permanent in 2012 after a
few years on a trial basis, are causing the traffic hazards on Georgia.

"The increase on Georgia Avenue is best explained by an increase of Gunn parents utilizing Georgia
Avenue to drop off their high school students," a 2015 staff report stated.

A May 2015 count of morning peak traffic on Georgia found there were about 70 cars prior to the
Arastradero road changes, a number that remained relatively stable at 64 and 70 cars in 2011 and 2012
after the trial Arastradero road improvements were implemented. The number increased on Georgia to 190
by 2015.

But Chrisman said he wants the city to do another traffic count so it can have a clear picture of what is
now happening four years later and to make safety improvements.

The city doesn't have a current plan to do another count, staff said. Rafael Rius, city traffic engineering
lead, attributed the greater traffic on Georgia to changes to the Gunn daily start and end times, higher
enrollment at nearby Juana Briones Elementary School and local neighborhood traffic traveling by way of
Amaranta and Maybell avenues. If major cut-through traffic patterns changed as a result of the traffic-
calming project, there would be significant increases on Georgia and decreases on Arastradero outside of
school-commute times, he said.

Palo Alto police Lt. Conn Maloney, supervisor of the police traffic team, said in an email to the Weekly that
Safe Routes to Schools has made a definite impact on bike traffic along Georgia. The street has some of
the highest school bicycle traffic in the city.

"The volume of bicycles is dramatically high in some areas, which can clearly be seen in the Maybell-
Donald-Georgia corridor," he wrote. "There are literally hundreds and hundreds of kids riding bikes on
these streets. This is exactly where we want them to ride. This corridor is off the main arteries and
predominantly used by local traffic.

"It has been our observation that this can lead to congestion during the peak ingress and egress times,
but not a 'dangerous traffic situation' as some have called it. We have relatively few complaints and
reported collisions in this area," Maloney wrote.

"Most of us involved ... observe better driver behavior in and around schools when the kids are visible in
high numbers," he said.

In 2018, bike tallies on campus showed 912 Gunn students now ride to campus, or 46 percent, according
to the Safe Routes program. In 2002, the tally counted only 166 bikes or 10 percent of students.

The city does have plans to improve bike safety along Georgia and Maybell, including changes to the Gunn
bike path and the installation of speed humps on the street, through its Bicycle Boulevard program. But all
of those projects are on hold as the city's Office of Transportation is short-staffed.

Follow the Palo Alto Weekly/Palo Alto Online on Twitter @PaloAltoWeekly and Facebook for breaking news,
local events, photos, videos and more.
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We can't do it without you. Join
Support local journalism.

Comments

parent

The solution is obvious to us. Get the distracted drivers off of that street.

Email Town Square Moderator Report Objectionable Content

Short story writers wanted!

“gil " PALOJALTOAWEEKLY;

Gopal

I remember spending a summer riding my bike to Gunn from Los Altos Hills.

I wiped out on Elena once, dodging a garbage truck, and got numerous flat tires along the
Arastradero bike path from those little prickly thorn thingies that litter the path.

I applaud all the Gunn kids trying to make bike commuting work. The city needs to prioritize their
safety ahead of the convenience of motorists.

The 33rd Annual Palo Alto Weekly Short Story
Contest is now accepting entries for Adult, Young
Adult (15-17) and Teen (12-14) categories. Send
us your short story (2,500 words or less) and
entry form by March 29. First, Second and Third
Place prizes awarded in each category.

The same struggle is playing out in San Francisco today on a much more dramatic scale. I hope
some of these Gunn kids end up here someday, and use their experience to help improve the bike
network here and around the Bay Area.

Email Town Square Moderator Report Objectionable Content

CONTEST DETAILS
Saw this coming

The solution is obvious to us. Get the traffic (not)calming measures reversed. They are so
counterproductive and are creating all kinds of collateral issues that are far worse. We were much
better off before.

Email Town Square Moderator Report Objectionable Content

Resident

The problem as I see it is that both our high schools are much too large. The campuses were not
designed for the number of students as well as staff. The entrances and egresses are poorly
designed. The schools were not designed for parents dropping off or picking up students because,
wait for it, they were designed for the days when most students arrived and left by school buses or
driving themselves.

The schools were not designed for so many bikes arriving and leaving. They were not designed for
parent pick up and drop off.

Many parents are worried so much about their child's safety that they will not let them bike or walk,
but have to drive them as close as possible and pick them up as close as possible.

We do not have a sensible bus policy. Gunn students can ride a bus, but it is VTA and need to pay a
fare. Paly has the free shuttle which some students can use [portion removed.] Also if all the
students wanted to use the same bus/shuttle they would not hold all the students without severe

https://www.paloaltoonline.com/news/2018/12/27/gunn-high-neighbors-say-street-has-become-dangerous-for-students Page 3 of 24
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over-crowding, which I think is possibly happening anyway.

The school board in its wisdom does nothing to help the situation. They say that how the students
get to school is not their responsibility. They provide bike cages, but no security for the bikes which

get damaged and stolen. The school buses that are parked in the lot beside Paly need to use the
Paly driveway without holding one Paly student!

Is any of this a sensible way to get students to school?

Bring back efficient school shuttle service. It does not have to be run by PAUSD but can be

contracted out. Make areas near all our schools no drop off/pick up zones so that the students can
walk from an area 1/4 mile from school. Ticket parents sitting in cars near schools and any empty

car (that doesn't have a resident permit) gets ticketed too.

More aggressive management of school traffic is the responsibility of both PAUSD and CPA.

Email Town Square Moderator Report Objectionable Content

This was planned

This is no accident. The school district and City planned for this before the last bond money was

spent, calling it the "back entrance" to Gunn and planning for it to take whatever extra traffic they
needed it to take. The unlimited capacity of the "back ntrance" was brought up as answer to those

who felt the alternative of spending the money improving three schools rather than the focus on

spending to crete more capacity at two campuses, was never seriously examined (the architect and
contractors do better from the enlarged campuses because the per square foot costs of a lot of the
space is higher by millions and they profit as a percentage, plus they don't have to populate three

school sites).

The bulb outs seem to embolden bike riders to do stupid things, they do not seem to help safety.
There are a few students alive today just because I am so aware of this and thus so cautious.

Unfortunately, the waves of students also seem oblivious to the safety of younger children and older

people, or anyone who needs to go in the other direction, making the path unusable for others
during those hours. Since it is the school's "back entrance" that has taken over the neighborhood

area, officially as far as the district talked about it, why should the students think anyone else has

to use the path or honor the line in the center of the path denoting two-way traffic?

The City has been creating hazards all over the place but especially in this neighborhood, starting
with the aggressively nonsensical and idiotic hockey stick "biking box" at Donald and Arastradero,

which creates a serious life-threatening daily danger for cars for ZERO purpose for bikes (since

bikes never seem to use the box part that pushes cars so far back they have NO visibility to see left

when they turn, and there are almost never bikes there except when there are crossing guards
anyway -- this could be fixed). [Portion removed.]

There has also been a lot more parking into the neighborhood this year than any year in the past. I

think we may need a parking permit program over here, too.
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This article misses the complete picture.

There's lots of information missing from this article. Auto parking at Gunn is reduced because the

campus is currently under CONSTRUCTION. Temporary portables are occupying auto spaces that will

be restored after construction is complete. This temporary condition has pushed cars off-campus.

https://www.paloaltoonline.com/news/2018/12/27/gunn-high-neighbors-say-street-has-become-dangerous-for-students
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Campus enroliment is the highest it has been in decades (the bubble class has hit the high schools).
That affects traffic.

Arastradero is currently under construction, and we all know construction creates delays and
detours. Again, a temporary condition.

Decades ago we had buses at Gunn--which, of course, used to relieve traffic on streets like Georgia
near the school site. Thanks to Prop 13, busing has been eliminated in most public school districts
across the state. If you want more busing, prepare to pay handsomely for it.

Georgia is a VERY quiet street--except during school commute times. The traffic problems are
created by parents driving their kids to school. Parents' cars and behavior are the problem (illegal
U-turns, jockeying for a place to sit and wait, as the article describes). If parents care about making
a safer environment for the kids, it is a problem they can solve by making different choices. I, a
parent who volunteers at Gunn, bike Georgia frequently. The risks cited here are overstated.
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problems: part 1-3

part 1 of the problem is that many bicyclists do not walk their bikes while in the crosswalks. they
often dart across making it difficult for cars to respond.

part 2 is that high-schoolers driving cars to Gunn also contribute to the overall gridlock.
part 3 is local commuters in a hurry to get to work in the AM.

part 1 can be rectified. parts 2-3, probably not.

Email Town Square Moderator Report Objectionable Content

This was planned

@risks,

If you live in the neighborhood and have experienced students look you right in the eye as you are
driving under speed limit on Georgia yet dart suddenly right across your bumper because those bulb
outs make them feel like they are in some kind of force field where a 5 ton vehicle will not crush
them, you would understand. This has happened to me more than once, and I still remember the
horrified looks of the friends on the sidewalk who knew better.

Also, I have had to use the bike path to go in the other direction with a small child, and must have
started between clumps, because there was no going forward or back safely, the kids do not respect
the two-way aspect of that path. That path is in the neighborhood, it is not and was never designed
to be a back entrance to a 2000 student high school. The teens also pay no attention at all to the
stop signs and younger kids trying to cross the street, and thus fewer young kids walk themselves
to school. This has been a perennial problem. I have witnessed teen bikers collide with young
children in the Juana Briones playground, but I have heard (would like to know if true) that they are
finally closing the school grounds to through bike traffic. Little kids on the playground and oblivious
teen bikers do not mix safely.

Email Town Square Moderator Report Objectionable Content
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"onslaught of bicycling students"

[Portion removed.]

This article reads like driving and parking spots for cars are god's gift to mankind. Sheesh.
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Reallly?

This article is really skewed in opposition to cycling. It reads more like an opinion article than news.
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stop signs

I'm happy more kids are cycling to school but I walk my elementary-aged child to school in this
neighborhood and have seen teen cyclists flying by a police officer who was standing near the stop
sign at Georgia and Donald repeatedly yelling a reminder that cyclists have to stop at stop signs.
Some of them slowed down since the cop was there (on any other day, this rarely happens) but a
lot didn't, which made me think they don't know it's a rule of the road. Or they don't care or they
feel invincible in the horde.
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Anon

Posted by This was planned, a resident of Green Acres

>> answer to those who felt the alternative of spending the money improving three schools rather
than the focus on spending to crete more capacity at two campuses,

I agree that three campuses would have been, and, would be, better. But, I applaud all the students
walking and riding their bikes to school.

>> The bulb outs seem to embolden bike riders to do stupid things, they do not seem to help
safety. There are a few students alive today just because I am so aware of this and thus so
cautious.

I've been there during busy school times. I agree that bike riders that zoom out without stopping
are stooopid, but, the real problem that I have seen is rushing, tailgating vehicles-- often pickup
trucks, TBH, cutting through and trying to zoom to work and getting frustrated. We need
enforcement. Ticket those tailgaters and speeders until they either stop driving aggressively or pick
a different route. Every route through that neighborhood is congested. You can blame the schools,
elementary, middle, and high schools, or, you can blame VMware, Tesla, et al. To me, schools are a
much higher priority than somebody rushing to work.

Email Town Square Moderator Report Objectionable Content

Really? Your Kids Need to be Picked Up?
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What in the world are so many parents doing picking up students at a High School? Or even 'near' a
High School? Except for those with mobility problems, students are old enough and should be
capable enough to walk or ride a bus to some location more suitable for pickup. Or even get home
by themselves. (ride a bike, maybe?)

Seriously, isn't it time your kids were more self-sufficient?

And, although this organization is focused on younger kids, check this out: Web Link

Email Town Square Moderator Report Objectionable Content

This was planned

@Really? and everyone else,

The point I am trying to make is that the City, School District, everyone involved in the planning and
spending of the last construction bond -- they all PLANNED for this to be the "back entrance" to
Gunn, and all traffic planning in the front of the school depended on this "back entrance" being used
not just for bikes but also for parents dropping off and picking up kids. They are not discouraging
this at the school, they have been calling this the "back entrance"

-- whether you think parents should be dropping off or picking up their kids or not, the fact is, they
do, and the powers that be have encouraged the community to use it that way, even though it is not
on school property. This situation is just more of the outcome that comes from the rank disrespect
of City Hall and the School Board toward community members. Contractors got to implement their
more profitable plan, because they could assume they could take over a part of a quiet residential
neighborhood as a large high-school back entrance, rather than taking a realistic look at traffic
under existing conditions and thus weighing more in favor of reducing the size of the school and
improving all THREE schools. Many tens of millions were spent on making these larger campuses,
including just on the fact that the square footage cost more. They called this explicitly the back
entrance of the school and incorporated a shifting of traffic from the other side of the school and
major streets into the neighborhood as part of deciding whether to prioritize spending on expanding
Gunn rather than on improving it as a slightly smaller school and reopening Cubberly.

My point is further that this is yet another example of the chickens coming home to roost after the
City/powers that be get away with making false statements in order to get developments approved
(the residents won't need cars/they won't need to leave their little microboxes ever, honest), and
residents paying the price. Especially residents on this side of town, who they think are beneath
contempt because they aren't as rich as the other side of town (and the mayor and most of Council
always lives in the North).

What does the City have to do with Schools, you say? The City had to be a part of that plan,
because of the traffic. Again, they were able to just decide that it was okay to turn the quiet
residential neighborhood into a "back entrance" to a 2000 (2500 in future, as planned) student
school, in order to avoid the harsh realities of how the existing traffic situation on Arastradero and
Foothill would impact decisions about whether they could proceed with the most economically
wasteful way to spend the bond money.
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Children Are More Sheltered These Days

> What in the world are so many parents doing picking up students at a High School? Or even 'near'
a High School? Except for those with mobility problems, students are old enough and should be
capable enough to walk or ride a bus to some location more suitable for pickup. Or even get home
by themselves. (ride a bike, maybe?)

Seriously, isn't it time your kids were more self-sufficient?

Things are different now as even 5th graders are frequently accompanied by their parents to grade

school in the AM. Too many suspected weirdos out there nowadays and parents are naturally
concerned.
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It wasn't that way when I was a child. If a 5th grader's parent walked them to school every
morning, the kid would be ridiculed unmercifully. Things are different now and this practice has
become the norm.

So it comes as no surprise that parental coddling for the sake of perceived safety and convenience
takes precedence all the way up to high school. I imagine that some parents given the opportunity
would also opt to see their children off every morning to college classes and maybe even while their
kids are working towards a Ph.D.

This practice began decades ago and might partially explain the coddled and entitled perspective of
various Millennials who are now adults.
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cvvhrn

SO as a new Gunn parent, I have witnessed first hand the issues and with everything its complex.

Gunn is a disaster in terms of traffic flow in and out: I have been stuck in the parking lot for over 30
minutes because of this on rainy days

The construction has not helped at all and once done it will improve things a bit, but the geography
(multiple schools and Tech Companies/VA) always means traffic

Our kids (my teen included) do need to pay attention when riding. As many have mentioned its can
be pretty bad at times with weaving, texting and the like)

Motorists also need to exercise patients when driving during these times.

I'm sorry but Wayno et al should keep their autonomous vehicles away from the area during the
morning and afternoon dismissal times. It adds to the traffic and i'm all for them proving systems
but maybe somewhere else eh?

Perhaps the district should emphasize student using the Boll Park Bike Path (and Gunn bike path)
for students who live to the North or Midtown areas
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Kids Today

> What in the world are so many parents doing picking up students at a High School?

> Seriously, isn't it time your kids were more self-sufficient?

>> If a 5th grader's parent walked them to school every morning, the kid would be ridiculed
unmercifully. Things are different now and this practice has become the norm.

Suburban children in the more affluent neighborhoods are being brought up to be weenies. This
doesn't occur in places like Compton, Richmond, EPA etc.

>> Too many suspected weirdos out there nowadays and parents are naturally concerned.

Weirdos have always been out there...liberal PC perspectives have allowed some to thrive as certain
aberrations are now considered socially acceptable. Thus they are more visible.
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cvvhrn
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@Kids Today

Different times however, 95% of the days our son rides to school. On some days, if it rains we drive
him, or if he has athletics, it gets late by the time he is done with practice and we drive him as well.
In fact its the fact that so many student bike that caused this whole discussion in the first place eh?
As far as the comparison of say Compton, while they have a population of 30,000 more people, they
also have 6 high schools versus 2 and they are spread out. Palo Alto covers 26 square miles versus

10 of Compton (albeit alot of that is open space) so students travel greater distances.

Not sure what to say about the "liberal PC perspective" making it acceptable. There seems to be
plenty of weirdo out there regardless of the politics of the region

Email Town Square Moderator Report Objectionable Content

Anon

Posted by Kids Today, a resident of Barron Park

>> Suburban children in the more affluent neighborhoods are being brought up to be weenies. This
doesn't occur in places like Compton, Richmond, EPA etc.

>> >> Too many suspected weirdos out there nowadays and parents are naturally concerned.
>> Weirdos have always been out there...liberal PC perspectives have

ANNANNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNAN

I guess this implies that you are "conservative". OK. Just don't turn around and start complaining
about all the kids walking and riding their bikes to school and getting in the way of your driving in
the neighborhood. There are ~2022 students at Gunn and they are going to get there somehow.
Many of us -liberals- wanted 3 high schools, to no avail.
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Liberals & Conservatives Alike

> Many of us -liberals- wanted 3 high schools, to no avail.

There used to be 3 high schools in Palo Alto. Blame the PAUSD for this oversight.
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Anonymous

Gunn kids entitled thinking they are the only ones on the road and don't observe said cycling rules
of the road? SHOCKED. Said no one ever. Product of their upbringing.
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3rd Year Law Student

> Weirdos have always been out there...liberal PC perspectives have allowed some to thrive as
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certain aberrations are now considered socially acceptable.

The ACLU has a lot to do with this and in some ways, the concept is justifiable...providing the
'weirdos' are not posing a threat to society at large.

> Suburban children in the more affluent neighborhoods are being brought up to be weenies.

This is true to some extent as parent's are more protective these days...and it's not necessarily
limited to the more affluent neighborhoods.

On the other hand, some children may in turn become more dependent on adult protection and/or
nurturing as they get older.

One of my colleagues in law school breast-fed her child up to 5 years-old. To me, that kind of falls
under the 'weirdo' category.
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It was planned

@Alike,

It was no "oversight", the expensive enlargement of the campuses (rather than going in the
direction of spending the money better on three smaller campuses) -- with a clear-eyed
understanding of the traffic -- was pushed by those in charge of the project, and those who stood to
make the most money, and other voices were trampled on.

Of the current board members, Caswell bears the most blame.
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This was planned

@Sheltered,

I realize it's trendy these days to blame parents for every last thing and then some, even more than
usual, but don’t you think you are being just a little overly judgmental? There are very real safety
concerns having to do with traffic. There are individual developmental needs (such as executive
function and ADHD - in this district, some kids from a very early age having their whole lives
destroyed because teachers and peers tend to brutalize kids emotionally if they can’t just tow the
line organizationally from an early age, it's treated like the kids are bad and something they are
willfully doing wrong - pushing kids who couldn’t be obedient enough into menial lives was a
problem back then, too), time (schools tend to treat kids’ time like it's 24 hours at their disposal
and kids’ and family autonomy as nothing, so any time saved in transit or even a chance to speak in
the car is valuable), a need to get to after school activities (that yes, can in fact be a child’s choice,
and sometimes their only respite against school which is NOT their choice). I know you probably
have a hard time understanding this, but it is actually the case in some families that parents and
children work together instead of on separate planes of existence, and they value having some time
together daily, and may choose that over a long unpleasant bike trip in ever worsening traffic to the
other side of town, in bad light.

I remember we had to accompany ours through 5th because it was just such a hazard (even for us
parents) getting across one of the streets with the unbroken stream of Gunn kids who refused to
stop at the stop sign, and the district has never listened to calls to teach them to stop (a cop
handing out tickets never did) or get a crossing guard. When some kids stopped, it never helped
because there were always others even more oblivious who would race around or even pile up
almost colliding with those in front. It was always a nerve-wracking part of the morning, both to and
from (for even just the parent alone). A collision between a big person(s) on a bike and a little
person can be injurious and even fatal. I witnessed some of those on the school yard where the
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bikes were a lot slower than on the street. And frequently requested that the principal call for a
crossing guard there so kids could get to school safely on their own.

When I was a kid, we were expected to get to school on our own, too, but things aren’t exactly the
same here and now:

A) Back then, most people had more kids because society was generally more accepting of the
historically far higher likelihood that children would die before adulthood.

B) Only really rich kids got the resources they needed to succeed; having a middle-class existence
on the menial income was more possible. More people have fewer kids and care more about
providing them with opportunities only the richer kids used to get.

C) When I was a kid, school was structured to take over children’s whole lives 24/7, when they
walked home, it was usually also part of meeting friends, getting into mischief, etc. Nobody gives
kids (or families) that kind of control over their lives outside of school anymore.

I knew more kids who walked to school on their own, I did, we were totally free range, but being
very frank in the Me Too age, I also knew far more kids in my immediate neighborhood (and family)
who were molested by an older teen who took advantage of the situation. I think statics show there
are a lot of us with those kinds of memories, and given the consequences, I'm not going to judge
anyone who wants to decide for themselves (without regard to your or anyone else’s superficial
judgmentalism) what FREEDOM means to them.

More biking is a good thing. The City pushing more kids to bike while making ever more ludicrous
and even dangerous (and expensive) changes to our streets is not a good thing, and I also don't
blame anyone who doesn’t want to be bullied into doing anything they feel unsafe doing. (But then,
I think the City should underground the train and make that whole stretch a pedestrian, bike and
scooter way all the way across town. If you think about it, we're all paying for almost a Billion in
school construction that won’t even finish fixing up our schools, the train tunnel would be on that
order of magnitude, and there are things that could be done with that space to offset the costs,
too.). Supporting biking also has nothing to do with supporting bad biking behavior that makes that
entrance unsafe (such as ignoring that there are TWO ways), or the City’s and school district’s bad
presumption that it was okay to take over a part of a neighborhood as basically an official back
entrance to a very large school.

Email Town Square Moderator Report Objectionable Content

Resident

The idea that the district didn't invest in a third high school because contractors somehow benefited
is pretty odd. I get that you disagree with the decision, but why do you think the district staff,
superintendent, and board would go along? Seems more likely that given that district enroliment
overall has shrank the last 4 years, and high school enroliment is stable and certain to start
shrinking in a couple of years when the "bubble classes" graduate, a new high school at a cost of
around $150M+, plus annual operating costs, seemed like an expensive solution for whatever traffic
problem you perceive.

I do agree that the volume of concentrated bikers is not well managed. Maybell and Los Robles are
hazardous during the before and after school commutes, as the kids literally don't stop and
sometimes don't even look. It's dangerous to pedestrians, drivers, the kids themselves. I don't think
this is a school problem - they don't employ the crossing guards, they don't police the streets. The
CITY needs to enforce its traffic laws and keep the streets safe for all. There's a new police chief in
town who claims to be interested in nuts and bolts enforcement - give him a try.

Email Town Square Moderator Report Objectionable Content

Resident

There is still a lot of discussion here that does nothing to address the underlying problem which is
that Gunn (and Paly) are too big for their initial design and not designed for students arriving in
anything other than school buses and self driving. This is how high schools used to work when most

https://www.paloaltoonline.com/news/2018/12/27/gunn-high-neighbors-say-street-has-become-dangerous-for-students Page 11 of 24



javascript:showWhy('/square/abuse.php?w=1&ci=463367',%20'abuse_463367')

https://www.paloaltoonline.com/about/contact/mailto.php?e=ts_moderator

javascript:showWhy('/square/abuse.php?w=1&ci=463373',%20'abuse_463373')

https://www.paloaltoonline.com/about/contact/mailto.php?e=ts_moderator



Gunn High neighbors say street has become dangerous for students | News | Palo Alto Online | 3/6/19, 12:53 PM

Paly and Cubberley were the two high schools and Gunn became the third high school.

Since then Cubberley has closed and school buses have not been the main means for students to
get to school. Back way back when no self-respecting high school student would ride a bike to
school and the only ones to walk would be those living in the immediate neighborhood. School
buses would arrive at school along with the arriving cars and there would be practically zero traffic
leaving. The reverse would happen after school when traffic would be leaving at the same time.
There would be no parents dropping off and then driving away, and then after school not arriving,
waiting (idling) and leaving.

This two way traffic is a problem not only on the campuses but in the neighborhoods near the
back/side/front entrances. At the same time, there is a steady stream of students on bikes and on
foot and they all mix together all acting invincible.

The best scenario to improve this situation would be to get more students to school on buses and
shuttles. Bikes are better in theory than in practice. This is primarily because the bikes have to
share the road with vehicles and/or share the non-vehicle paths with pedestrians. Bikes and
pedestrians do not match well particularly when we are talking about adolescents who do not see
the dangers since in most cases they do not have drivers licenses and have no road sense.

On top of that, we have parents who are insisting that it is their right to drive their own kids to
school for whatever reasons they choose. They are adding to the traffic congestion because of this
perceived right and they add traffic to get near to the schools and then to get away from the
schools even if they arrive and leave a different route as they are on the way to work.

I think both our high schools have very much the same problems even though Paly does not have a
non-vehicle back entrance. Paly has the added problem of buses using the Churchill entrance but
not to transport Paly students.

I think the school board and Churchill admin have turned a blind eye to the problems because their
attitude is that it is not their problem of how to get the students to and from school. The city can't
control the problem either and the two way traffic with parents dropping off and then waiting after
school cannot be controlled by no parking/no waiting zones as parents ignore them.

It is long overdue for the school district to sort out the mess they have made by creating two mega
monster schools and a no bus policy. It is time we as a community put pressure on them to
outsource and contract school buses to get the students to school.

If Google can do it, Facebook, Apple, etc. then the school districts can do it too. Get on with it and
stop making excuses. Spend money on solutions to real problems not on feel good issues like
renaming schools.

Email Town Square Moderator Report Objectionable Content

Kids

At both schools police support or traffic safety should be present and enforcing the rules already in
place. In the tightened construction zones this is strange to be so devoid of adult supervision for
gunn and fletcher. At paly, the parking lot is such a strange maze, it is difficult to speed through.
Parent block the entire red zone daily and kids cross everywhere. I have never seen any adult
present at this very impacted, very unsafe parking lot. They have been very lucky. The bikes at
charleston also can pop out of anywhere so everyone be very careful. Kids on phones on bikes and
kids cutting kitty corner should be expected. Parents in a hurry with large suvs are pretty scary.
Kids just streaming across driveways should also be watched out for. These kids should have better
guidance and parents should not be so aggressive

Email Town Square Moderator Report Objectionable Content

This was planned
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@Resident of Green Acres,

Where were you during planning and approval of the bond expenditures? The push was to expand
both high schools to take up to 2500 students each instead of having three high schools that would
be in the more optimal 1700 student each range. The actual planning process was led by the
architect, who basically took wish lists from teachers and administrators and gave almost
ridiculously stilted information in favor of going in directions that made the most money and sense
for the builders. The process for public comment was a farce. The architect leading the process
pushed to go in the two-large-school direction even from the early planning meetings, and then
restated that as the major design spec in presenting the plan for board approval, making it seem as
if it was the board’s idea. Nowhere in the process from start to finish was there ever any oversight
for most effective use of the money, there was literally no entity engaged in that, no auditing
process to do that, not even the so-called oversight committee. The board members and Skelly
chuckled, saying the public was always good for more funding down the road. (This is probably on
tape.)

Go back and watch the final approval meeting, the architect states overtly that the major design
spec was to increase capacity at the two existing high schools. (The information/ 20-20 hindsight in
your post was not to be borne at the time.) Caswell was all for this, because she doesn’t believe in
thinking for or exercising any judgment herself, she prefers to be led around the nose by “experts”.
It was like watching the Beverly Hillbillies at a used car dealership, believing with all their hearts
that the expensive jalopy and all its extras is the best Cadillac they can’t live without.

The problem with your comment is that you are trying to apply sense to the situation after the fact.
Where were you to try to bring sense to the situation while it was happening? It did not escape a lot
of people’s notice that the process was flawed, some parent even wrote an editorial about it. And
your idea about the construction industry is hopelessly naive and flawed — do some reading about
construction in general, and why school construction costs so much. Of course they’re going to try
to maximize their profit for the least amount of risk or work to them. It would have been nice if the
district hadn’t made such easy pickings, especially for the sake of our kids and district future.

Email Town Square Moderator Report Objectionable Content

Resident

Don't get me wrong, I love the fact that so many kids bike to school. But the problem still exists
that they are a moving force with crowd mentality.

Not only do they individually make poor decisions for themselves, the fact that when they are in a
swarm of bikes, their judgment is even more flawed. It reminds me of a shoal of fish who keep
together for protection, but the shoal itself is likely to lose a few fish to keep the marjority safe.

I have personally witnessed this at Paly, Churchill crossing Alma. When the lights change the bikes
have such a strong sense of right that they take over all the available space making it necessary for
vehicles to behave differently. The City has put up a sign that says vehicles must turn left to enable
the shoal of fish (bikes) have safe passage.

Google type bus service would be a welcome break for other people who need to use the roads to
get to work. Not all traffic is out of towners coming here to work, but often Palo Alto residents
attempting to get to their out of town jobs.

Email Town Square Moderator Report Objectionable Content

Resident

@This was planned - you are confused. You think because the architect led the presentation that
she was the one who decided it was to be 2 vs. 3 high schools? The decision had already been made
by the super and staff, in conjunction with the board - the staff then TOLD the architect what
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options to present. The Super and staff looked at the enrollment numbers and the costs/priorities
and made the call. You disagree, I get it, but you are confused about who made the decision and
why. Your construction vendor conspiracy theory doesn't make sense (sure, call me naive, ouch!).

In fact, the two high schools average 2050 students this year, up about 50 from last year. So
nowhere near the 2500 you fear (Gunn is less than 2000 btw), and only somewhat above the 1700
you think would be appropriate. Not exactly "mega monster schools." And since high school
enroliment is certain to start shrinking in 2 years (the 7th grade class is smaller than the 11th, 6th
< 10th, 5th < 9th, etc.), it will fairly quickly get to what you wanted.

Email Town Square Moderator Report Objectionable Content

This was planned

@Resident,

You are the one who is confused and conjecturing about a process you know nothing about. Many
residents had far more contact with the PLANNING PROCESS than anyone on the board did. The
entity controlling that planning process, and from whom the board and staff took their direction,
was the firm they had decided on (not a "she", a "they", and I only saw men). The direction of
discussion was completely manipulated from very early on by the construction/architecture people.
There was quite literally no one on the district side minding the henhouse. The board approved
things after the flawed process, there was no one on the board ensuring the process was looking out
for the best interests of the district.

Go dig up the video for the approval meeting for spending on Gunn. The architect (he) gave a nice
spiel about how the plans were because of the decision to expand, but that very same person was
there in the trenches at the development meetings (when it was all just ideas and wishlists)
ensuring that was the outcome. There was, unfortunately, no video of those meetings, only a district
person tightly managing the limited public input in such a way that it was a total farce and putting
that on record. Most people were reticent to even ask a question lest they go on record with
something they didn't say or mean, or end up a foil for someone else's manipulative answer.

How many of those early planning meetings did you witness? I'm guessing from your lack of
knowledge of this, zero. (Your presumptions and speculation are not the same as actual
knowledge.)

The number of students this year is not the point. Tens of millions were spent creating campuses
that could take up to 2500 students. If you are so sure that there is no possibility they could ever
reach that capacity, why would you support that? Tens of millions were lost just in the extra cost of
the square footage, that could have been spent completely replacing an elementary school or two
almost from scratch.

The reasons for the decline in enroliment, such as reputation as a result of depression and suicides,
large schools even as they are, serious hits to quality of life in the last decade, persistent violations
of students' rights and lack of a culture of collaboration with families (and unlikely to be cost, since
high cost has always been an issue in Palo Alto for many decades) -- those can all change almost
overnight, there is no "trend" to reliably forecast. An article about Mountain View in 2017 said they
were bracing for "explosive" increases. (As the new crop of apartment dwellers ages, assuming our
district doesn't remain this screwed up forever, Palo Alto is likely to see another wave of growth as a
lot of those new workers have families -- this is what happened to Los Altos from the yuppie
generation, it used to be a better value than Palo Alto.). Palo Alto and Stanford are pushing for more
housing growth, and this always means more students in the schools. The Stanford growth is
coming.

Again, the issue is whether the money was spent well, or whether the architect and other
construction people had undue influence on the process that made for an outcome that did (far) less
for the district than it should have. They controlled the process from very early on, including the
process involved in deciding whether to go in the direction of spending the money expanding the
campuses for potential future enroliment or to improve all three campuses.

Since you seem so convinced that enrollment would have been low regardless, why would you
support a board that spent so much money on expansion, millions that could have been used

https://www.paloaltoonline.com/news/2018/12/27/gunn-high-neighbors-say-street-has-become-dangerous-for-students Page 14 of 24



javascript:showWhy('/square/abuse.php?w=1&ci=463398',%20'abuse_463398')

https://www.paloaltoonline.com/about/contact/mailto.php?e=ts_moderator



Gunn High neighbors say street has become dangerous for students | News | Palo Alto Online | 3/6/19, 12:53 PM

instead to improve Gunn or three campuses, or even the elementary or middle schools?

Or, perhaps you will direct me to the public documents that weigh how to spend the money most
effectively and not let it get blown away from the usual reasons that school construction costs so
much? They don't exist, but I'd love to see you try. There was no entity engaged in that, the board
and staff were naively even obsequiously under the direction of the construction professionals from
the early stages of planning. If this conversation causes someone in the district to wake up to that
before blowing the next wad on way less than we could have had, then it was worth it.

But your post does highlight something about how these things go wrong. People have a goal or an
idea, and actual facts, actual observations, seem to matter not at all. You are basing a very forceful
opinion on ideas not on actual firsthand knowledge. Everything I have expressed can be validated
(and would only be too happy if the local newspaper would go back and dig to prevent it from
happening again).

Back to the point of this thread, you also are missing the point that the idea that this part of a quiet
residential neighborhood could just be co-opted and assumed as the "back entrance" of a 2000-
student (and up to potentiall 2500 student, based on how the money was spent) school, including
for drop off, was baked into the planning and decisions from very early on. It's possible that could
be gleaned from the minutes of various meetings, since it would have also involved the City.

Email Town Square Moderator Report Objectionable Content

This was planned

To be plain and clear - the construction professionals were directing the planning from the wishlist
stages, when the decision about whether to build larger to schools or go with three was no decided,
and their actions and considerations controlled that decision.

The board is very passive here, they were not involved in the planning the way the construction
professionals were, there was no entity engaged in a broad overview of how we could get the most
for our money. There are no documents about such a process either, though I once again welcome
you to produce such documents if you somehow know about such secret process that was neither in
evidence nor public during the planning.

Email Town Square Moderator Report Objectionable Content

Ride The Bus to School

Palo Alto residents and the PAUSD can well afford school buses. This would cut down on school-
related bike traffic.

Being Palo Alto, the district could even afford a fleet of Mercedes/Sprinter school buses to
accommodate its entitled and spoiled enrollment.

Instead of paying more money to useless/ineffectual school administrators, focus on some adequate
transportation.

Email Town Square Moderator Report Objectionable Content

Resident

You mistake the public input process for the decision process. The staff's thinking process didn't
take place in public. Not sure what "documents" you think would exist. The vendors followed their
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direction and the Board accepted their recommendations.

You mistook the public input process for a pivotal part of the decision making process. It might have
been if a large number of people had organized and spoken out strongly, but they didn't. So it was
just a check the box item, as you noticed.

On capacity, in 2008 when the plan came together, they did think they'd need to handle almost
5000 high schoolers. It was a reasonable guess, but it turns out that it was wrong, and it will peak
out at a little over 4000. So yes, they did somewhat over build, but at least they didn't build a 3rd
high school, 4th middle school, or 13th elementary. That would have been a far bigger mistake.

Email Town Square Moderator Report Objectionable Content

This was planned

@Resident,
"You mistook the public input process for a pivotal part of the decision making process."

Not at all. I have pointed out above that the public input was a farce and set up to be not even good
window dressing.

You are clearly still operating from conjecture rather than actual contact with the process. Go back
and read the documents the architect and district published, watch the meetings that are available
to watch, read the minutes. It still won't give you a view of how things developed that actually
being there would.

The fact is that there never was any kind of overview process to spend the money as effectively as
possible. The architect was always the main driver behind how the money was spent. Sure, the
board decided, based on what they were told by the people they let drive that process.

The fact is that they probably could have rebuilt many of the schools new for that money, if it had
been planned and managed more holistically. I don't see how having three renovated school sites
instead of two (in which tens of millions were, by your own admission, unnecessary to spend and
thus wasted) is a mistake when we are still faced with having to renovate Cubberly. If it had been
renovated it could have taken extra capacity or it could have been a greater source of income and
resource for the community, and we would be done with figuring out what to do there.

If you can find it, a parent wrote a very good editorial about how a flawed process would lead to a
flawed outcome. I heard from any number of experts in the community who lead major projects in
their work lives who could only shake their heads at how the district "managed" things. Construction
professionals are in business to make money, it is not customary for them to ensure the district gets
the most out of them for the least amount of money. The district followed no process to ensure that,
they let the construction/architect have way too much influence over the outcome from start to
finish.

The architect, staff, and the City very early in the process had already co-opted this part of the
neighborhood in their plans as the "back entrance" to the school -- they called it the back entrance,
and talked about it like it was some kind of right. As usually happens with these things, there was
no meaningful outreach to the public about it. The parameters for limits on capacity and traffic in

the front of the school assumed there would be bikes AND parent drop offs in the neighborhood,
too.

Email Town Square Moderator Report Objectionable Content

Resident

Talking about the flawed process of the past and how we got here is not helping.

We have to move forward and doing what Google does and get buses taking our kids to school
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efficiently will help all of us.

I like to see kids using bikes for all sorts of reasons, but swarms of bikes causing havoc and parents
dropping off kids then waiting for them after school causes too much danger to those who are trying
to get around without being part of the school commute.

This is definitely PAUSD responsibility, sorry. They have caused the mess. Now they need to be
pressured into taking responsibility and action.

Email Town Square Moderator Report Objectionable Content

R.Davis

QUOTE: Too many suspected weirdos out there nowadays and parents are naturally concerned.

*remembering the days when our parents used to warn us not to accept rides from 'weirdos' to or
from school*

QUOTE: Weirdos have always been out there...

And they seem to be coming out of the woodwork these days.

Email Town Square Moderator Report Objectionable Content

This was planned

@Resident,
"Talking about the flawed process of the past and how we got here is not helping."

On the contrary, those who do not remember (or acknowledge) the past are condemned to repeat
it. Dealing with this situation as if OOPS it just happened is what the City and School District were
counting on when they baked it into the planning that this part of the neighborhood would be
regarded as the school's back entrance, essentially co-opting land that wasn't district land in order
to avoid coming up against the hard constraint of the traffic on Arastradero and Foothill Expwy given
overdevelopment realities.

People avoiding the hard conversations in hindsight is how the City and School district keep getting
away with foisting these kinds of ills on the unsuspecting residents/public. So first of all, it is very
important to realize that this didn't happen by accident, because we also have to deal with the fact
that there are forces within the district and city that will have unfortunate motivations that will
affect any drive to fix it now. And that this is the modus operandi of our City and District, to avoid
realities in favor of advocacy for their own specific purposes, because they never are held to account
when the eminently foreseeable problems (that their processes dismiss) become reality.

Buses are a non-starter, because there are so many costs moving parts beyond just the buses. Land
here is really expensive. Where will the buses be parked? The district doesn't even have buses for
field trips. A busing program involves so many complexities and hotbutton issues, and doesn't
change the fact that the other entrance was not designed to take all that bus traffic, either. You
can't mandate that people take the bus, and given that the district still regards that back entrance
as its own baked in back entrance, it is not going to solve the problem. High school students can
drive, too, and buses tend to reduce flexibility and increase travel times. My high school had a
busing program and still had hundreds of cars parked outside every day. There isn't even public
transit going reasonably directly from the high school to the community colleges despite a heavily
subscribed middle college program. A bus program would not solve anything but it would be
expensive and characterized by no more honesty from the City or district than caused this problem.

Sure, PAUSD caused the problem, but they created it in the planning stage in concert with the City,

with whom those decisions were made. The City is involved with anything involving traffic flow, the
need for lane changes there for the school, etc. Again, this all occurred in the open, but there was
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(as usual) no good faith public outreach over those issue, and that neighborhood area was just
quietly co-opted by the district. They regarded it as the school's back entrance for the purposes of
traffic planning and still do.

Email Town Square Moderator Report Objectionable Content

Resident

@Planned.

I don't disagree with you about the history and yes learning from past mistakes is definitely
important.

I just don't see in your posts any solutions.

I am not necessary talking about the District buying a fleet of buses, but I know there are bus
service contractors that could be contracted. Outsourcing seems the way to go to me. As to where
the buses would be parked, that would be the contractor's problem if you mean overnight or when
not in use. If we could get rid of all the drop off spaces around schools that are used by parents
instead of buses and used them for bus drop off/pick up only it would be the way to go. We need to
stop these parents driving their kids to school because they take up space which should be used for
bus transport not private transport.

We should be able to make certain areas around schools "buses only". The main entrances and exits
could be "bus only" for the 15 minutes before and after school start and the same (probably longer)
after school. Give buses an efficient ebb and flow around the schools to enable them to do a good
job of getting the students into the school in a timely fashion and away again after school.

We could even require "bike passes" for campus bike racks and then use that money for cameras to
protect the bikes. I would also suggest that all bikes should be dismounted on campus (that's how it
was in my school) so that all bikes were pushed until they left the campus. This means that
pedestrians and bike traffic would not have to share the same space which can cause
bike/pedestrian collisions.

It is time for PAUSD to start implementing better traffic control to and from schools, all schools. The
system at present is not helping and as the schools get bigger as the number of residents of town
grow due to all the planned housing, this is going to become even more important.

The mistakes have been made. I get it. Now is the time to try innovation to improve the situation.
Have you any better ideas?

Email Town Square Moderator Report Objectionable Content

Kenny

"I applaud all the Gunn kids trying to make bike commuting work. The city needs to prioritize their
safety ahead of the convenience of motorists."

Why does it have to be either-or? The article seems to be more a thinly veiled neighborhood
complaint about both car and bicycle traffic than anything else. When people move near a school,
traffic is to be expected. Students have to get to school somehow. If there are ongoing safety
problems, let the police know so they can do something about it.

"Too many suspected weirdos out there nowadays and parents are naturally concerned."
Suspected weirdos? Anyone and everyone could be suspected of being a weirdo. That level of
monster-in-the-closet paranoia itself would be a little weird. Regardless, many parents will drive

their kids to school in inclement weather, so plenty of cars will still be present at times. They need
to be safely accommodated.

https://www.paloaltoonline.com/news/2018/12/27/gunn-high-neighbors-say-street-has-become-dangerous-for-students Page 18 of 24



javascript:showWhy('/square/abuse.php?w=1&ci=463463',%20'abuse_463463')

https://www.paloaltoonline.com/about/contact/mailto.php?e=ts_moderator

javascript:showWhy('/square/abuse.php?w=1&ci=463469',%20'abuse_463469')

https://www.paloaltoonline.com/about/contact/mailto.php?e=ts_moderator



Gunn High neighbors say street has become dangerous for students | News | Palo Alto Online | 3/6/19, 12:53 PM

Email Town Square Moderator Report Objectionable Content

A Certain Kind of Weirdo

>Suspected weirdos? Anyone and everyone could be suspected of being a weirdo.
I think the poster was referring to weirdos who have a penchant for children.

Regular weirdos like certain artists and musicians are OK.

Email Town Square Moderator Report Objectionable Content

This was planned

@Resident,
"Now is the time to try innovation to improve the situation. Have you any better ideas?"

Yeah, I do. But as they involve things like truth, learning from mistakes, being honest about traffic
circulation and limits of infrastructure, and respect for residents and residential areas, what's the
point?

@Kenny,

What "thinly veiled"? It IS a complaint about traffic. There are neighborhoods all over town that face
schools and people expect traffic there. This is not one of those places, this is a historically quiet
residential neighborhood, and the affected areas are about a half a mile away by road.

The bike path into the neighborhood from the bike path behind the school has been there a long

time, even during high bicycle usage years. The difference is that between them, the district and
the City, they PLANNED for that part of the neighborhood -- that neither faces nor is directly near
the school from the street -- to become the school's back entrance, encouraged all to use it that

way, and planned the other pick up and drop off area based on the neighborhood taking a certain
amount of traffic.

Furthermore, the bulbouts and extra signage were never necessary before, are uncharacteristic for
a quiet residential street, and encourage all the many people not using it to think of it more as a
thoroughfare than a quiet street.

In that particular place, no, those residents could never have expected this. Going along streets, it's
half to two-thirds mile from the what should be the only school drop off on the main road into the
neighborhood to the place in question, which is all quiet residential neighborhood, or should be.

It was wrong of the school and city to basically plan for that place to be the official "back entrance"
of the school. All that sign pollution and unnecessary road markings and hardscape were
unnecessary before, even with high bike usage. (It doesn't really help now, but applying sense and
facts over agendas would be my first recommendation, which is not on the horizon when it comes to
Palo Alto planning of anything.). The hardscape does help generally with taking over that part of the
neighborhood, though.

The complaints are real, the problems legitimate, the tone and actual deafness of the district and
City an ever-present cause of the problem.

Email Town Square Moderator Report Objectionable Content

This was planned

@ Resident,
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Busing is not a solution for this particular problem. Parents need to drop their kids off at the real
drop off at the school. If that's not feasible, the district needs to work with the City to come up with
a plan that allows better traffic circulation on campus. Then they need to stop encouraging people to
use a quiet neighborhood as the school's back entrance, all car drop offs should be at school. The
district has just been approved another gargantuan facilities bond and can afford to incorporate the
actual traffic of its population into its pick up and drop off on campus.

The City should remove those ridiculous bulb outs. On that quiet street with long visibility, they are
simply an intrusion and do not help safety. The only time there are cars there is the school traffic
anyway, and if the school traffic goes to the school instead, the perceived need for those ridiculous
eyesores that don't belong on a quiet residential street goes away. Both the City and the school
district should have to revisit the traffic situation at the school anyone, because of experience now
with the Arastradero changes.

Anytime there is a conflict between reason and a ridiculous agenda again, the City or district should
have to post a bond to pay for whatever problem the public is concerned will materialize, and the
paper should do a far better job keeping track. We should have been able to force the City, for
example, to replace equivalent retail lost at AlIma Plaza, and create the actual park the residents
were promised after all.

Email Town Square Moderator Report Objectionable Content

Resident

@Planned.

I strongly disagree with you about the school encouraging parents to drop off at only one location.
There are nigh on 2000 students at Gunn and even if only half arrived at school by parents car that
would mean 1000 cars arriving in a short window. It is ridiculous to imagine that this could be done
efficiently with alterations in traffic flow.

Buses would enable an efficient flow if all non-bus traffic apart from bikes and pedestrians, was
eliminated at the main entrance for 15 minutes before and after first bell and the same rule applied
at the end of school.

The problems are two fold at the "back entrance". Parents and bikes. This is the same at all schools.
Bikes are great in theory but they are a swarm that do not obey traffic rules. Parents driving
students feel that it is their right and they should be accommodated to do so. This has to change.

For the neighbors who are trying to leave their homes to get to work or to get younger children to
school they are going against the flow.

One of these days there will be a tragedy outside one of our schools. It will not be nice, but it may
be the catalyst to make PAUSD change its attitude and get it's head out of the sand on this. It is up
to the community to make it change before a tragedy!

Email Town Square Moderator Report Objectionable Content

Will Chrisman

Respectfully, the traffic-calming road changes on Arastradero Road plus other decisions taken by
PAUSD and the City have worsened traffic flow and created a dangerous traffic situation for students
headed to five (5) neighborhood schools here. Kudos to students for making the City bike-to-school
program such a smashing success. Way to go!

Now the adults should do our part to ensure that the safe-routes-to-school is a success! Does
anybody dispute that Baron Park neighborhood streets (think Los Robles Avenue and Amaranta
Avenue) and Green Acres neighborhood streets (think Maybell Avenue and Donald Drive and
Georgia Avenue) should not be the official "back door" to Gunn High. Such thinking reflects bad
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public policy. Shame on the PAUSE and City for looking the other way. I have talked many times
with Gunn High Principal and also with City traffic planning staff but they are not following up with
action.

*¥x*kXX*XHERE'S MY SUGGESTION TO IMPROVE SAFETY FOR STUDENT CYCLISTS HEADED TO
GUNN:

Switch the Maybell Avenue/Donald Drive intersection over to restricted LEFT TURN ONLY turn
heading onto Donald Drive, cyclists excepted. In other words, cars driving on Maybell past Briones
Elementary heading South would be blocked from making a right turn onto Donald, but cyclists
would be free to do so.

Email Town Square Moderator Report Objectionable Content

This was planned

@Resident,

"There are nigh on 2000 students at Gunn and even if only half arrived at school by parents car that
would mean 1000 cars arriving in a short window. It is ridiculous to imagine that this could be done
efficiently with alterations in traffic flow."

Whether that is true or not, planning for traffic is and was part of the planning decisions between
the district and city. People cannot magically materialize at that corner every day. I went to a 2500
student high school and most of those kids drove themselves or were bused. Somehow, they
managed on one entry point.

My point again is that decisions in that process for what we have were made assuming that this
area right in the middle of a quiet residential neighborhood would be co-opted as a back entrance,
for both car and bicycle traffic. The fact that it was planned to take significant car traffic is evident
in the hardscape the City put up which is like the proverbial bridge to nowhere and utterly
unnecessary if people aren't also dropping off there with cars. It was always assumed that the city
and district could proceed with their plans as if they had a right to do that. Those people are not
across from the school, there was no way they could have anticipated this unless their had been
significant public outreach.

Imagine taking a job as a teacher in a school that shares a building with another school. They only
share their back walls, with a space the size of a lane in between. Imagine the other schools decides
to put a doorway right into your classroom which isn't even part of their school, and says, don't
worry, we just need this as an emergency exit from our large assembly hall.

Then imagine the other school tells their school population that's the back entrance to the school
and a third of the population empties through your classroom from their assemblies every day,
because they designed the front entrance not to handle their existing population, since they could
use that back door. And what if they further built some walls and signs into your classroom in order
to keep your students desks and persons out of the way of theirs emptying through your classroom.

This is not a student behavior problem, the other school needs to get real about the design on their
own side so that they take care of their own traffic. And if that creates problems, they need to let
that information (i.e., reality) inform their decisions, instead of foisting the problems on others and
treating the infrastructure like it can magically handle more capacity if they just add yet more signs,
unsafe hardscape, and road pollution, especially somewhere unexpected and someone else has to
handle it.

We just approved a very, very large new facilities bond. The District and the City should have to go
back to the drawing board, and deal with the traffic on Arastradero and the school realistically, and
come up with a new plan, while the money is there to fix this. They should have to remove those
ridiculous bulbouts and at least a half of the sign pollution and stupid, unsafe things they have done
to the neighborhood to give the appearance of doing something about safety (in order to avoiding
doing anything real about safety).

And by the way, if the school deals with the car traffic on its own property, the bike path from the
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neighborhood can still be used for bikes -- that is still a lot of students, and does not mean 2000
students would be taking cars to school to the real entrance(s).

No one has answered my question as to whether Juana Briones school yard has been closed to bike
cross traffic. That would solve both a collision hazard between older students on bikes and younger
ones on the playground, and reduce the traffic at that "entrance".

Email Town Square Moderator Report Objectionable Content

It Could Be Worse

Imagine the fuss if the kids all rode Harleys to Gunn.

Email Town Square Moderator Report Objectionable Content

Will Chrisman

Yes the previous post 'This Was Planned' by a resident of Green Acres has clearly explained how
things are. Are the paid employees of PAUSD and the City listening? Can anybody point to where
the City or PAUSD have shown sensible regard for student cyclist safety and neighborhood quality of
life in connection with the use of Maybell, Donald, and Georgia as the official, unofficial, back
entrance to Gunn High? There obviously used to be three high schools in this district. Neither Gunn
nor Pally were not designed for as many students as they now have and are projected to have going
forward. Arastradero Road presents a traffic flow puzzle that is being made worse by the road
changes the City has made here. I have talked with Palo Alto Transportation Division engineers
many times and requested traffic-flow studies be done in the close neighborhoods to Gunn. Absent
traffic-flow data, what is being relied on by the City for their ongoing work on transportation
planning for Arastradero Road? What is the City relying on to inform public policy in connection with
the Safe Routes to School project? Meanwhile, here on Georgia Avenue the PAUSD has made it their
policy to utilize Green Acres II as the back entrance to Gunn. How is this anything but misguided
public policy? Is anybody listening? Dose anybody have any ideas how to improve this situation for
our student cyclists headed to Gunn as well as the other schools in the Green Acres II close
neighborhood? There are five (5) schools here!

*IAKXXXXHERE'S MY SUGGESTION TO IMPROVE SAFETY FOR OUR STUDENT CYCLISTS:

Switch the Maybell Avenue/Donald Drive intersection over to restricted LEFT TURN ONLY turns
heading onto Donald Drive, cyclists excepted. In other words, cars driving on Maybell past Briones
Elementary heading South would be blocked from making a right turn onto Donald, but cyclists
would be free to do so.

Email Town Square Moderator Report Objectionable Content

Parent

If anyone actually has productive ideas, they should post them. As it stands, this thread reads like a
very long "get off my lawn!" aimed at kids riding their bikes to school.

The school district has no incentive to do anything - from their point of view, there is no problem
here. It sounds like a few grumpy neighbors who live next to a school complaining about all those
annoying children. The idea that this amounts to some massive planning problem is on which large
sums should be spent to rectify, seems like, well, a minority view.

The city might care, but only if you organize and communicate to them. Then they might send out
an enforcement officer a few times, as they do with any other localized nuisance.
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The alternative, as my dad used to say, is just lie down until it goes away! Good luck!

Email Town Square Moderator Report Objectionable Content

This was planned

@Parent,

Your post reads like a way to try to dismiss a conversation you don't like and get people to not read
for themselves. I see a lot of support for kids riding their bikes to school. I see a lot of criticism of a
quiet neighborhood being used as a car dropoff/back entrance to the school. (Although, if all the
kids were riding over someone's yard and constantly tearing it up, especially if they did it because
the school told them that's an alternative route to school, that would be a problem, too.)

You got it right that the school district and City will not respond to complaints. We all learned,
especially in this neighborhood, that the City tends to work from its agendas, and they don't tend to
respond to citizen complaints even complaints about dangerous conditions, if the real world or the
truth in any way conflict with their agendas.

Perhaps you are new, and don't have any contact with the long history of citizen action of this side
of town. You say "the alternative" as if there is nothing else to be done. Not so.

Residents can complain, and they should, because it's always worth first ascertaining whether the
City and School district will be able to talk rationally. When that proves to be impossible, Citizens
can take matters into their own hands. They can and should see what happens when they don't get
involved in the district planning related to Gunn; if they want to prevent worse from happening,
they will need to organize to be very proactive to watch the planning, to demand the district and
City fix this situation, and to ensure that the next bond money is spent in a way that takes realistic
stock of the traffic to and around Gunn, and respects the neighborhood rather than (in the way the
City does) their constant assault on neighborhoods.

They will not be able to get the district or City to do anything by attending the meetings or giving
input, but rather the involvement would be to figure out what the next referendum should be to set
some reasonable boundaries. This situation was baked into the Gunn and Arastradero planning
years ago, and things will go worse unless people in the neighborhood take action now to not only
prevent it, but to reverse all the rest of the nonsense.

This neighborhood far more than many others in Palo Alto, has been directly impacted by the
overdevelopment. I hope we are hearing the sound of the camel's back again...
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_ Planning and Transportation Commission Public Comment 3-13-19
transportation safety at this intersection and more broadly in Green

Acres as students travel on Donald Drive, Maybell Avenue past Briones
Elementary and Briones Park, along to the stoplight intersection at El
Camino Real.

Often times parents waiting in parked cars both sides of Georgia
adjacent to the pedestrian-bicycle pathway--to drop off or pick up
students--affect traffic flow. Parked cars both sides of Georgia restricts
traffic flow. Here frequently cars and bikes swerve to avoid hitting or
being hit by another car or bicyclist. Student bicyclists routinely
disregard posted stop signs at the corner of Georgia and Donald as well
as Maybell and Donald. Traffic gets backed up. People are in a hurry.
Honk horns. Bicyclists shout back. To me is seems as though the "road-
narrowing" diet on Arastradero Road is having a negative impact on
student transportation safety here in Green Acres.

Kathleen, your October 4th email indicated that you spoke with School
Resource Officers about transportation safety concerns, and your officers
would be out in the area soon. | watched for them but have not seen
officers at least not here on Georgia. Is that a something you are
working on? When can we expect to see officers here on Georgia? Again,
I think it would be a help to add a traffic crossing-guard for students at
the pedestrian-bicycle pathway from Gunn. Especially during afternoon
rush. I hope you may consider the crossing-guard suggestion.

towillchris@gmail.com

This email contains information that may be privileged, confidential,

or otherwise protected from disclosure except to its intended recipients:
Sharing or use other than by its intended recipients is strictly prohibited.
If you received this email in error please delete it immediately.
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Planning and Transportation Commission Public Comment 3-13-19

From: Albert Chin

To: Planning Commission

Subject: Support for RPP proposal for Green Acres neighborhood
Date: Thursday, March 7, 2019 7:13:22 PM

Hi there,

| am writing to communicate my support to the proposal from neighbor Jeneen Nammar to
reguest the inclusion of the Green Acres neighborhood in the residential parking permit (RPP)
program.

For years, we have had the problem of overflow Gunn parking impacting the neighborhood.
The 9-10am ban on street parking, in place in most of the neighborhood, appears to largely
work - but is negatively impacting some residents. This has resulted in some neighbors who
petitioned to remove the 9-10am signs along certain stretches of road - who then face the
parking problem again as well as the accompanying litter, traffic, etc.

Instituting a RPP program will be a positive step to continue with parking protections, while
not preventing residents from being able to park in front of their own homes during those
hours.

As an aside, some residents along Georgia Ave (closest to Arastradero Rd, and including
Wallis Court) will be petitioning to instate the 9-10am parking ban, through the first half of
the 4100 block (up to the Stop-sign at Georgia and Crosby Court). In conjunction with
inclusion in RPP, this can help to aleviate the problem with our neighborhood becoming the
de-facto offsite parking for Gunn.

Regards,
Albert Chin

Il GeorgiaAve
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Planning and Transportation Commission Public Comment 3-13-19

From: Neilson Buchanan

To: Council, City; Planning Commission; Shikada, Ed
Subject: analysis of SB50

Date: Saturday, March 9, 2019 5:29:16 PM
Attachments: SF Plannings 2019 SB 50_Memo March 14 2019.pdf

Leading cities have begun to analyze SB50 impact and report to their citizens. Here
is a report from San Francisco.

| urge the Planning Commission and City Council to keep Palo Alto citizens informed
and take a position on this fast-moving legislation and its companion bills, especially
the legislation to fund affordable/subsidized housing centrally through regionalized
taxation and redistribution.

Neilson Buchanan
[l Bryant Street
Palo Alto, CA 94301

cnsbuchanan@yahoo.com
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Memo to the Planning Commission ot

INFORMATIONAL HEARING DATE: MARCH 14, 2019 San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

. Reception:
RE: Senate Bill 50 (2019) 415.558.6378
Staff Contact: Paolo Ikezoe, Senior Planner, Citywide Division
. Fax:
' paolo.ikezoe@sfgov.org, 415-575-9137 415.558.6409

Reviewed by: Miriam Chion, Manager of Housing and Community Development

miriam.chion@sfgov.org, 415-558-6362 r';‘”"i"% _

Joshua Switzky, Manager of Land Use and Community Planning :;;n;a;grgan

joshua.switzky@sfeov.org, 415-575-6815

BACKGROUND

This memo is in response to the Commission’s request for an analysis and informational hearing on the
proposed State Senate Bill 50 (“SB 50”) and its potential effects on San Francisco. SB 50 was introduced in
the California State Senate on December 3, 2018. This memo’s analysis is based on the version of the bill
proposed as of March 7, 2019. The current version of the bill includes several key provisions that have yet
to be defined, and amendments, which will likely include clarifications to portions of the bill left undefined,
are expected this month. A vote in the Senate Transportation and Housing Committee could occur as early
as the end of March.

Previous analysis on SB 827, SB 50’s predecessor, was provided to the Commission on February 5th and
March 15th of 2018. The Commission did not take any official action on that bill. The Board of Supervisors
passed resolution number 84-18 on April 3, 2018 opposing SB 827. On April 17, 2018, SB 827 failed to pass
out of the Senate Transportation and Housing Committee.

SB 50 is in many respects an update to last year’s SB 827. Both bills are intended to take on the
underproduction of housing throughout the state of California by increasing zoned capacity for housing
and focusing that capacity near transit service. The Urban Displacement Project released a study in October
2018 estimating the impact SB 827 could have had on the Bay Area. That analysis found SB 827 would have
increased the financially feasible development potential in the Bay Area sixfold (from 380,000 to 2.3 million
units), while increasing the potential for affordable inclusionary units sevenfold.! SB 50’s inclusion of ‘jobs
rich” areas would likely increase that estimate of how many new housing units could be produced. The
study also found that 60% of the units SB 827 would have unlocked were located in low-income and
gentrifying areas. SB 50’s addition of a ‘jobs rich’ geography greatly expands the area where the bill would
apply, and should include many high-resourced areas that may not be immediately proximate to transit.

There is widespread agreement at the state level that all of California has underbuilt housing for decades,
with disastrous effects for low-, moderate- and middle-income households. In the Bay Area, recent analyses
have suggested that the region would have needed to produce 700,000 more units since 2000 than it actually
did in order for housing to have remained affordable to median income households.2 The scale and breadth

1 https://www.urbandisplacement.org/sites/default/files/images/udp mapcraft sb 827 policy brief.pdf

2 https://www.spur.org/news/2019-02-21/how-much-housing-should-bay-area-have-built-avoid-current-housing-crisis
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of the state’s affordability crisis since the Great Recession has led to increased interest and involvement
from the Governor, legislature, and various State agencies. A recent article counted over 200 housing-
related state bills introduced this session, and the Governor has set an ambitious goal of 3.5 million new
housing units statewide by 2025.3 SB 50, as well as many of the other bills currently proposed in the state
legislature, are intended to tackle our housing shortage and provide enough homes for our state’s growing
and diverse population. Mayor London Breed has voiced support for the intent of SB 50, telling a local
news station that “San Francisco, along with the entire Bay Area, needs to create more housing if we are
going to address the out of control housing costs that are causing displacement and hurting the diversity
of our communities.” The Mayor has stated she will work with Senator Wiener to create “more housing
opportunities near transit, while maintaining strong renter protections and demolition restrictions so we
are focusing development on empty lots and underutilized commercial spaces.”*

SUMMARY OF LEGISLATION

SB 50 proposes to increase housing development capacity statewide by allowing certain qualifying
residential projects, which meet a minimum inclusionary housing requirement, to receive a development
bonus. In SB 50, this bonus is called an “equitable communities incentive” and takes the form of relief from
certain local development controls for qualifying projects. Residential projects which meet minimum
performance standards specified in the bill and located within a quarter to half-mile of high quality transit
or in “jobs rich” areas of the state would be potentially eligible for the “equitable communities incentive”.

Where and how SB 50 would apply

For projects that qualify for an “equitable communities incentive”, SB 50 would remove residential density
limits and alter minimum parking requirements within a quarter to half mile of certain transit stops and
lines, as well as in areas described as “jobs rich”. Additionally, in areas around rail and ferry stops
statewide, the bill would prohibit municipalities from enforcing height limits and floor area ratio controls
below a specified minimum on qualifying projects. In order to qualify for an “equitable communities
incentive”, a project would be required to meet an on-site inclusionary requirement, either a local
municipality’s existing on-site inclusionary ordinance or a minimum level specified in SB 50 (exact level
not yet defined). SB 50 does not appear to include a minimum project size or density.

One key difference between SB 827 and SB 50 is the addition of the “jobs-rich” geography category. Though
still undefined in the current version of the bill, a “jobs-rich” area is described as generally an area near
jobs, with a high area median income relative to the relevant region, and with high-quality public schools.
The state’s Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) and Office of Planning and
Research (OPR) would be responsible for designating areas as “jobs-rich”. It is estimated that “jobs rich”
areas will be similar to HCD Resource Areas (see attached Exhibit E). Within “jobs-rich” areas, qualifying
residential projects would be able to receive an “equitable communities incentive” identical to areas within
Yamile of a stop on a high quality bus corridor, whether the “jobs-rich” area has high quality transit service
or not. This inclusion of the job-rich geography, while still undefined, is likely to dramatically expand the
geography of applicable areas statewide, compared to the areas that would have been affected by SB 827
(which was limited in applicability to only the most transit-rich corridors and station areas).

3 https://www.sfchronicle.com/politics/article/California-lawmakers-target-cities-ability-to-13662697.php

4 https://sanfrancisco.cbslocal.com/2018/12/04/sb50-housing-transit-more-homes-act-state-sen-scott-wiener/
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SB 50 Applicable Geographies and Proposed Zoning Standards (see map on following page)

Min. -sit
e .|n Min. FAR * Min. Parking Density (?n Ste .
Qualifying Area Height - . .. Inclusionary Units
e Limit requirements Limits .
Limit Required**
% mile around Rail or Ferry Stop 55 ft 3.25 Waived Waived Yes
% mile around Rail or Ferry Stop 45 ft 2.5 Waived Waived Yes

Yes, for projects
Waived | larger than a certain
size

Waived up to 0.5
space/unit

% mile around ‘High Quality Bus” stop

In areas identified as “jobs-rich” No change | No change

*FAR = Floor Area Ratio, a common development control; in San Francisco’s Planning Code, FAR is defined as:” The
ratio of the Gross Floor Area of all the buildings on a lot to the area of the lot”. Most of San Francisco’s zoning district
do not regulate residential FAR.

** The minimum percentage of affordable units required on-site is not yet defined in the bill.
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Transit Rich Areas of San Francisco (Under SB 50 - March 2019)
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Incentives and Concessions for qualifying projects

Projects in qualifying areas which meet all of the eligibility criteria below would also be able to request
three incentives or concessions, identical to those offered under the State Density Bonus Law. As defined
in that law, incentives and concessions must a) result in identifiable and actual cost reductions to the
project, b) not have a specific adverse impact on public health and safety, or on any property listed in the
California Register of Historical Resources. The broad definition of ‘incentives and concessions’ means they
could take many forms, but of the dozens of State Density Bonus projects the Department has received, the
most common requests have been for reductions and exceptions to rear yard, exposure, open space, and
off-street parking requirements. To date, no project sponsor has requested to fully waive a rear yard
requirement (i.e. ask for full lot coverage) as an incentive or concession under the State Density Bonus Law.

As discussed later in the ‘Provisions of SB 50 that are unclear’ section, it appears an SB 50 project would be
allowed to request up to three additional incentives and concessions allowed under the State Density Bonus
Law, for a total of up to six, if it were to request a State Density Bonus on top of an ‘equitable communities
incentive’.

Eligibility criteria for projects seeking an ‘Equitable Communities Incentive”
In order to qualify for an “equitable communities incentive”, a project would need to meet all of the
following criteria:

e Belocated within one of the geographies noted in the above table

* Belocated on a site zoned to allow residential uses

e Atleast 2/3rds of the project’s square footage would need to be designated for residential use

e Must comply with on of two on-site inclusionary requirements (see following section ‘SB 50 on-
site requirement’ for more detail)

e  Must comply with all generally applicable approval requirements, including local conditional use
or other discretionary approvals, CEQA, or a streamlined approval process that includes labor
protections

e Must comply with all other relevant standards, requirements, and prohibitions imposed by the
local government regarding architectural design, restrictions on or oversight of demolition, impact
fees, and community benefits agreements

SB 50 on-site requirement
SB 50 lays our two options for projects to meet a minimum on-site inclusionary requirement to qualify for
an ‘equitable communities incentive’.

1) In cities with inclusionary ordinances that require on-site provision of affordable units, a project
would have to comply with that ordinance

2) In cities without such an ordinance, a project would have to provide a minimum percentage of
units on-site affordable to very low, low or moderate-income households, if the project is larger
than a certain size. The percentage of affordable units required and the project size threshold for
requiring on-site has not yet been specified in the bill, though there is reference to the affordability
requirements in the State Density Bonus Law. Should the bill adopt requirements mirroring the
percentage of units required to qualify for a full 35% bonus under the State Density Bonus Law,
the following minimum on-site requirements might apply on projects above a certain size:

a. 11% of units affordable to Very Low Income Households (30 to 50% AMI) OR;
b. 20% of units affordable to Low Income Households (50 to 80% AMI)

SAN FRANCISCO 5
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This option indicates that projects smaller than a certain size - as yet undefined - will not need to
provide on-site units to qualify for an ‘equitable communities incentive’.

The bill appears to indicate that projects under a certain size in “job rich” areas and within ¥ mile of a high-
quality bus line, but further than % mile from a rail or ferry stop, may not need to provide affordable units
on-site to qualify for an ‘equitable communities incentive”. However, projects within ¥4 and 2 mile of rail
and ferry stops, would appear to be required to include a minimum percentage of affordable units on-site,
regardless of project size, to qualify for the greater ‘equitable communities incentive” offered in those areas.

‘Sensitive Communities’ Exemption

SB 50 includes a temporary 5-year exemption for so-called “sensitive communities”, defined as areas
vulnerable to displacement pressures. HCD would be responsible for identifying “sensitive communities”
throughout the state, in consultation with local community-based organizations, using indicators such as
percentage of tenant households living at, or under, the poverty line relative to the region. For the Bay
Area, it is expected “Sensitive Communities” would be based on the Sensitive Communities identified as
part of CASA (see map attached as Exhibit D). Local governments with “sensitive communities” would be
allowed to optionally delay implementation of SB 50 in those areas, and instead pursue a community-led
planning process at the neighborhood level to develop zoning and other policies that encourage multi-
family housing development at a range of incomes, prevent displacement, and address other locally
identified priorities. Plans adopted under this option would be required to meet the same minimum overall
residential capacity and affordability standards laid out in SB 50. Municipalities would have until January
1, 2025 to exercise this option, or the standard provisions of SB 50 would come into effect.

Renter Protections

SB 50 would not apply on any property where there has been a rental tenant in the previous seven years,
or where a unit has been taken off the rental market via the Ellis Act for the previous fifteen years. The
exemption on properties that have had tenants in the previous seven years would apply even if the
previously tenant-occupied units are vacant or have been demolished at the time of application.

Interaction with local approval processes

As currently drafted, SB 50 does not change or affect a municipality’s established process for reviewing
and entitling housing projects. Locally adopted mandatory inclusionary housing requirements which are
higher than the minimum percentage in SB 50 would continue to apply, and any established local processes
for evaluating demolition permits (including any legislated limits to or prohibitions on demolitions) would
remain in effect. Locally adopted design standards (such as open space, setback and yard requirements,
and bulk limits) would remain enforceable, so long as the cumulative effect of such standards does not
reduce a proposed ‘equitable communities incentive’ project below specified minimum FARs. That said,
the higher zoned capacity SB50 would enable could increase the invocation of the Housing Accountability
Act (HAA) in lower-density parts of the city. (See later discussion in this memo of the HAA.)

Possible Regional and Statewide Effects

One of this department’s key concerns with SB 827 was that the relatively high standard for qualifying
transit service largely excluded parts of the state outside the core regions of large metropolitan areas. Here
in the Bay Area, for example, vast areas of the job- and amenity-rich Peninsula and South Bay were
excluded, outside of the %2 mile radius around Caltrain stations. While the Department agreed with the
bill’s intent that all municipalities needed to share in the responsibility to add badly needed housing, in
practice that bill appeared to target the cores of large cities with well-established transit systems like San
Francisco, Oakland, San Jose, Los Angeles and San Diego while not addressing communities with large job
pools that have not built adequate housing.
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SB 50’s addition of the “jobs rich” category could address that concern, and greatly expand the bill’s
applicability to communities across the state where future residents would have access to job opportunities
and other resources (see attached Exhibit E). Many of these communities have used exclusionary, low-
density zoning as a tool to block lower income households and communities of color from accessing those
resources. Though the “jobs rich” category is yet to be defined, cities like Sunnyvale and Cupertino in the
Bay Area and Santa Monica and Beverly Hills in the Los Angeles area would likely qualify as “jobs rich”
under SB 50. It is possible that cities like Mill Valley and Piedmont could also qualify, even though they do
not contain large areas of employment, by virtue of their proximity and access to employment centers
outside of their municipal boundaries as well as their high-performing public school districts. As noted in
this memo, local approval processes and demolition controls would still apply, but municipalities would
not be able to enforce strict exclusionary low-density zoning as a rationale for denying projects meeting SB
50 qualifications.

POSSIBLE EFFECTS IN SAN FRANCISCO

Analysis of SB 50’s potential effects on San Francisco are organized below by topic area and geography.

Almost all of San Francisco meets SB 50’s standards for “transit-rich”
Almost the entire city is within a quarter mile of what the bill defines as a “high-quality bus corridor”, or
within a quarter or half mile of a rail or ferry stop (see Exhibit B).

Rental unit exemption

Roughly 63% of San Francisco’s occupied housing units are occupied by renters, according to the 2017
American Community Survey. SB 50 would not apply on parcels containing these properties, removing a
significant number of the city's properties from eligibility. Renters occupy buildings of all sizes throughout
the city, from single family homes (in which roughly 14% of San Francisco’s renters live®) to large rent
controlled buildings. San Francisco does not currently have an established process for determining whether
a property is or has previously been tenant-occupied. Should SB 50 pass, the Department would need to
work with the Rent Board and other relevant agencies to determine a process for ensuring no tenant has
occupied a property in the previous seven years for projects requesting an ‘equitable communities
incentive’. This process would be particularly necessary in buildings not subject to rent control (e.g. most
single family homes), where records may be less readily available.

Sensitive Communities exemption

Pending the bill's more detailed definition of “Sensitive Community”, it is possible that several
neighborhoods or parts of neighborhoods would be eligible for temporary delay to enable community
planning processes (see map on page 9). In those cases, the City would have the option to undertake those
new community planning processes or the provisions of SB50 would apply. In San Francisco, given that
past community planning efforts involving rezoning (including CEQA review and approval processes)
have taken several years to complete, the City and affected neighborhoods would have to decide the
appropriate path to take, given time and resource constraints.

5 San Francisco Housing Needs and Trends Report, page 6.
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Many San Francisco Zoning Districts, particularly in recent Area Plans, already de-control density and have
higher height limits than SB 50

In some ways SB 50 is similar to San Francisco’s recent rezoning activities in Area Plans, in that it proposes
to cluster density around high quality transit and regulate density through building form rather than a
strict numerical density limit. The Downtown, Eastern Neighborhoods, Market-Octavia and Central SoMa
Area Plans all increased housing capacity and raised height and density limits near high-capacity transit
hubs. The majority of areas San Francisco has rezoned in the last 15 years have had density controls
removed and now regulate residential density through height and bulk limits rather than as a ratio of units
to lot area. These areas also generally have height limits of 55 feet or higher, meaning the majority of parcels
in most Area Plans are zoned to higher capacity than SB 50 would allow; SB 50 is therefore not expected to
have a large effect on areas that have been rezoned in recent years (see map on page 9).

The impact within Area Plans would primarily limited to parcels with the lowest height limits (40/45 ft)
that are also within % mile of a rail station. These parcels might be allowed one additional story of height.
Also within Area Plans, there are parcels that retain RH-1 and RH-2 designations, such as on Potrero Hill
and in pockets of the Mission, that would be affected by SB 50.

Likely to apply on vacant lots, commercial properties and smaller owner-occupied residential buildings

SB 50 would not apply on properties that have been occupied by a renter at any time in the previous 7
years, or that have been removed from the rental market under the Ellis Act in the previous 15 years.
Redevelopment of multi-family owner-occupied buildings, such as condos or TICs, though technically
possible, is very uncommon. SB50 would therefore be most likely to lead to development on vacant or
nonresidential properties zoned to allow residential development, and could be utilized on owner-
occupied single-family homes (and possibly smaller owner-occupied residential buildings if all owners
were to coordinate sale of the property) to either add units, subdivide the building or replace the structure.

In neighborhood commercial and medium density mixed-use districts outside of Area Plan areas, SB 50
would remove existing density limits for qualifying projects, but would likely result in new buildings that
are generally in the same character as surrounding buildings (maximum 4 or 5 stories, not including any
density bonus). Generally speaking, HOME-SF already allows this level of development in these areas. It
appears the intent of SB 50 is to not undermine a local density bonus program, but there are some concerns
as to whether the City would be able to continue to require projects requesting additional density or height
to use HOME-SF rather than SB 50, including complying with HOME-SF’s inclusionary rates (see later
discussion in this memo titled “Provisions of SB 50 that are unclear ”).

See map on following page (also provided as a higher-resolution attachment, Exhibit C) for a preliminary
estimate of parcels on which SB 50 would likely lead to a change in zoned capacity, should it pass. The map
below starts with areas of the city likely covered by SB 50 (based on proximity to transit service), and
removes parcels zoned to higher capacity (mostly in Area Plan areas) as well as parcels which do not allow
residential uses (PDR and P zones). Parcels thought to contain rental units are also removed, although a
lack of available data makes this layer incomplete. Sensitive Community Areas, as defined by CASAS¢, are
also highlighted as a proxy for areas of San Francisco that might meet SB 50’s Sensitive Communities
exemption.

6 https://mtc.ca.gov/sites/default/files/Racial Equity Analysis for the CASA Compact.pdf
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Where SB 50 might apply in San Francisco (March 2019)
I 1/4 mile from rail or ferry station
1/2 mile from rail or ferry station
I 1/4 mile from bus meeting SB 50 frequency thresholds
Areas where SB 50 would potentially not apply, or where implementation could be delayed
- Zones that don't allow housing and areas zoned to higher standards than SB 50
' Parcels containing rental units (estimate)
Sensitive Communities (CASA)
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Data on existing rental units is an estimate, based on Assessor's Office records.
5B 50 would not apply on any property where there was a renter in the 7 years previous to application;
the City does not maintan records on tenancy or occupancy.
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Greatest change expected in single-family and two-unit (RH-1 and RH-2) districts

The greatest changes possible under SB 50 would be in the city’s lowest density single-family and duplex
districts. As mentioned above, Area Plans and HOME-SF generally already allow equal or higher zoning
capacity than SB 50 would require, and the only residential districts not covered by either of those programs
are RH-1 and RH-2. Single-family and duplex buildings are more likely to be owner occupied and are thus
less likely to be exempted under SB 50’s exclusion for properties that have had tenants in the previous
seven years. The vast majority of these districts have 40-ft height limits (though RH-1 is limited to 35 ft in
height), so SB 50 would not typically raise height limits. The exception would be for RH-1 and RH-2 parcels
within Y-mile of rail stations, where SB 50 could potentially enable 1 or 2 additional stories above the
existing height limit (i.e. raising the limit from 35 or 40 ft to 55 ft). The biggest change, however, would be
in the density allowed on qualifying RH-1 and RH-2 parcels. An RH-1 parcel within Y4-mile of a light rail
stop that currently allows one unit in a 35-foot-tall building could potentially, under SB 50, be developed
into a multi-unit 55-foot tall building (before any bonus offered by the state density bonus law).

There is little precedent in recent history of this level of upzoning on RH-1 and RH-2 parcels, so it is difficult
to predict how many qualifying parcels would be proposed for full redevelopment (i.e. demo/replacement)
or proposed to add units to existing structures through additions or subdivisions of existing buildings. In
2016, San Francisco passed legislation allowing ADUs in residential buildings citywide, and as of
November 2018, the Department has received applications for just over 1,500 units under the program. In
2017 and 2018, ADUs were added in 201 buildings, meaning the legislation led to changes in less than one
tenth of a percent of potentially eligible properties each year. SB 50 would generally allow greater densities
than the ADU program would, and with fewer restrictions, and is likely to spur a greater number of
additions to existing buildings as well as demo/replacements.

The following is an analysis of the zoning capacity SB 50 might enable on a typical lower density lot. Note
that all analysis below is preliminary, and does not take into account any bonus an SB 50 project might
request under the State Density Bonus Law (which would allow up to 35% more density).

Current Zoning;:

Typical | Typical R Typical Maxi
Zoning ypica ypical Rear yplca aximurm Maximum Maximum Allowable
District ot Yard Height Allowable Allowable FAR Densit
Size Requirement Limit Building Envelope y
25% 35 ft
RH-1 2,500 5,625 sq ft 2.25 2 units
(3 stories)
- 45% 40 ft
RH-2/ 2,500 5,500 sq ft 2.2 3 or 4 units
RH-3 (4 stories)

On a typical 2,500 square foot lot, existing rear yard and height requirements theoretically enable buildings
of up to 5,625 sq ft (in RH-1 districts) and 5,500 sq ft (in RH-2 or RH-3 districts). In reality, existing buildings
are much smaller in scale, and Residential Design Guidelines emphasize compatibility with surrounding
context, limiting the size of new buildings or additions. It is important to note also that many existing RH-
1 and RH-2 lots are already developed to higher densities than their zoning would allow today. Staff
estimates almost a third of San Francisco’s existing residential units are located on properties that are
existing non-conforming (i.e. above the allowable density on the parcel).
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Under SB 50 - Within %2 mile of high-quality bus or in a jobs rich area (pink areas on attached map):

Zoning Typical | Typical Rear Ty;flcal Maximum Maximum Estimated Allowable
.. Lot Yard Height Allowable .
District . . e o Allowable FAR Base Density*
Size Requirement Limit Building Envelope
25% 35 ft
RH-1 2,500 5,625 sq ft 2.25 6 units
(3 stories)
- 45% 40 ft
St 2,500 5,500 sq ft 2.2 6 units
RH-3 (4 stories)

Under SB 50, within a quarter mile of a high-quality bus line or in a jobs rich area, density controls would
be released, but existing height and setback requirements would remain enforceable. Simply releasing the
density controls would potentially enable 6 unit buildings (assuming 900-1,000 gross square foot units) on
a typical 2,500 sq ft RH-1, RH-2 or RH-3 parcel.

Under SB 50 — Within 2 mile of rail or ferry station (yellow areas on attached map):

. Typical Typical SB 50 Maximum Allowable FAR .
Z Estimated All |
D?s::'?cgt Lot Rear Yard Height Allowable (with SB 50 s ";aas:(li)en:i‘:lab €
Size Requirement Limit Building Envelope | requirements) v
25% 45 ft
RH-1 2,500 7,500 sq ft 3 8 units
(4 stories)
- 45% 45 ft
e 2,500 6,250 sq ft 2.5 6 units
RH-3 (4 stories)

Within %2 mile of a rail or ferry station, SB 50 would release density limits AND set height and FAR
minimums. In RH-1 districts (currently mostly limited to 35 feet in height), the height limit would be raised
one story, potentially allowing up to an 8 unit building on a typical lot. In RH-2 and RH-3 districts with 40
ft existing height limits, the height limit would be raised by 5 feet, but generally would stay the same at
four stories. However, the RH-2/RH-3 districts” high 45% rear-yard requirement would likely become
unenforceable, as it would reduce the maximum allowable FAR below 2.5. In order to meet SB 50’s
minimum requirements, the City would only be able to enforce a lesser rear yard requirement, or allow the
project to expand in other ways to meet the minimum 2.5 FAR. In reality, many RH-2 and RH-3 parcels are
built with rear yards smaller than 45% of the depth of the lot, and in practice new buildings and building
expansions in those districts are allowed a rear yard based on the average of the two neighboring buildings.

Under SB 50 — Within %2 mile of rail or ferry station (orange areas on attached map):

. Typical Typical SB 50 Maximum Allowable FAR .
;::t‘:'?cgt Lot Rear Yard Height Allowable (with SB 50 Estlr;:::(:)::;\tuable
Size Requirement Limit Building Envelope | requirements) v
25% 55 ft
RH-1 2,500 9,375 sq ft 3.75 9 units
(5 stories)
- 45% 55 ft
s 2,500 8,125 sq ft 3.25 8 units
RH-3 (5 stories)
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Within % mile of a rail or ferry station, SB 50 would release density limits AND set height and FAR
minimums. In RH-1 districts (currently mostly limited to 35 feet in height), the height limit would be raised
two stories, potentially allowing up to a 9 unit building on a typical lot. In RH-2 and RH-3 districts with 40
ft existing height limits, the height limit would be raised by one story. Again the RH-2/RH-3 districts” 45%
rear-yard requirement would likely become unenforceable, as it would reduce the maximum allowable
FAR below 3.25. In order to meet SB 50’s minimum requirements, the City would only be able to enforce a
lesser rear yard requirement or allow the project to expand in other ways to meet the minimum 3.25 FAR.
In reality, many RH-2 and RH-3 parcels are built with rear yards smaller than 45% of the depth of the lot,
and in practice new buildings and building expansions in those districts are allowed a rear yard based on
the average of the two neighboring buildings.

SB 50 likely to increase housing production, including on-site affordable units

San Francisco’s inclusionary housing ordinance is only triggered on projects containing 10 or more units.
On-site affordable units are rarely produced in the city’s lower density zoning districts - such as RH-1, RH-
2, and RH-3 — because existing density controls do not allow projects meeting the size threshold to trigger
inclusionary requirements. Should it pass, SB 50 would likely have the effect of creating more affordable
housing in these districts by allowing for denser development, increasing the number of potential sites that
could accommodate projects with more than 9 units.

Even in higher density districts which are still density-controlled (e.g. NC, RM, RC districts), SB 50 would
generally offer greater development capacity than current zoning, as well as three incentives and
concessions. By setting a new, higher base density in qualifying areas (and allowing a State Density Bonus
on top of the ‘equitable communities incentive’), SB 50 is likely to result in significantly greater housing
production across all density controlled districts, and thus would also produce more affordable housing
through the on-site inclusionary requirement.

Interaction with the Housing Accountability Act (HAA)

The Housing Accountability Act (HAA) is a state law that has been in effect since 1982. The general purpose
of the law is to require cities to approve code complying housing projects, and generally prevent them from
rejecting such projects for arbitrary reasons. Recent concerns have been raised that the HAA would prohibit
localities from rejecting a code-compliant project that would involve demolition of an existing residential
unit. A recent court case (SFBARF vs. City of Berkeley 2017) involved a situation where a developer
proposed demolishing an existing single family home and constructing three code-complying units on the
parcel. Berkeley’s Zoning Adjustments Board initially approved the project, but on appeal the Berkeley
City Council reversed that decision. SFBARF sued the city, arguing the denial was a violation of the HAA,
and a court agreed and required the City Council to reconsider the project. The City Council then voted to
approve the project, but deny the demolition permit on the existing single family home, arguing that the
HAA did not require them to approve the demolition. SFBARF sued the city again, arguing the HAA did
require the city to approve any discretionary permits necessary to enable the code complying project to
move forward. Additionally, the appellants argued that Berkeley did not apply objective standards when
disapproving the demolition permit, and instead made the decision based on subjective criteria. A court
agreed again, and the Berkeley City Council eventually approved the demolition and new construction
permits on the code complying project in September 2017.7

7 https://www.berkeleyside.com/2017/09/08/long-legal-dispute-berkeley-approves-application-build-3-homes-haskell-street
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After this case, the HAA itself was amended to clarify that “disapprove a housing development project”
includes any instance in which a local agency votes on an application and the application is disapproved,
including any required land use approvals or entitlements necessary for the issuance of a building permit.
Additionally, one of the deciding factors in the court case appears to have been that Berkeley did not have
clear, objective standards for approving or denying a demolition permit, and acted in a subjective manner
when denying the demolition permit.

SB 50 would not, on its own, broaden the HAA, but it could increase the number of cases where HAA may
become applicable to a proposed development project. Presently, demolitions or alterations on lower
density properties in lower density zoning districts do not typically propose new buildings at higher
densities, because of strict density limits imposed by current zoning. Denying demolitions or alterations in
cases like these do not conflict with the HAA because they are not denying a development project that
would increase density to code-complying levels. By increasing zoning capacity on parcels that previously
only allowed 1 or 2 units, SB 50 is likely to result in a rise in applications to make additions to existing
owner occupied properties to add units, or to demolish the existing building entirely and redevelop the
property at higher density. In cases like this, the HAA could limit the Commission’s ability to reject the
alteration or demolition of the existing building, unless it did so by applying clear, objective standards.

Interaction with proposed Board File 181216 (Peskin)

Asnoted above, SB 50 makes no changes to local approval processes, and in fact requires qualifying projects
to comply with local approval processes, including any controls on demolition of buildings. Supervisor
Peskin has proposed an ordinance (Board File 181216) which would introduce additional controls on
demolition, merger or conversion of existing residential units by adding findings to the required Sec. 317
Conditional Use Authorization criteria as follows (with expected interaction with SB 50 in right-hand
column):

BF 181216 Proposed CU Criteria

SB 50 Application

Whether any units in the building have been
occupied by a tenant in the previous five years

SB 50 does not apply on any property containing a
unit that has been occupied by a tenant in the
previous seven years

Whether the replacement structure “conforms to
the architectural character of the neighborhood in
height, scale, form, materials and details.”

Whether the replacement structure exceeds the
average FAR of other buildings within 300 feet of
the building site within the same zoning district

SB 50 would likely enable replacement structures
that are larger in height and scale than surrounding
buildings. Within 2 mile of rail transit, SB 50 would
likely prohibit the City from enforcing these criteria
if they would result in a project that is below the
minimum FAR standards laid out in the bill.

Whether the replacement structure maximizes
allowable density on the lot

In lower density districts, SB 50 would set a new,
higher maximum density on many parcels, in many
cases higher than surrounding existing buildings.
In such cases, this criterion would seem to
encourage a replacement project to maximize

density, at the same time that other proposed
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criteria prioritize restricting a replacement project’s
size and density.

Though the proposed Conditional Use Authorization criteria in BF 181216 would add greater scrutiny to
demolitions of existing residential units, they do not appear to qualify as objective standards. Planning
Code Section 303, which lays out procedures and criteria for Conditional Use Authorizations, is inherently
subjective in that it requires Planning Commission to use its discretion to determine whether a project is
“necessary or desirable and compatible with” the neighborhood... If both Board File 181216 and SB 50 were
to pass in their current forms, it is unlikely that BF 181216’s proposed CU criteria - defined in Section 317 -
would strengthen the Planning Commission’s ability to use their discretion to deny demolition permits to
code complying SB 50 projects which involve demolition of an existing residential unit(s).

PROVISIONS OF SB 50 THAT ARE UNCLEAR

Interaction with San Francisco’s Inclusionary Housing Ordinance

As mentioned earlier in this case report, it appears the intent of SB 50 is for projects above a certain size
threshold to include on-site affordable units in order to qualify. SB 50 would require projects to meet one
of two on-site inclusionary requirements in order to qualify for an ‘equitable communities incentive”.

1) In cities with inclusionary ordinances that require on-site provision of affordable units, a project
would have to comply with that ordinance

2) In cities without such an ordinance, a project would have to provide a minimum percentage of
units on-site affordable to very low, low or moderate-income households, if the project is larger
than a certain size. The percentage of affordable units required and the project size threshold for
requiring on-site has not yet been specified in the bill, though there is reference to the affordability
requirements in the State Density Bonus Law. Should the bill adopt requirements mirroring the
percentage of units required to qualify for a full 35% bonus under the State Density Bonus Law,
the following minimum on-site requirements might apply on projects above a certain size:

a. 11% of units affordable to Very Low Income Households (30 to 50% AMI) OR;
b. 20% of units affordable to Low Income Households (50 to 80% AMI)

San Francisco’s inclusionary ordinance does not require on-site provision of units, instead requiring
payment of a fee, and giving project sponsors the option to satisfy this requirement by providing affordable
units on-site. It is unclear whether San Francisco’s ordinance would qualify under option #1 above.
Regardless of which SB 50 inclusionary requirement San Francisco ends up falling under, SB 50 projects of
9 units or more in the city would still be subject to our inclusionary ordinance, and would be required to
meet our local affordability requirements as well as any affordability requirements of SB 50.
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Interaction with State Density Bonus Law

SB 50 specifies that project sponsors would be allowed to request the State Density Bonus Law on top of
any ‘equitable communities incentive” offered under SB 50. This would mean any density and height above
existing local zoning offered by SB 50 would be considered the new “base” project, on which a project
sponsor would be able to request up to 35% additional density. On its own, SB 50 would offer qualifying
projects three incentives and/or concessions. It appears that projects requesting both an ‘equitable
communities incentive” and a State Density Bonus would be able to request incentives and/or concessions
under both programs (for a total of up to six incentives or concessions). The State Density Bonus Law also
offers qualifying projects an unlimited number of waivers from development standards, in order to allow
a project to accommodate the increased density awarded under the law. Incentives, concessions and
waivers are very loosely defined in the State Density Bonus Law, and could take many different forms.
Allowing a project sponsor to request a State Density Bonus on top of an ‘equitable communities incentive’
introduces a great deal of uncertainty as to the scale and form of buildings which might be proposed under
the two laws.

Interaction with HOME-SF

As mentioned above, most Area Plans allow higher heights and density than SB 50 allows, so the bill would
mostly represent no change from the current situation in Area Plan areas. Outside of Area Plans, in
neighborhood commercial (NC), residential mixed (RM) and other zoning districts with density controls,
HOME-SF —adopted by the Board of Supervisors in 2017 - offers a local density bonus option for developers
who include 20-30% of units on-site as affordable units. The bonus offered by HOME-SF is very similar to
SB 50. Like SB 50, HOME-SF offers relief from density controls as well as extra height. Though the minimum
percentage of on-site inclusionary SB 50 would require is not yet defined, it is likely HOME-SF would
require a higher percentage of affordable units on-site than SB 50. Further, HOME-SF includes stricter
eligibility criteria and is less flexible than SB 50.

Staff’s previous case report on SB 827 raised the concern that that bill might undermine HOME-SF or other
local density bonus programs by offering the same or similar incentives at a lower inclusionary percentage.
The following paragraph of SB 50 could potentially interpreted as guarding against that: “the equitable
communities incentive shall not be used to undermine the economic feasibility of delivering low-income housing under
the state density bonus program or a local implementation of the state density bonus program, or any locally adopted
program that puts conditions on new development applications on the basis of receiving a zone change or general plan
amendment in exchange for benefits such as increased affordable housing”. However, as currently drafted the
section is not clear enough to definitively determine whether San Francisco would still be able to enforce
HOME-SF’s inclusionary requirements on parcels where both HOME-SF and SB 50 apply.

Whether SB 50 is determined to supersede HOME-SF or not, however, HOME-SF does not allow demolition
of any existing units regardless of tenancy and requires projects to consist entirely of new construction (no
additions to existing buildings), while SB 50 does not prohibit demolition of owner-occupied units or
additions to existing buildings. On these properties, SB 50 could potentially be the only bonus available,
and would thus apply.

Interaction between changes in transit service, zoning standards, and CEQA review

SB 50 would tie zoning standards to transit service and infrastructure, so changes to transit would
necessarily lead in many cases to significant upzoning. As currently drafted, the bill seems to suggest that
changes to transit service that bring a line or station up to SB 50’s frequency standards would immediately
trigger eligibility for the ‘equitable communities incentive’ within the qualifying radius of the line. This
could mean that zoning could fluctuate substantially over time as service levels increase or decrease due
to transit budgets, ridership, travel patterns, or agency service strategy. It could also create an additional
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reason for jurisdictions or neighborhoods to suspend already planned transit service enhancements or
avoid planning for increased transit service altogether, if they oppose the increased density that would
come with the transit service.

SB 50 does not contain any CEQA exemptions, so it is possible that transit projects, or even modest changes
in transit service, could be forced to conduct CEQA analysis of the land use effects triggered by the service
change or infrastructure investment. This could therefore possibly require environmental analyses for
transit projects that otherwise involve no direct land use or zoning proposals (and therefore would not
otherwise be typically required to study land use effects).

REQUIRED COMMISSION ACTION

No official Commission action is required, as this is an informational item. Staff will continue to monitor
SB 50 and other relevant state bills as they move through the legislative process, and will provide analysis
and recommendations as necessary.

Attachments:

Exhibit A: Senate Bill 50

Exhibit B: Map of Transit Rich Areas in San Francisco (Under SB 50 - March 2019)
Exhibit C: Map of How SB 50 might apply in San Francisco (March 2019)

Exhibit D: Map of Regional Transit Access Areas (including Sensitive Community Areas)
Exhibit E: Map of Regional Resource Areas

Exhibit F: Public Comment Received
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CALIFORNIA LEGISLATURE— 2019-2020 REGULAR SESSION

SENATE BILL No. 50

Introduced by Senator Wiener
(Coauthors: Senators Caballero, Hueso, Moorlach, and Skinner)
(Coauthors: Assembly Members Burke, Kalra, Kiley, Low, Robert Rivas, Ting, and Wicks)

December 03, 2018

An act to add Chapter 4.35 (commencing with Section 65918.50) to Division 1 of Title 7 of the
Government Code, relating to housing.

LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL'S DIGEST

SB 50, as introduced, Wiener. Planning and zoning: housing development: equitable communities incentive.

Existing law, known as the Density Bonus Law, requires, when an applicant proposes a housing development
within the jurisdiction of a local government, that the city, county, or city and county provide the developer with
a density bonus and other incentives or concessions for the production of lower income housing units or for the
donation of land within the development if the developer, among other things, agrees to construct a specified
percentage of units for very low, low-, or moderate-income households or qualifying residents.

This bill would require a city, county, or city and county to grant upon request an equitable communities
incentive when a development proponent seeks and agrees to construct a residential development, as defined,
that satisfies specified criteria, including, among other things, that the residential development is either a job-
rich housing project or a transit-rich housing project, as those terms are defined; the site does not contain, or
has not contained, housing occupied by tenants or accommodations withdrawn from rent or lease in accordance
with specified law within specified time periods; and the residential development complies with specified
additional requirements under existing law. The bill would require that a residential development eligible for an
equitable communities incentive receive waivers from maximum controls on density and automobile parking
requirements greater than 0.5 parking spots per unit, up to 3 additional incentives or concessions under the
Density Bonus Law, and specified additional waivers if the residential development is located within a 1/2-mile or
1/4-mile radius of a major transit stop, as defined. The bill would authorize a local government to modify or






expand the terms of an equitable communities incentive, provided that the equitable communities incentive is
consistent with these provisions.

The bill would include findings that the changes proposed by this bill address a matter of statewide concern
rather than a municipal affair and, therefore, apply to all cities, including charter cities. The bill would also
declare the intent of the Legislature to delay implementation of this bill in sensitive communities, as defined,
until July 1, 2020, as provided.

By adding to the duties of local planning officials, this bill would impose a state-mandated local program.

The California Constitution requires the state to reimburse local agencies and school districts for certain costs
mandated by the state. Statutory provisions establish procedures for making that reimbursement.

This bill would provide that no reimbursement is required by this act for a specified reason.

Vote: majority Appropriation: no Fiscal Committee: yes Local Program: yes

THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA DO ENACT AS FOLLOWS:

SECTION 1. Chapter 4.35 (commencing with Section 65918.50) is added to Division 1 of Title 7 of the
Government Code, to read:

CHAPTER 4.35. Equitable Communities Incentives

65918.50. For purposes of this chapter:

(a) “Affordable” means available at affordable rent or affordable housing cost to, and occupied by, persons and
families of extremely low, very low, low, or moderate incomes, as specified in context, and subject to a recorded
affordability restriction for at least 55 years.

(b) “Development proponent” means an applicant who submits an application for an equitable communities
incentive pursuant to this chapter.

(c) “Eligible applicant” means a development proponent who receives an equitable communities incentive.
(d) “FAR” means floor area ratio.

(e) “High-quality bus corridor” means a corridor with fixed route bus service that meets all of the following
criteria:

(1) It has average service intervals of no more than 15 minutes during the three peak hours between 6 a.m. to
10 a.m., inclusive, and the three peak hours between 3 p.m. and 7 p.m., inclusive, on Monday through Friday.

(2) It has average service intervals of no more than 20 minutes during the hours of 6 a.m. to 10 a.m., inclusive,
on Monday through Friday.

(3) It has average intervals of no more than 30 minutes during the hours of 8 a.m. to 10 p.m., inclusive, on
Saturday and Sunday.

(f) “Job-rich housing project” means a residential development within an area identified by the Department of
Housing and Community Development and the Office of Planning and Research, based on indicators such as
proximity to jobs, high area median income relative to the relevant region, and high-quality public schools, as an
area of high opportunity close to jobs. A residential development shall be deemed to be within an area
designated as job-rich if both of the following apply:

(1) All parcels within the project have no more than 25 percent of their area outside of the job-rich area.

(2) No more than 10 percent of residential units or 100 units, whichever is less, of the development are outside
of the job-rich area.

(g) “Local government” means a city, including a charter city, a county, or a city and county.






(h) “Major transit stop” means a site containing an existing rail transit station or a ferry terminal served by
either bus or rail transit service.

(i) “Residential development” means a project with at least two-thirds of the square footage of the development
designated for residential use.

(j) “Sensitive community” means an area identified by the Department of Housing and Community Development,
in consultation with local community-based organizations in each region, as an area vulnerable to displacement
pressures, based on indicators such as percentage of tenant households living at, or under, the poverty line
relative to the region.

(k) “Tenant” means a person residing in any of the following:
(1) Residential real property rented by the person under a long-term lease.
(2) A single-room occupancy unit.

(3) An accessory dwelling unit that is not subject to, or does not have a valid permit in accordance with, an
ordinance adopted by a local agency pursuant to Section 65852.22.

(4) A residential motel.

(5) Any other type of residential property that is not owned by the person or a member of the person’s
household, for which the person or a member of the person’s household provides payments on a regular
schedule in exchange for the right to occupy the residential property.

(I) “Transit-rich housing project” means a residential development the parcels of which are all within a one-half
mile radius of a major transit stop or a one-quarter mile radius of a stop on a high-quality bus corridor. A project
shall be deemed to be within a one-half mile radius of a major transit stop or a one-quarter mile radius of a stop
on a high-quality bus corridor if both of the following apply:

(1) All parcels within the project have no more than 25 percent of their area outside of a one-half mile radius of
a major transit stop or a one-quarter mile radius of a stop on a high-quality bus corridor.

(2) No more than 10 percent of the residential units or 100 units, whichever is less, of the project are outside of
a one-half mile radius of a major transit stop or a one-quarter mile radius of a stop on a high-quality bus
corridor.

65918.51. (a) A local government shall, upon request of a development proponent, grant an equitable
communities incentive, as specified in Section 65918.53, when the development proponent seeks and agrees to
construct a residential development that satisfies the requirements specified in Section 65918.52.

(b) It is the intent of the Legislature that, absent exceptional circumstances, actions taken by a local legislative
body that increase residential density not undermine the equitable communities incentive program established
by this chapter.

65918.52. In order to be eligible for an equitable communities incentive pursuant to this chapter, a residential
development shall meet all of the following criteria:

(a) The residential development is either a job-rich housing project or transit-rich housing project.

(b) The residential development is located on a site that, at the time of application, is zoned to allow housing as
an underlying use in the zone, including, but not limited to, a residential, mixed-use, or commercial zone, as
defined and allowed by the local government.

(c) (1) If the local government has adopted an inclusionary housing ordinance requiring that the development
include a certain number of units affordable to households with incomes that do not exceed the limits for
moderate-income, lower income, very low income, or extremely low income specified in Sections 50079.5,
50093, 50105, and 50106 of the Health and Safety Code, and that ordinance requires that a new development
include levels of affordable housing in excess of the requirements specified in paragraph (2), the residential
development complies with that ordinance.






(2) If the local government has not adopted an inclusionary housing ordinance, as described in paragraph (1),
and the residential development includes __ or more residential units, the residential development includes
onsite affordable housing for households with incomes that do not exceed the limits for extremely low income,
very low income, and low income specified in Sections 50093, 50105, and 50106 of the Health and Safety Code.
It is the intent of the Legislature to require that any development of _____ or more residential units receiving an
equitable communities incentive pursuant to this chapter include housing affordable to low, very low or
extremely low income households, which, for projects with low or very low income units, are no less than the
number of onsite units affordable to low or very low income households that would be required pursuant to
subdivision (f) of Section 65915 for a development receiving a density bonus of 35 percent.

(d) The site does not contain, or has not contained, either of the following:

(1) Housing occupied by tenants within the seven years preceding the date of the application, including housing
that has been demolished or that tenants have vacated prior to the application for a development permit.

(2) A parcel or parcels on which an owner of residential real property has exercised his or her rights under
Chapter 12.75 (commencing with Section 7060) of Division 7 of Title 1 to withdraw accommodations from rent or
lease within 15 years prior to the date that the development proponent submits an application pursuant to this
chapter.

(e) The residential development complies with all applicable labor, construction employment, and wage
standards otherwise required by law and any other generally applicable requirement regarding the approval of a
development project, including, but not limited to, the local government’s conditional use or other discretionary
permit approval process, the California Environmental Quality Act (Division 13 (commencing with Section 21000)
of the Public Resources Code), or a streamlined approval process that includes labor protections.

(f) The residential development complies with all other relevant standards, requirements, and prohibitions
imposed by the local government regarding architectural design, restrictions on or oversight of demolition,
impact fees, and community benefits agreements.

(g) The equitable communities incentive shall not be used to undermine the economic feasibility of delivering
low-income housing under the state density bonus program or a local implementation of the state density bonus
program, or any locally adopted program that puts conditions on new development applications on the basis of
receiving a zone change or general plan amendment in exchange for benefits such as increased affordable
housing, local hire, or payment of prevailing wages.

65918.53. (a) A residential development that meets the criteria specified in Section 65918.52 shall receive, upon
request, an equitable communities incentive as follows:

(1) Any eligible applicant shall receive the following:
(A) A waiver from maximum controls on density.

(B) A waiver from maximum automobile parking requirements greater than 0.5 automobile parking spots per
unit.

(C) Up to three incentives and concessions pursuant to subdivision (d) of Section 65915.

(2) An eligible applicant proposing a residential development that is located within a one-half mile radius, but
outside a one-quarter mile radius, of a major transit stop and includes no less than percent affordable
housing units shall receive, in addition to the incentives specified in paragraph (1), waivers from all of the
following:

(A) Maximum height requirements less than 45 feet.
(B) Maximum FAR requirements less than 2.5.
(C) Notwithstanding subparagraph (B) of paragraph (1), any maximum automobile parking requirement.

(3) An eligible applicant proposing a residential development that is located within a one-quarter mile radius of a
major transit and includes no less than percent affordable housing units shall receive, in addition to the






incentives specified in paragraph (1), waivers from all of the following:

(A) Maximum height requirements less than 55 feet.

(B) Maximum FAR requirements less than 3.25.

(C) Notwithstanding subparagraph (B) of paragraph (1), any maximum automobile parking requirement.

(4) Notwithstanding any other law, for purposes of calculating any additional incentive or concession in
accordance with Section 65915, the number of units in the residential development after applying the equitable
communities incentive received pursuant to this chapter shall be used as the base density for calculating the
incentive or concession under that section.

(5) An eligible applicant proposing a project that meets all of the requirements under Section 65913.4 may
submit an application for streamlined, ministerial approval in accordance with that section.

(b) The local government may modify or expand the terms of an equitable communities incentive provided
pursuant to this chapter, provided that the equitable communities incentive is consistent with, and meets the
minimum standards specified in, this chapter.

65918.54. The Legislature finds and declares that this chapter addresses a matter of statewide concern rather
than a municipal affair as that term is used in Section 5 of Article XI of the California Constitution. Therefore, this
chapter applies to all cities, including charter cities.

65918.55. (a) It is the intent of the Legislature that implementation of this chapter be delayed in sensitive
communities until July 1, 2020.

(b) It is further the intent of the Legislature to enact legislation that does all of the following:

(1) Between January 1, 2020, and , allows a local government, in lieu of the requirements of this chapter,
to opt for a community-led planning process aimed toward increasing residential density and multifamily housing
choices near transit stops.

(2) Encourages sensitive communities to opt for a community-led planning process at the neighborhood level to
develop zoning and other policies that encourage multifamily housing development at a range of income levels to
meet unmet needs, protect vulnerable residents from displacement, and address other locally identified
priorities.

(3) Sets minimum performance standards for community plans, such as minimum overall residential
development capacity and the minimum affordability standards set forth in this chapter.

(4) Automatically applies the provisions of this chapter on January 1, 2025, to sensitive communities that do not
have adopted community plans that meet the minimum standards described in paragraph (3), whether those
plans were adopted prior to or after enactment of this chapter.

SEC. 2. No reimbursement is required by this act pursuant to Section 6 of Article XIIIB of the California
Constitution because a local agency or school district has the authority to levy service charges, fees, or
assessments sufficient to pay for the program or level of service mandated by this act, within the meaning of
Section 17556 of the Government Code.
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Exhibit B: Map of Transit Rich Areas in San Francisco
(Under SB 50 - March 2019)
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Exhibit C: Map of How SB 50 might apply in San
Francisco (March 2019)





Where SB 50 might apply in San Francisco (March 2019)

1/4 mile from rail or ferry station
1/2 mile from rail or ferry station
1/4 mile from bus meeting SB 50 frequency thresholds
Areas where SB 50 would potentially not apply, or where implementation could be delayed
Zones that don't allow housing and areas zoned to higher standards than SB 50

Parcels containing rental units (estimate)

s Sensitive Communities (CASA)

Notes:
Data on existing rental units is an estimate, based on Assessor's Office records.

SB 50 would not apply on any property where there was a renter in the 7 years previous to application;
the City does not maintan records on tenancy or occupancy.






Exhibit D: Map of Regional Transit Access Areas
(including Sensitive Community Areas)
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Exhibit E: Map of Regional Resource Areas
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Exhibit F: Public Comment Received
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February 28, 2019

President Melgar, Vice-President Koppel & Commissioners
San Francisco Planning Commission

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Subject: Senate Bill 50 (“SB-50") <Wiener>
“Planning & Zoning: Housing Development: Equitable Communities Incentive”

The Coalition for San Francisco Neighborhoods (CSFN) opposes Senate Bill 50 (“SB-50") <Wiener>.
Concerns include the following:

SB-50 up-zones all parcels in San Francisco
SB-50 will result in the loss of residential areas
SB-50 will result in developers making zoning decisions (deregulates local zoning)
SB-50 does *not* create affordability:
a. No “trickle-down” effect
(Less housing will be built due costs for labor, land, materials, e.g.)
b. No “fee-out” for affordable housing
(Process creates entitlements to raise property values without certainty of buildings
getting built.)

POb=

CSFN’s understanding is that a public hearing before the Planning Commission would occur on SB-
50. Please advise when as SB-50 is on the fast track in Sacramento.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

Is

Rose Hillson

Chair, Land Use & Transportation Committee
As authorized by CSFN General Assembly

Cc: Corey Teague, Zoning Administrator; John Rahaim, Director of Planning; Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs; Commission Affairs; Board of Supervisors; Mayor Breed
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Fight over CASA: Some cities push back against plan to overhaul Bay Area housing market — East Bay Times

BREAKING NEWS  Attorney General Becerra: No charges in police killing of Stephon Clark

Business > Real Estate

Fight over CASA: Some cities push back
against plan to overhaul Bay Area
housing market

Massive housing fix riles some city officials
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Fight over CASA: Some cities push back against plan to overhaul Bay Area housing market — East Bay Times

From Cupertino to Pleasanton, small cities around the Bay Area are challenging a massive
regional plan to fix the housing crisis, worried they will lose control over what gets built
within their borders and be forced to pay for solutions they don’t want.

Officials are gearing up for what promises to be a long and contentious battle over the
“CASA Compact” — a set of 10 emergency housing policies that could force Bay Area
cities to impose rent control, allow taller buildings, welcome in-law units and pay into a

regional pot to fund those changes. The plan was penned by a group of power brokers known
as “The Committee to House the Bay Area,” which includes elected officials from the
region’s largest cities, transportation agencies, housing developers, local tech companies
and others. The group was pulled together by the Association of Bay Area Governments and
the Metropolitan Transportation Commission.

So far, Bay Area legislators have introduced 13 bills to implement the CASA policies. But
officials in many smaller Bay Area cities say they weren’t invited to the table, and their
interests weren’t taken into account.

“There are some in some areas that just want to say, ‘no, this is off the table. We’re not
doing this,’” said Campbell City Councilmember and former mayor Paul Resnikoff.

ADVERTISING

As the Bay Area grapples with a housing shortage that has driven the cost of buying and
renting to astronomical heights, the looming CASA battle highlights an ongoing power
struggle. Local officials are fighting to keep control of development within their borders,
while legislators try to force them to do what many of the smaller cities have not: build more

hAamanc





“The status quo isn’t working,” said Leslye Corsiglia, a CASA co-chair and executive director
of affordable housing advocacy organization SV@Home. “We’ve been managing our housing
problem on a city-by-city basis, and we’ve got some cities that are doing everything that
they can given the resources available, and we’ve got some cities that aren’t.”

The CASA compact proposes a 15-year rent cap throughout the Bay Area, which would
prevent landlords from raising prices more than 5 percent a year, on top of increases for
inflation. The compact also calls for a Bay Area-wide just cause eviction policy, which would
prevent landlords from evicting tenants except for certain approved reasons. And it calls for
new zoning policies that would allow for taller buildings near transit stops.

The MTC endorsed the plan in December, and ABAG gave it a thumbs-up in January. The
mayors of San Jose, Oakland and San Francisco took part in the CASA discussions and signed
off on the final document. But almost as soon as the plan was unveiled, many smaller cities
started gearing up for a fight.

Corsiglia acknowledged the CASA committee should have done more to reach out to the
smaller Bay Area cities. To bridge that gap, the MTC and ABAG are holding dozens of
meetings with city leaders around the Bay Area, and the CASA team has tapped the Non-
Profit Housing Association of Northern California to lead a ramped-up communication
effort. The association plans to reach out to residents through the media, online and in
community meetings.

“We want to have those conversations, and build that momentum and support and dispel
the fears people have,” said Non-Profit Housing Association executive director Amie
Fishman.

City leaders aren’t the only ones disappointed with the plan. It’s sparked criticism from
tenant advocates, who say it doesn’t go far enough to protect renters, and landlords, who
say it goes too far.

“The nature of a compromise is that people are going to like certain parts and not like
others,” Corsiglia said.

Many of the cities speaking out against the CASA Compact have been criticized in the past
for failing to build enough housing.

In Cupertino, which approved 19 new multi-family units last year, Mayor Steven Scharf
recently bashed the proposal in his State of the City Speech, calling the group pushing the
plan “the committee to destroy the Bay Area.” Its vision is “very scary,” he said. And he
doesn’t intend to accept it.

“A lot of smaller cities are banding together regarding CASA,” Scharf said, “trying to at least
mitigate the damage that it would do.”





Many Bay Area cities are balking at a CASA proposal that would require them to help fund
the new housing initiatives by giving up 20 percent of their future property tax increases.
The compact would cost an estimated $2.5 billion a year, $1.5 billion of which its authors
hope to get from taxes and fees applied to property owners, developers, employers, local
governments and taxpayers.

“That attack on our local revenue base would be problematic,” Resnikoff said. He’s working
with the Cities Association of Santa Clara County on a formal response.

Pleasanton and its Tri-Valley neighbors — Livermore, Danville, Dublin and San Ramon —
also are organizing a joint response.

Pleasanton director of community development Gerry Beaudin worries CASA legislation
could wreak havoc on the character of his city’s quaint, historic downtown. The
neighborhood’s proximity to an ACE train station could subject it to mandatory higher-
density zoning rules, he said.

“There’s a recognized need to address housing,” Beaudin said. “I’'m not sure that the way
that this happened is the right way to get momentum on this issue. It just created a lot of
questions and concerns from a lot of the areas that need to be part of the conversation.”
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Planning and Transportation Commission Public Comment 3-13-19

From: William Chrisman

To: Planning Commission; Sue Dremann

Subject: student safety on bicycles near Gunn High

Date: Friday, March 8, 2019 9:17:16 AM

Attachments: PA_Weekly_Gunn High neighbors News Palo Alto Online .pdf

Dear Jonathan Lait, Planning and Transportation Commission:

I am a PA resident of Green Acres, writing to share with you my concern
about student safety on bicycles near Gunn High. | support safe-routes-to-
school! | support bike-to-school!

Please read the attached PA Weekly article by Sue Dremann published last
December.

Yours Truly,

Will Chrisman


mailto:towillchris@gmail.com
mailto:Planning.Commission@cityofpaloalto.org
mailto:sdremann@paweekly.com

Gunn High neighbors say street has become dangerous for students | News | Palo Alto Online | 3/6/19, 12:53 PM
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Gunn High neighbors say street has become dangerous Daily news via email
for students Don't be the last to know

Hoards of cyclists and parents picking up kids from school converge on Georgia Avenue . .
Get the latest headlines sent straight to

your inbox every day.

Georgia Avenue near Gunn High School has become
dangerous for students because of the large numbers
of bicyclists and cars using the neighborhood road,
according to concerned residents of the street who
are sounding an alarm.

The onslaught of bicycling students twice a day and
the parents who pick up their children after school
are worrisome, resident Will Chrisman said.

Oren's Hummus coming to Town & Country
Village in Palo Alto

"I've seen I don't know how many accidents. God
help us, there haven't been any bad accidents," he
said.

I smile, I laugh, and pretend I'm okay

Chrisman and other residents want the city to
conduct a new traffic count of cars and bicycles and
for the school to add measures to improve safety,
such as a crossing guard.

Hey! Leggo My Beef!

Harvard changes Advanced Standing

The 600 block of Georgia Avenue is already marked
program

by white "yield" triangles on the roadway and a yield
sign where the bike path from Gunn enters Georgia.

A few years ago, the city also installed a new
crosswalk and lighting and built bulb-outs to improve
the visibility of the crossing and its users, and to
moderate vehicle speeds, said Jenny Zhang, a Gunn
representative on the Safe Routes to Schools team,
in an email on Dec. 11. The Georgia bike path was
also widened.

Indoor Fun Part 4

But activity on the street on a recent afternoon
illustrated the neighbors' ongoing concern: Just after
school let out, more than a dozen teens on bikes
sped downhill off the path, banking left onto Georgia
without pausing and heading into the path of cars.
Waves of bike riders, as many as 20 at a time,
continued for more than an hour.

Parents in cars trolled the street in search of parking

spaces, using driveways to turn around. One mother in an SUV backed over a concrete bulb-out curb next
to the bike path in an effort to squeeze into a spot to await her child. When she left, another parent took
her place, repeating the maneuver. Some drivers and bicyclists nearly collided.

https://www.paloaltoonline.com/news/2018/12/27/gunn-high-neighbors-say-street-has-become-dangerous-for-students Page 1 of 24
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Gunn High neighbors say street has become dangerous for students | News | Palo Alto Online | 3/6/19, 12:53 PM

"It's crazy. I don't know what to do about it," said Ann Goby, a retired Indiana teacher.

"It's very scary. I saw a big school bus today and it stopped where the kids are standing," she said,
pointing to a group of teens next to the crosswalk.

The street has also become an auxiliary parking lot for school employees, Goby and Chrisman said. As
they watched, a white van parked and the driver unloaded 5-gallon buckets of tennis balls, which he took
up the path to the Gunn tennis courts.

Chrisman grew up on Georgia Avenue. There were few cars then, and he and his friends frequently played
stickball in the street, he recalled. The bike path wasn't heavily used.

But the confluence of many factors has contributed to the problem, he said: traffic-calming measures on
Arastradero Road have pushed cars onto side streets; a highly successful bike-to-school program has
increased bike traffic; and reduced on-campus parking has sent some employees and students into the
neighborhood to park. An area of campus that used to be a parking lot is now filled with modular buildings.

In addition, students say, the school's $125 parking permit fee is high and many avoid it. Plus, traffic gets
congested at Gunn's entrance on Arastradero when school lets out, making it more convenient to park off
campus, according to senior Jared Freeman.

City staff don't agree that the traffic-calming measures on Arastradero, made permanent in 2012 after a
few years on a trial basis, are causing the traffic hazards on Georgia.

"The increase on Georgia Avenue is best explained by an increase of Gunn parents utilizing Georgia
Avenue to drop off their high school students," a 2015 staff report stated.

A May 2015 count of morning peak traffic on Georgia found there were about 70 cars prior to the
Arastradero road changes, a number that remained relatively stable at 64 and 70 cars in 2011 and 2012
after the trial Arastradero road improvements were implemented. The number increased on Georgia to 190
by 2015.

But Chrisman said he wants the city to do another traffic count so it can have a clear picture of what is
now happening four years later and to make safety improvements.

The city doesn't have a current plan to do another count, staff said. Rafael Rius, city traffic engineering
lead, attributed the greater traffic on Georgia to changes to the Gunn daily start and end times, higher
enrollment at nearby Juana Briones Elementary School and local neighborhood traffic traveling by way of
Amaranta and Maybell avenues. If major cut-through traffic patterns changed as a result of the traffic-
calming project, there would be significant increases on Georgia and decreases on Arastradero outside of
school-commute times, he said.

Palo Alto police Lt. Conn Maloney, supervisor of the police traffic team, said in an email to the Weekly that
Safe Routes to Schools has made a definite impact on bike traffic along Georgia. The street has some of
the highest school bicycle traffic in the city.

"The volume of bicycles is dramatically high in some areas, which can clearly be seen in the Maybell-
Donald-Georgia corridor," he wrote. "There are literally hundreds and hundreds of kids riding bikes on
these streets. This is exactly where we want them to ride. This corridor is off the main arteries and
predominantly used by local traffic.

"It has been our observation that this can lead to congestion during the peak ingress and egress times,
but not a 'dangerous traffic situation' as some have called it. We have relatively few complaints and
reported collisions in this area," Maloney wrote.

"Most of us involved ... observe better driver behavior in and around schools when the kids are visible in
high numbers," he said.

In 2018, bike tallies on campus showed 912 Gunn students now ride to campus, or 46 percent, according
to the Safe Routes program. In 2002, the tally counted only 166 bikes or 10 percent of students.

The city does have plans to improve bike safety along Georgia and Maybell, including changes to the Gunn
bike path and the installation of speed humps on the street, through its Bicycle Boulevard program. But all
of those projects are on hold as the city's Office of Transportation is short-staffed.

Follow the Palo Alto Weekly/Palo Alto Online on Twitter @PaloAltoWeekly and Facebook for breaking news,
local events, photos, videos and more.
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We can't do it without you. Join
Support local journalism.

Comments

parent

The solution is obvious to us. Get the distracted drivers off of that street.

Email Town Square Moderator Report Objectionable Content

Short story writers wanted!

“gil " PALOJALTOAWEEKLY;

Gopal

I remember spending a summer riding my bike to Gunn from Los Altos Hills.

I wiped out on Elena once, dodging a garbage truck, and got numerous flat tires along the
Arastradero bike path from those little prickly thorn thingies that litter the path.

I applaud all the Gunn kids trying to make bike commuting work. The city needs to prioritize their
safety ahead of the convenience of motorists.

The 33rd Annual Palo Alto Weekly Short Story
Contest is now accepting entries for Adult, Young
Adult (15-17) and Teen (12-14) categories. Send
us your short story (2,500 words or less) and
entry form by March 29. First, Second and Third
Place prizes awarded in each category.

The same struggle is playing out in San Francisco today on a much more dramatic scale. I hope
some of these Gunn kids end up here someday, and use their experience to help improve the bike
network here and around the Bay Area.

Email Town Square Moderator Report Objectionable Content

CONTEST DETAILS
Saw this coming

The solution is obvious to us. Get the traffic (not)calming measures reversed. They are so
counterproductive and are creating all kinds of collateral issues that are far worse. We were much
better off before.

Email Town Square Moderator Report Objectionable Content

Resident

The problem as I see it is that both our high schools are much too large. The campuses were not
designed for the number of students as well as staff. The entrances and egresses are poorly
designed. The schools were not designed for parents dropping off or picking up students because,
wait for it, they were designed for the days when most students arrived and left by school buses or
driving themselves.

The schools were not designed for so many bikes arriving and leaving. They were not designed for
parent pick up and drop off.

Many parents are worried so much about their child's safety that they will not let them bike or walk,
but have to drive them as close as possible and pick them up as close as possible.

We do not have a sensible bus policy. Gunn students can ride a bus, but it is VTA and need to pay a
fare. Paly has the free shuttle which some students can use [portion removed.] Also if all the
students wanted to use the same bus/shuttle they would not hold all the students without severe

https://www.paloaltoonline.com/news/2018/12/27/gunn-high-neighbors-say-street-has-become-dangerous-for-students Page 3 of 24
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over-crowding, which I think is possibly happening anyway.

The school board in its wisdom does nothing to help the situation. They say that how the students
get to school is not their responsibility. They provide bike cages, but no security for the bikes which

get damaged and stolen. The school buses that are parked in the lot beside Paly need to use the
Paly driveway without holding one Paly student!

Is any of this a sensible way to get students to school?

Bring back efficient school shuttle service. It does not have to be run by PAUSD but can be

contracted out. Make areas near all our schools no drop off/pick up zones so that the students can
walk from an area 1/4 mile from school. Ticket parents sitting in cars near schools and any empty

car (that doesn't have a resident permit) gets ticketed too.

More aggressive management of school traffic is the responsibility of both PAUSD and CPA.

Email Town Square Moderator Report Objectionable Content

This was planned

This is no accident. The school district and City planned for this before the last bond money was

spent, calling it the "back entrance" to Gunn and planning for it to take whatever extra traffic they
needed it to take. The unlimited capacity of the "back ntrance" was brought up as answer to those

who felt the alternative of spending the money improving three schools rather than the focus on

spending to crete more capacity at two campuses, was never seriously examined (the architect and
contractors do better from the enlarged campuses because the per square foot costs of a lot of the
space is higher by millions and they profit as a percentage, plus they don't have to populate three

school sites).

The bulb outs seem to embolden bike riders to do stupid things, they do not seem to help safety.
There are a few students alive today just because I am so aware of this and thus so cautious.

Unfortunately, the waves of students also seem oblivious to the safety of younger children and older

people, or anyone who needs to go in the other direction, making the path unusable for others
during those hours. Since it is the school's "back entrance" that has taken over the neighborhood

area, officially as far as the district talked about it, why should the students think anyone else has

to use the path or honor the line in the center of the path denoting two-way traffic?

The City has been creating hazards all over the place but especially in this neighborhood, starting
with the aggressively nonsensical and idiotic hockey stick "biking box" at Donald and Arastradero,

which creates a serious life-threatening daily danger for cars for ZERO purpose for bikes (since

bikes never seem to use the box part that pushes cars so far back they have NO visibility to see left

when they turn, and there are almost never bikes there except when there are crossing guards
anyway -- this could be fixed). [Portion removed.]

There has also been a lot more parking into the neighborhood this year than any year in the past. I

think we may need a parking permit program over here, too.
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This article misses the complete picture.

There's lots of information missing from this article. Auto parking at Gunn is reduced because the

campus is currently under CONSTRUCTION. Temporary portables are occupying auto spaces that will

be restored after construction is complete. This temporary condition has pushed cars off-campus.

https://www.paloaltoonline.com/news/2018/12/27/gunn-high-neighbors-say-street-has-become-dangerous-for-students
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Campus enroliment is the highest it has been in decades (the bubble class has hit the high schools).
That affects traffic.

Arastradero is currently under construction, and we all know construction creates delays and
detours. Again, a temporary condition.

Decades ago we had buses at Gunn--which, of course, used to relieve traffic on streets like Georgia
near the school site. Thanks to Prop 13, busing has been eliminated in most public school districts
across the state. If you want more busing, prepare to pay handsomely for it.

Georgia is a VERY quiet street--except during school commute times. The traffic problems are
created by parents driving their kids to school. Parents' cars and behavior are the problem (illegal
U-turns, jockeying for a place to sit and wait, as the article describes). If parents care about making
a safer environment for the kids, it is a problem they can solve by making different choices. I, a
parent who volunteers at Gunn, bike Georgia frequently. The risks cited here are overstated.

Email Town Square Moderator Report Objectionable Content

problems: part 1-3

part 1 of the problem is that many bicyclists do not walk their bikes while in the crosswalks. they
often dart across making it difficult for cars to respond.

part 2 is that high-schoolers driving cars to Gunn also contribute to the overall gridlock.
part 3 is local commuters in a hurry to get to work in the AM.

part 1 can be rectified. parts 2-3, probably not.

Email Town Square Moderator Report Objectionable Content

This was planned

@risks,

If you live in the neighborhood and have experienced students look you right in the eye as you are
driving under speed limit on Georgia yet dart suddenly right across your bumper because those bulb
outs make them feel like they are in some kind of force field where a 5 ton vehicle will not crush
them, you would understand. This has happened to me more than once, and I still remember the
horrified looks of the friends on the sidewalk who knew better.

Also, I have had to use the bike path to go in the other direction with a small child, and must have
started between clumps, because there was no going forward or back safely, the kids do not respect
the two-way aspect of that path. That path is in the neighborhood, it is not and was never designed
to be a back entrance to a 2000 student high school. The teens also pay no attention at all to the
stop signs and younger kids trying to cross the street, and thus fewer young kids walk themselves
to school. This has been a perennial problem. I have witnessed teen bikers collide with young
children in the Juana Briones playground, but I have heard (would like to know if true) that they are
finally closing the school grounds to through bike traffic. Little kids on the playground and oblivious
teen bikers do not mix safely.

Email Town Square Moderator Report Objectionable Content

https://www.paloaltoonline.com/news/2018/12/27/gunn-high-neighbors-say-street-has-become-dangerous-for-students Page 5 of 24



javascript:showWhy('/square/abuse.php?w=1&ci=463223',%20'abuse_463223')

https://www.paloaltoonline.com/about/contact/mailto.php?e=ts_moderator

javascript:showWhy('/square/abuse.php?w=1&ci=463231',%20'abuse_463231')

https://www.paloaltoonline.com/about/contact/mailto.php?e=ts_moderator

javascript:showWhy('/square/abuse.php?w=1&ci=463232',%20'abuse_463232')

https://www.paloaltoonline.com/about/contact/mailto.php?e=ts_moderator



Gunn High neighbors say street has become dangerous for students | News | Palo Alto Online |

"onslaught of bicycling students"

[Portion removed.]

This article reads like driving and parking spots for cars are god's gift to mankind. Sheesh.
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Reallly?

This article is really skewed in opposition to cycling. It reads more like an opinion article than news.
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stop signs

I'm happy more kids are cycling to school but I walk my elementary-aged child to school in this
neighborhood and have seen teen cyclists flying by a police officer who was standing near the stop
sign at Georgia and Donald repeatedly yelling a reminder that cyclists have to stop at stop signs.
Some of them slowed down since the cop was there (on any other day, this rarely happens) but a
lot didn't, which made me think they don't know it's a rule of the road. Or they don't care or they
feel invincible in the horde.
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Anon

Posted by This was planned, a resident of Green Acres

>> answer to those who felt the alternative of spending the money improving three schools rather
than the focus on spending to crete more capacity at two campuses,

I agree that three campuses would have been, and, would be, better. But, I applaud all the students
walking and riding their bikes to school.

>> The bulb outs seem to embolden bike riders to do stupid things, they do not seem to help
safety. There are a few students alive today just because I am so aware of this and thus so
cautious.

I've been there during busy school times. I agree that bike riders that zoom out without stopping
are stooopid, but, the real problem that I have seen is rushing, tailgating vehicles-- often pickup
trucks, TBH, cutting through and trying to zoom to work and getting frustrated. We need
enforcement. Ticket those tailgaters and speeders until they either stop driving aggressively or pick
a different route. Every route through that neighborhood is congested. You can blame the schools,
elementary, middle, and high schools, or, you can blame VMware, Tesla, et al. To me, schools are a
much higher priority than somebody rushing to work.
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Really? Your Kids Need to be Picked Up?
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What in the world are so many parents doing picking up students at a High School? Or even 'near' a
High School? Except for those with mobility problems, students are old enough and should be
capable enough to walk or ride a bus to some location more suitable for pickup. Or even get home
by themselves. (ride a bike, maybe?)

Seriously, isn't it time your kids were more self-sufficient?

And, although this organization is focused on younger kids, check this out: Web Link

Email Town Square Moderator Report Objectionable Content

This was planned

@Really? and everyone else,

The point I am trying to make is that the City, School District, everyone involved in the planning and
spending of the last construction bond -- they all PLANNED for this to be the "back entrance" to
Gunn, and all traffic planning in the front of the school depended on this "back entrance" being used
not just for bikes but also for parents dropping off and picking up kids. They are not discouraging
this at the school, they have been calling this the "back entrance"

-- whether you think parents should be dropping off or picking up their kids or not, the fact is, they
do, and the powers that be have encouraged the community to use it that way, even though it is not
on school property. This situation is just more of the outcome that comes from the rank disrespect
of City Hall and the School Board toward community members. Contractors got to implement their
more profitable plan, because they could assume they could take over a part of a quiet residential
neighborhood as a large high-school back entrance, rather than taking a realistic look at traffic
under existing conditions and thus weighing more in favor of reducing the size of the school and
improving all THREE schools. Many tens of millions were spent on making these larger campuses,
including just on the fact that the square footage cost more. They called this explicitly the back
entrance of the school and incorporated a shifting of traffic from the other side of the school and
major streets into the neighborhood as part of deciding whether to prioritize spending on expanding
Gunn rather than on improving it as a slightly smaller school and reopening Cubberly.

My point is further that this is yet another example of the chickens coming home to roost after the
City/powers that be get away with making false statements in order to get developments approved
(the residents won't need cars/they won't need to leave their little microboxes ever, honest), and
residents paying the price. Especially residents on this side of town, who they think are beneath
contempt because they aren't as rich as the other side of town (and the mayor and most of Council
always lives in the North).

What does the City have to do with Schools, you say? The City had to be a part of that plan,
because of the traffic. Again, they were able to just decide that it was okay to turn the quiet
residential neighborhood into a "back entrance" to a 2000 (2500 in future, as planned) student
school, in order to avoid the harsh realities of how the existing traffic situation on Arastradero and
Foothill would impact decisions about whether they could proceed with the most economically
wasteful way to spend the bond money.
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Children Are More Sheltered These Days

> What in the world are so many parents doing picking up students at a High School? Or even 'near'
a High School? Except for those with mobility problems, students are old enough and should be
capable enough to walk or ride a bus to some location more suitable for pickup. Or even get home
by themselves. (ride a bike, maybe?)

Seriously, isn't it time your kids were more self-sufficient?

Things are different now as even 5th graders are frequently accompanied by their parents to grade

school in the AM. Too many suspected weirdos out there nowadays and parents are naturally
concerned.
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It wasn't that way when I was a child. If a 5th grader's parent walked them to school every
morning, the kid would be ridiculed unmercifully. Things are different now and this practice has
become the norm.

So it comes as no surprise that parental coddling for the sake of perceived safety and convenience
takes precedence all the way up to high school. I imagine that some parents given the opportunity
would also opt to see their children off every morning to college classes and maybe even while their
kids are working towards a Ph.D.

This practice began decades ago and might partially explain the coddled and entitled perspective of
various Millennials who are now adults.
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cvvhrn

SO as a new Gunn parent, I have witnessed first hand the issues and with everything its complex.

Gunn is a disaster in terms of traffic flow in and out: I have been stuck in the parking lot for over 30
minutes because of this on rainy days

The construction has not helped at all and once done it will improve things a bit, but the geography
(multiple schools and Tech Companies/VA) always means traffic

Our kids (my teen included) do need to pay attention when riding. As many have mentioned its can
be pretty bad at times with weaving, texting and the like)

Motorists also need to exercise patients when driving during these times.

I'm sorry but Wayno et al should keep their autonomous vehicles away from the area during the
morning and afternoon dismissal times. It adds to the traffic and i'm all for them proving systems
but maybe somewhere else eh?

Perhaps the district should emphasize student using the Boll Park Bike Path (and Gunn bike path)
for students who live to the North or Midtown areas
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Kids Today

> What in the world are so many parents doing picking up students at a High School?

> Seriously, isn't it time your kids were more self-sufficient?

>> If a 5th grader's parent walked them to school every morning, the kid would be ridiculed
unmercifully. Things are different now and this practice has become the norm.

Suburban children in the more affluent neighborhoods are being brought up to be weenies. This
doesn't occur in places like Compton, Richmond, EPA etc.

>> Too many suspected weirdos out there nowadays and parents are naturally concerned.

Weirdos have always been out there...liberal PC perspectives have allowed some to thrive as certain
aberrations are now considered socially acceptable. Thus they are more visible.
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cvvhrn

https://www.paloaltoonline.com/news/2018/12/27/gunn-high-neighbors-say-street-has-become-dangerous-for-students

3/6/19, 12:53 PM

Page 8 of 24



javascript:showWhy('/square/abuse.php?w=1&ci=463309',%20'abuse_463309')

https://www.paloaltoonline.com/about/contact/mailto.php?e=ts_moderator

javascript:showWhy('/square/abuse.php?w=1&ci=463312',%20'abuse_463312')

https://www.paloaltoonline.com/about/contact/mailto.php?e=ts_moderator

javascript:showWhy('/square/abuse.php?w=1&ci=463320',%20'abuse_463320')

https://www.paloaltoonline.com/about/contact/mailto.php?e=ts_moderator



Gunn High neighbors say street has become dangerous for students | News | Palo Alto Online | 3/6/19, 12:53 PM

@Kids Today

Different times however, 95% of the days our son rides to school. On some days, if it rains we drive
him, or if he has athletics, it gets late by the time he is done with practice and we drive him as well.
In fact its the fact that so many student bike that caused this whole discussion in the first place eh?
As far as the comparison of say Compton, while they have a population of 30,000 more people, they
also have 6 high schools versus 2 and they are spread out. Palo Alto covers 26 square miles versus

10 of Compton (albeit alot of that is open space) so students travel greater distances.

Not sure what to say about the "liberal PC perspective" making it acceptable. There seems to be
plenty of weirdo out there regardless of the politics of the region
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Anon

Posted by Kids Today, a resident of Barron Park

>> Suburban children in the more affluent neighborhoods are being brought up to be weenies. This
doesn't occur in places like Compton, Richmond, EPA etc.

>> >> Too many suspected weirdos out there nowadays and parents are naturally concerned.
>> Weirdos have always been out there...liberal PC perspectives have

ANNANNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNAN

I guess this implies that you are "conservative". OK. Just don't turn around and start complaining
about all the kids walking and riding their bikes to school and getting in the way of your driving in
the neighborhood. There are ~2022 students at Gunn and they are going to get there somehow.
Many of us -liberals- wanted 3 high schools, to no avail.
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Liberals & Conservatives Alike

> Many of us -liberals- wanted 3 high schools, to no avail.

There used to be 3 high schools in Palo Alto. Blame the PAUSD for this oversight.
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Anonymous

Gunn kids entitled thinking they are the only ones on the road and don't observe said cycling rules
of the road? SHOCKED. Said no one ever. Product of their upbringing.
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3rd Year Law Student

> Weirdos have always been out there...liberal PC perspectives have allowed some to thrive as
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certain aberrations are now considered socially acceptable.

The ACLU has a lot to do with this and in some ways, the concept is justifiable...providing the
'weirdos' are not posing a threat to society at large.

> Suburban children in the more affluent neighborhoods are being brought up to be weenies.

This is true to some extent as parent's are more protective these days...and it's not necessarily
limited to the more affluent neighborhoods.

On the other hand, some children may in turn become more dependent on adult protection and/or
nurturing as they get older.

One of my colleagues in law school breast-fed her child up to 5 years-old. To me, that kind of falls
under the 'weirdo' category.

Email Town Square Moderator Report Objectionable Content

It was planned

@Alike,

It was no "oversight", the expensive enlargement of the campuses (rather than going in the
direction of spending the money better on three smaller campuses) -- with a clear-eyed
understanding of the traffic -- was pushed by those in charge of the project, and those who stood to
make the most money, and other voices were trampled on.

Of the current board members, Caswell bears the most blame.

Email Town Square Moderator Report Objectionable Content

This was planned

@Sheltered,

I realize it's trendy these days to blame parents for every last thing and then some, even more than
usual, but don’t you think you are being just a little overly judgmental? There are very real safety
concerns having to do with traffic. There are individual developmental needs (such as executive
function and ADHD - in this district, some kids from a very early age having their whole lives
destroyed because teachers and peers tend to brutalize kids emotionally if they can’t just tow the
line organizationally from an early age, it's treated like the kids are bad and something they are
willfully doing wrong - pushing kids who couldn’t be obedient enough into menial lives was a
problem back then, too), time (schools tend to treat kids’ time like it's 24 hours at their disposal
and kids’ and family autonomy as nothing, so any time saved in transit or even a chance to speak in
the car is valuable), a need to get to after school activities (that yes, can in fact be a child’s choice,
and sometimes their only respite against school which is NOT their choice). I know you probably
have a hard time understanding this, but it is actually the case in some families that parents and
children work together instead of on separate planes of existence, and they value having some time
together daily, and may choose that over a long unpleasant bike trip in ever worsening traffic to the
other side of town, in bad light.

I remember we had to accompany ours through 5th because it was just such a hazard (even for us
parents) getting across one of the streets with the unbroken stream of Gunn kids who refused to
stop at the stop sign, and the district has never listened to calls to teach them to stop (a cop
handing out tickets never did) or get a crossing guard. When some kids stopped, it never helped
because there were always others even more oblivious who would race around or even pile up
almost colliding with those in front. It was always a nerve-wracking part of the morning, both to and
from (for even just the parent alone). A collision between a big person(s) on a bike and a little
person can be injurious and even fatal. I witnessed some of those on the school yard where the
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bikes were a lot slower than on the street. And frequently requested that the principal call for a
crossing guard there so kids could get to school safely on their own.

When I was a kid, we were expected to get to school on our own, too, but things aren’t exactly the
same here and now:

A) Back then, most people had more kids because society was generally more accepting of the
historically far higher likelihood that children would die before adulthood.

B) Only really rich kids got the resources they needed to succeed; having a middle-class existence
on the menial income was more possible. More people have fewer kids and care more about
providing them with opportunities only the richer kids used to get.

C) When I was a kid, school was structured to take over children’s whole lives 24/7, when they
walked home, it was usually also part of meeting friends, getting into mischief, etc. Nobody gives
kids (or families) that kind of control over their lives outside of school anymore.

I knew more kids who walked to school on their own, I did, we were totally free range, but being
very frank in the Me Too age, I also knew far more kids in my immediate neighborhood (and family)
who were molested by an older teen who took advantage of the situation. I think statics show there
are a lot of us with those kinds of memories, and given the consequences, I'm not going to judge
anyone who wants to decide for themselves (without regard to your or anyone else’s superficial
judgmentalism) what FREEDOM means to them.

More biking is a good thing. The City pushing more kids to bike while making ever more ludicrous
and even dangerous (and expensive) changes to our streets is not a good thing, and I also don't
blame anyone who doesn’t want to be bullied into doing anything they feel unsafe doing. (But then,
I think the City should underground the train and make that whole stretch a pedestrian, bike and
scooter way all the way across town. If you think about it, we're all paying for almost a Billion in
school construction that won’t even finish fixing up our schools, the train tunnel would be on that
order of magnitude, and there are things that could be done with that space to offset the costs,
too.). Supporting biking also has nothing to do with supporting bad biking behavior that makes that
entrance unsafe (such as ignoring that there are TWO ways), or the City’s and school district’s bad
presumption that it was okay to take over a part of a neighborhood as basically an official back
entrance to a very large school.

Email Town Square Moderator Report Objectionable Content

Resident

The idea that the district didn't invest in a third high school because contractors somehow benefited
is pretty odd. I get that you disagree with the decision, but why do you think the district staff,
superintendent, and board would go along? Seems more likely that given that district enroliment
overall has shrank the last 4 years, and high school enroliment is stable and certain to start
shrinking in a couple of years when the "bubble classes" graduate, a new high school at a cost of
around $150M+, plus annual operating costs, seemed like an expensive solution for whatever traffic
problem you perceive.

I do agree that the volume of concentrated bikers is not well managed. Maybell and Los Robles are
hazardous during the before and after school commutes, as the kids literally don't stop and
sometimes don't even look. It's dangerous to pedestrians, drivers, the kids themselves. I don't think
this is a school problem - they don't employ the crossing guards, they don't police the streets. The
CITY needs to enforce its traffic laws and keep the streets safe for all. There's a new police chief in
town who claims to be interested in nuts and bolts enforcement - give him a try.

Email Town Square Moderator Report Objectionable Content

Resident

There is still a lot of discussion here that does nothing to address the underlying problem which is
that Gunn (and Paly) are too big for their initial design and not designed for students arriving in
anything other than school buses and self driving. This is how high schools used to work when most

https://www.paloaltoonline.com/news/2018/12/27/gunn-high-neighbors-say-street-has-become-dangerous-for-students Page 11 of 24
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Paly and Cubberley were the two high schools and Gunn became the third high school.

Since then Cubberley has closed and school buses have not been the main means for students to
get to school. Back way back when no self-respecting high school student would ride a bike to
school and the only ones to walk would be those living in the immediate neighborhood. School
buses would arrive at school along with the arriving cars and there would be practically zero traffic
leaving. The reverse would happen after school when traffic would be leaving at the same time.
There would be no parents dropping off and then driving away, and then after school not arriving,
waiting (idling) and leaving.

This two way traffic is a problem not only on the campuses but in the neighborhoods near the
back/side/front entrances. At the same time, there is a steady stream of students on bikes and on
foot and they all mix together all acting invincible.

The best scenario to improve this situation would be to get more students to school on buses and
shuttles. Bikes are better in theory than in practice. This is primarily because the bikes have to
share the road with vehicles and/or share the non-vehicle paths with pedestrians. Bikes and
pedestrians do not match well particularly when we are talking about adolescents who do not see
the dangers since in most cases they do not have drivers licenses and have no road sense.

On top of that, we have parents who are insisting that it is their right to drive their own kids to
school for whatever reasons they choose. They are adding to the traffic congestion because of this
perceived right and they add traffic to get near to the schools and then to get away from the
schools even if they arrive and leave a different route as they are on the way to work.

I think both our high schools have very much the same problems even though Paly does not have a
non-vehicle back entrance. Paly has the added problem of buses using the Churchill entrance but
not to transport Paly students.

I think the school board and Churchill admin have turned a blind eye to the problems because their
attitude is that it is not their problem of how to get the students to and from school. The city can't
control the problem either and the two way traffic with parents dropping off and then waiting after
school cannot be controlled by no parking/no waiting zones as parents ignore them.

It is long overdue for the school district to sort out the mess they have made by creating two mega
monster schools and a no bus policy. It is time we as a community put pressure on them to
outsource and contract school buses to get the students to school.

If Google can do it, Facebook, Apple, etc. then the school districts can do it too. Get on with it and
stop making excuses. Spend money on solutions to real problems not on feel good issues like
renaming schools.

Email Town Square Moderator Report Objectionable Content

Kids

At both schools police support or traffic safety should be present and enforcing the rules already in
place. In the tightened construction zones this is strange to be so devoid of adult supervision for
gunn and fletcher. At paly, the parking lot is such a strange maze, it is difficult to speed through.
Parent block the entire red zone daily and kids cross everywhere. I have never seen any adult
present at this very impacted, very unsafe parking lot. They have been very lucky. The bikes at
charleston also can pop out of anywhere so everyone be very careful. Kids on phones on bikes and
kids cutting kitty corner should be expected. Parents in a hurry with large suvs are pretty scary.
Kids just streaming across driveways should also be watched out for. These kids should have better
guidance and parents should not be so aggressive

Email Town Square Moderator Report Objectionable Content

This was planned
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@Resident of Green Acres,

Where were you during planning and approval of the bond expenditures? The push was to expand
both high schools to take up to 2500 students each instead of having three high schools that would
be in the more optimal 1700 student each range. The actual planning process was led by the
architect, who basically took wish lists from teachers and administrators and gave almost
ridiculously stilted information in favor of going in directions that made the most money and sense
for the builders. The process for public comment was a farce. The architect leading the process
pushed to go in the two-large-school direction even from the early planning meetings, and then
restated that as the major design spec in presenting the plan for board approval, making it seem as
if it was the board’s idea. Nowhere in the process from start to finish was there ever any oversight
for most effective use of the money, there was literally no entity engaged in that, no auditing
process to do that, not even the so-called oversight committee. The board members and Skelly
chuckled, saying the public was always good for more funding down the road. (This is probably on
tape.)

Go back and watch the final approval meeting, the architect states overtly that the major design
spec was to increase capacity at the two existing high schools. (The information/ 20-20 hindsight in
your post was not to be borne at the time.) Caswell was all for this, because she doesn’t believe in
thinking for or exercising any judgment herself, she prefers to be led around the nose by “experts”.
It was like watching the Beverly Hillbillies at a used car dealership, believing with all their hearts
that the expensive jalopy and all its extras is the best Cadillac they can’t live without.

The problem with your comment is that you are trying to apply sense to the situation after the fact.
Where were you to try to bring sense to the situation while it was happening? It did not escape a lot
of people’s notice that the process was flawed, some parent even wrote an editorial about it. And
your idea about the construction industry is hopelessly naive and flawed — do some reading about
construction in general, and why school construction costs so much. Of course they’re going to try
to maximize their profit for the least amount of risk or work to them. It would have been nice if the
district hadn’t made such easy pickings, especially for the sake of our kids and district future.

Email Town Square Moderator Report Objectionable Content

Resident

Don't get me wrong, I love the fact that so many kids bike to school. But the problem still exists
that they are a moving force with crowd mentality.

Not only do they individually make poor decisions for themselves, the fact that when they are in a
swarm of bikes, their judgment is even more flawed. It reminds me of a shoal of fish who keep
together for protection, but the shoal itself is likely to lose a few fish to keep the marjority safe.

I have personally witnessed this at Paly, Churchill crossing Alma. When the lights change the bikes
have such a strong sense of right that they take over all the available space making it necessary for
vehicles to behave differently. The City has put up a sign that says vehicles must turn left to enable
the shoal of fish (bikes) have safe passage.

Google type bus service would be a welcome break for other people who need to use the roads to
get to work. Not all traffic is out of towners coming here to work, but often Palo Alto residents
attempting to get to their out of town jobs.

Email Town Square Moderator Report Objectionable Content

Resident

@This was planned - you are confused. You think because the architect led the presentation that
she was the one who decided it was to be 2 vs. 3 high schools? The decision had already been made
by the super and staff, in conjunction with the board - the staff then TOLD the architect what
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options to present. The Super and staff looked at the enrollment numbers and the costs/priorities
and made the call. You disagree, I get it, but you are confused about who made the decision and
why. Your construction vendor conspiracy theory doesn't make sense (sure, call me naive, ouch!).

In fact, the two high schools average 2050 students this year, up about 50 from last year. So
nowhere near the 2500 you fear (Gunn is less than 2000 btw), and only somewhat above the 1700
you think would be appropriate. Not exactly "mega monster schools." And since high school
enroliment is certain to start shrinking in 2 years (the 7th grade class is smaller than the 11th, 6th
< 10th, 5th < 9th, etc.), it will fairly quickly get to what you wanted.

Email Town Square Moderator Report Objectionable Content

This was planned

@Resident,

You are the one who is confused and conjecturing about a process you know nothing about. Many
residents had far more contact with the PLANNING PROCESS than anyone on the board did. The
entity controlling that planning process, and from whom the board and staff took their direction,
was the firm they had decided on (not a "she", a "they", and I only saw men). The direction of
discussion was completely manipulated from very early on by the construction/architecture people.
There was quite literally no one on the district side minding the henhouse. The board approved
things after the flawed process, there was no one on the board ensuring the process was looking out
for the best interests of the district.

Go dig up the video for the approval meeting for spending on Gunn. The architect (he) gave a nice
spiel about how the plans were because of the decision to expand, but that very same person was
there in the trenches at the development meetings (when it was all just ideas and wishlists)
ensuring that was the outcome. There was, unfortunately, no video of those meetings, only a district
person tightly managing the limited public input in such a way that it was a total farce and putting
that on record. Most people were reticent to even ask a question lest they go on record with
something they didn't say or mean, or end up a foil for someone else's manipulative answer.

How many of those early planning meetings did you witness? I'm guessing from your lack of
knowledge of this, zero. (Your presumptions and speculation are not the same as actual
knowledge.)

The number of students this year is not the point. Tens of millions were spent creating campuses
that could take up to 2500 students. If you are so sure that there is no possibility they could ever
reach that capacity, why would you support that? Tens of millions were lost just in the extra cost of
the square footage, that could have been spent completely replacing an elementary school or two
almost from scratch.

The reasons for the decline in enroliment, such as reputation as a result of depression and suicides,
large schools even as they are, serious hits to quality of life in the last decade, persistent violations
of students' rights and lack of a culture of collaboration with families (and unlikely to be cost, since
high cost has always been an issue in Palo Alto for many decades) -- those can all change almost
overnight, there is no "trend" to reliably forecast. An article about Mountain View in 2017 said they
were bracing for "explosive" increases. (As the new crop of apartment dwellers ages, assuming our
district doesn't remain this screwed up forever, Palo Alto is likely to see another wave of growth as a
lot of those new workers have families -- this is what happened to Los Altos from the yuppie
generation, it used to be a better value than Palo Alto.). Palo Alto and Stanford are pushing for more
housing growth, and this always means more students in the schools. The Stanford growth is
coming.

Again, the issue is whether the money was spent well, or whether the architect and other
construction people had undue influence on the process that made for an outcome that did (far) less
for the district than it should have. They controlled the process from very early on, including the
process involved in deciding whether to go in the direction of spending the money expanding the
campuses for potential future enroliment or to improve all three campuses.

Since you seem so convinced that enrollment would have been low regardless, why would you
support a board that spent so much money on expansion, millions that could have been used
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instead to improve Gunn or three campuses, or even the elementary or middle schools?

Or, perhaps you will direct me to the public documents that weigh how to spend the money most
effectively and not let it get blown away from the usual reasons that school construction costs so
much? They don't exist, but I'd love to see you try. There was no entity engaged in that, the board
and staff were naively even obsequiously under the direction of the construction professionals from
the early stages of planning. If this conversation causes someone in the district to wake up to that
before blowing the next wad on way less than we could have had, then it was worth it.

But your post does highlight something about how these things go wrong. People have a goal or an
idea, and actual facts, actual observations, seem to matter not at all. You are basing a very forceful
opinion on ideas not on actual firsthand knowledge. Everything I have expressed can be validated
(and would only be too happy if the local newspaper would go back and dig to prevent it from
happening again).

Back to the point of this thread, you also are missing the point that the idea that this part of a quiet
residential neighborhood could just be co-opted and assumed as the "back entrance" of a 2000-
student (and up to potentiall 2500 student, based on how the money was spent) school, including
for drop off, was baked into the planning and decisions from very early on. It's possible that could
be gleaned from the minutes of various meetings, since it would have also involved the City.

Email Town Square Moderator Report Objectionable Content

This was planned

To be plain and clear - the construction professionals were directing the planning from the wishlist
stages, when the decision about whether to build larger to schools or go with three was no decided,
and their actions and considerations controlled that decision.

The board is very passive here, they were not involved in the planning the way the construction
professionals were, there was no entity engaged in a broad overview of how we could get the most
for our money. There are no documents about such a process either, though I once again welcome
you to produce such documents if you somehow know about such secret process that was neither in
evidence nor public during the planning.

Email Town Square Moderator Report Objectionable Content

Ride The Bus to School

Palo Alto residents and the PAUSD can well afford school buses. This would cut down on school-
related bike traffic.

Being Palo Alto, the district could even afford a fleet of Mercedes/Sprinter school buses to
accommodate its entitled and spoiled enrollment.

Instead of paying more money to useless/ineffectual school administrators, focus on some adequate
transportation.

Email Town Square Moderator Report Objectionable Content

Resident

You mistake the public input process for the decision process. The staff's thinking process didn't
take place in public. Not sure what "documents" you think would exist. The vendors followed their
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direction and the Board accepted their recommendations.

You mistook the public input process for a pivotal part of the decision making process. It might have
been if a large number of people had organized and spoken out strongly, but they didn't. So it was
just a check the box item, as you noticed.

On capacity, in 2008 when the plan came together, they did think they'd need to handle almost
5000 high schoolers. It was a reasonable guess, but it turns out that it was wrong, and it will peak
out at a little over 4000. So yes, they did somewhat over build, but at least they didn't build a 3rd
high school, 4th middle school, or 13th elementary. That would have been a far bigger mistake.

Email Town Square Moderator Report Objectionable Content

This was planned

@Resident,
"You mistook the public input process for a pivotal part of the decision making process."

Not at all. I have pointed out above that the public input was a farce and set up to be not even good
window dressing.

You are clearly still operating from conjecture rather than actual contact with the process. Go back
and read the documents the architect and district published, watch the meetings that are available
to watch, read the minutes. It still won't give you a view of how things developed that actually
being there would.

The fact is that there never was any kind of overview process to spend the money as effectively as
possible. The architect was always the main driver behind how the money was spent. Sure, the
board decided, based on what they were told by the people they let drive that process.

The fact is that they probably could have rebuilt many of the schools new for that money, if it had
been planned and managed more holistically. I don't see how having three renovated school sites
instead of two (in which tens of millions were, by your own admission, unnecessary to spend and
thus wasted) is a mistake when we are still faced with having to renovate Cubberly. If it had been
renovated it could have taken extra capacity or it could have been a greater source of income and
resource for the community, and we would be done with figuring out what to do there.

If you can find it, a parent wrote a very good editorial about how a flawed process would lead to a
flawed outcome. I heard from any number of experts in the community who lead major projects in
their work lives who could only shake their heads at how the district "managed" things. Construction
professionals are in business to make money, it is not customary for them to ensure the district gets
the most out of them for the least amount of money. The district followed no process to ensure that,
they let the construction/architect have way too much influence over the outcome from start to
finish.

The architect, staff, and the City very early in the process had already co-opted this part of the
neighborhood in their plans as the "back entrance" to the school -- they called it the back entrance,
and talked about it like it was some kind of right. As usually happens with these things, there was
no meaningful outreach to the public about it. The parameters for limits on capacity and traffic in

the front of the school assumed there would be bikes AND parent drop offs in the neighborhood,
too.

Email Town Square Moderator Report Objectionable Content

Resident

Talking about the flawed process of the past and how we got here is not helping.

We have to move forward and doing what Google does and get buses taking our kids to school
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efficiently will help all of us.

I like to see kids using bikes for all sorts of reasons, but swarms of bikes causing havoc and parents
dropping off kids then waiting for them after school causes too much danger to those who are trying
to get around without being part of the school commute.

This is definitely PAUSD responsibility, sorry. They have caused the mess. Now they need to be
pressured into taking responsibility and action.

Email Town Square Moderator Report Objectionable Content

R.Davis

QUOTE: Too many suspected weirdos out there nowadays and parents are naturally concerned.

*remembering the days when our parents used to warn us not to accept rides from 'weirdos' to or
from school*

QUOTE: Weirdos have always been out there...

And they seem to be coming out of the woodwork these days.

Email Town Square Moderator Report Objectionable Content

This was planned

@Resident,
"Talking about the flawed process of the past and how we got here is not helping."

On the contrary, those who do not remember (or acknowledge) the past are condemned to repeat
it. Dealing with this situation as if OOPS it just happened is what the City and School District were
counting on when they baked it into the planning that this part of the neighborhood would be
regarded as the school's back entrance, essentially co-opting land that wasn't district land in order
to avoid coming up against the hard constraint of the traffic on Arastradero and Foothill Expwy given
overdevelopment realities.

People avoiding the hard conversations in hindsight is how the City and School district keep getting
away with foisting these kinds of ills on the unsuspecting residents/public. So first of all, it is very
important to realize that this didn't happen by accident, because we also have to deal with the fact
that there are forces within the district and city that will have unfortunate motivations that will
affect any drive to fix it now. And that this is the modus operandi of our City and District, to avoid
realities in favor of advocacy for their own specific purposes, because they never are held to account
when the eminently foreseeable problems (that their processes dismiss) become reality.

Buses are a non-starter, because there are so many costs moving parts beyond just the buses. Land
here is really expensive. Where will the buses be parked? The district doesn't even have buses for
field trips. A busing program involves so many complexities and hotbutton issues, and doesn't
change the fact that the other entrance was not designed to take all that bus traffic, either. You
can't mandate that people take the bus, and given that the district still regards that back entrance
as its own baked in back entrance, it is not going to solve the problem. High school students can
drive, too, and buses tend to reduce flexibility and increase travel times. My high school had a
busing program and still had hundreds of cars parked outside every day. There isn't even public
transit going reasonably directly from the high school to the community colleges despite a heavily
subscribed middle college program. A bus program would not solve anything but it would be
expensive and characterized by no more honesty from the City or district than caused this problem.

Sure, PAUSD caused the problem, but they created it in the planning stage in concert with the City,

with whom those decisions were made. The City is involved with anything involving traffic flow, the
need for lane changes there for the school, etc. Again, this all occurred in the open, but there was

https://www.paloaltoonline.com/news/2018/12/27/gunn-high-neighbors-say-street-has-become-dangerous-for-students Page 17 of 24



javascript:showWhy('/square/abuse.php?w=1&ci=463447',%20'abuse_463447')

https://www.paloaltoonline.com/about/contact/mailto.php?e=ts_moderator

javascript:showWhy('/square/abuse.php?w=1&ci=463449',%20'abuse_463449')

https://www.paloaltoonline.com/about/contact/mailto.php?e=ts_moderator



Gunn High neighbors say street has become dangerous for students | News | Palo Alto Online | 3/6/19, 12:53 PM

(as usual) no good faith public outreach over those issue, and that neighborhood area was just
quietly co-opted by the district. They regarded it as the school's back entrance for the purposes of
traffic planning and still do.

Email Town Square Moderator Report Objectionable Content

Resident

@Planned.

I don't disagree with you about the history and yes learning from past mistakes is definitely
important.

I just don't see in your posts any solutions.

I am not necessary talking about the District buying a fleet of buses, but I know there are bus
service contractors that could be contracted. Outsourcing seems the way to go to me. As to where
the buses would be parked, that would be the contractor's problem if you mean overnight or when
not in use. If we could get rid of all the drop off spaces around schools that are used by parents
instead of buses and used them for bus drop off/pick up only it would be the way to go. We need to
stop these parents driving their kids to school because they take up space which should be used for
bus transport not private transport.

We should be able to make certain areas around schools "buses only". The main entrances and exits
could be "bus only" for the 15 minutes before and after school start and the same (probably longer)
after school. Give buses an efficient ebb and flow around the schools to enable them to do a good
job of getting the students into the school in a timely fashion and away again after school.

We could even require "bike passes" for campus bike racks and then use that money for cameras to
protect the bikes. I would also suggest that all bikes should be dismounted on campus (that's how it
was in my school) so that all bikes were pushed until they left the campus. This means that
pedestrians and bike traffic would not have to share the same space which can cause
bike/pedestrian collisions.

It is time for PAUSD to start implementing better traffic control to and from schools, all schools. The
system at present is not helping and as the schools get bigger as the number of residents of town
grow due to all the planned housing, this is going to become even more important.

The mistakes have been made. I get it. Now is the time to try innovation to improve the situation.
Have you any better ideas?

Email Town Square Moderator Report Objectionable Content

Kenny

"I applaud all the Gunn kids trying to make bike commuting work. The city needs to prioritize their
safety ahead of the convenience of motorists."

Why does it have to be either-or? The article seems to be more a thinly veiled neighborhood
complaint about both car and bicycle traffic than anything else. When people move near a school,
traffic is to be expected. Students have to get to school somehow. If there are ongoing safety
problems, let the police know so they can do something about it.

"Too many suspected weirdos out there nowadays and parents are naturally concerned."
Suspected weirdos? Anyone and everyone could be suspected of being a weirdo. That level of
monster-in-the-closet paranoia itself would be a little weird. Regardless, many parents will drive

their kids to school in inclement weather, so plenty of cars will still be present at times. They need
to be safely accommodated.
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Email Town Square Moderator Report Objectionable Content

A Certain Kind of Weirdo

>Suspected weirdos? Anyone and everyone could be suspected of being a weirdo.
I think the poster was referring to weirdos who have a penchant for children.

Regular weirdos like certain artists and musicians are OK.

Email Town Square Moderator Report Objectionable Content

This was planned

@Resident,
"Now is the time to try innovation to improve the situation. Have you any better ideas?"

Yeah, I do. But as they involve things like truth, learning from mistakes, being honest about traffic
circulation and limits of infrastructure, and respect for residents and residential areas, what's the
point?

@Kenny,

What "thinly veiled"? It IS a complaint about traffic. There are neighborhoods all over town that face
schools and people expect traffic there. This is not one of those places, this is a historically quiet
residential neighborhood, and the affected areas are about a half a mile away by road.

The bike path into the neighborhood from the bike path behind the school has been there a long

time, even during high bicycle usage years. The difference is that between them, the district and
the City, they PLANNED for that part of the neighborhood -- that neither faces nor is directly near
the school from the street -- to become the school's back entrance, encouraged all to use it that

way, and planned the other pick up and drop off area based on the neighborhood taking a certain
amount of traffic.

Furthermore, the bulbouts and extra signage were never necessary before, are uncharacteristic for
a quiet residential street, and encourage all the many people not using it to think of it more as a
thoroughfare than a quiet street.

In that particular place, no, those residents could never have expected this. Going along streets, it's
half to two-thirds mile from the what should be the only school drop off on the main road into the
neighborhood to the place in question, which is all quiet residential neighborhood, or should be.

It was wrong of the school and city to basically plan for that place to be the official "back entrance"
of the school. All that sign pollution and unnecessary road markings and hardscape were
unnecessary before, even with high bike usage. (It doesn't really help now, but applying sense and
facts over agendas would be my first recommendation, which is not on the horizon when it comes to
Palo Alto planning of anything.). The hardscape does help generally with taking over that part of the
neighborhood, though.

The complaints are real, the problems legitimate, the tone and actual deafness of the district and
City an ever-present cause of the problem.

Email Town Square Moderator Report Objectionable Content

This was planned

@ Resident,
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Busing is not a solution for this particular problem. Parents need to drop their kids off at the real
drop off at the school. If that's not feasible, the district needs to work with the City to come up with
a plan that allows better traffic circulation on campus. Then they need to stop encouraging people to
use a quiet neighborhood as the school's back entrance, all car drop offs should be at school. The
district has just been approved another gargantuan facilities bond and can afford to incorporate the
actual traffic of its population into its pick up and drop off on campus.

The City should remove those ridiculous bulb outs. On that quiet street with long visibility, they are
simply an intrusion and do not help safety. The only time there are cars there is the school traffic
anyway, and if the school traffic goes to the school instead, the perceived need for those ridiculous
eyesores that don't belong on a quiet residential street goes away. Both the City and the school
district should have to revisit the traffic situation at the school anyone, because of experience now
with the Arastradero changes.

Anytime there is a conflict between reason and a ridiculous agenda again, the City or district should
have to post a bond to pay for whatever problem the public is concerned will materialize, and the
paper should do a far better job keeping track. We should have been able to force the City, for
example, to replace equivalent retail lost at AlIma Plaza, and create the actual park the residents
were promised after all.

Email Town Square Moderator Report Objectionable Content

Resident

@Planned.

I strongly disagree with you about the school encouraging parents to drop off at only one location.
There are nigh on 2000 students at Gunn and even if only half arrived at school by parents car that
would mean 1000 cars arriving in a short window. It is ridiculous to imagine that this could be done
efficiently with alterations in traffic flow.

Buses would enable an efficient flow if all non-bus traffic apart from bikes and pedestrians, was
eliminated at the main entrance for 15 minutes before and after first bell and the same rule applied
at the end of school.

The problems are two fold at the "back entrance". Parents and bikes. This is the same at all schools.
Bikes are great in theory but they are a swarm that do not obey traffic rules. Parents driving
students feel that it is their right and they should be accommodated to do so. This has to change.

For the neighbors who are trying to leave their homes to get to work or to get younger children to
school they are going against the flow.

One of these days there will be a tragedy outside one of our schools. It will not be nice, but it may
be the catalyst to make PAUSD change its attitude and get it's head out of the sand on this. It is up
to the community to make it change before a tragedy!

Email Town Square Moderator Report Objectionable Content

Will Chrisman

Respectfully, the traffic-calming road changes on Arastradero Road plus other decisions taken by
PAUSD and the City have worsened traffic flow and created a dangerous traffic situation for students
headed to five (5) neighborhood schools here. Kudos to students for making the City bike-to-school
program such a smashing success. Way to go!

Now the adults should do our part to ensure that the safe-routes-to-school is a success! Does
anybody dispute that Baron Park neighborhood streets (think Los Robles Avenue and Amaranta
Avenue) and Green Acres neighborhood streets (think Maybell Avenue and Donald Drive and
Georgia Avenue) should not be the official "back door" to Gunn High. Such thinking reflects bad
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public policy. Shame on the PAUSE and City for looking the other way. I have talked many times
with Gunn High Principal and also with City traffic planning staff but they are not following up with
action.

*¥x*kXX*XHERE'S MY SUGGESTION TO IMPROVE SAFETY FOR STUDENT CYCLISTS HEADED TO
GUNN:

Switch the Maybell Avenue/Donald Drive intersection over to restricted LEFT TURN ONLY turn
heading onto Donald Drive, cyclists excepted. In other words, cars driving on Maybell past Briones
Elementary heading South would be blocked from making a right turn onto Donald, but cyclists
would be free to do so.

Email Town Square Moderator Report Objectionable Content

This was planned

@Resident,

"There are nigh on 2000 students at Gunn and even if only half arrived at school by parents car that
would mean 1000 cars arriving in a short window. It is ridiculous to imagine that this could be done
efficiently with alterations in traffic flow."

Whether that is true or not, planning for traffic is and was part of the planning decisions between
the district and city. People cannot magically materialize at that corner every day. I went to a 2500
student high school and most of those kids drove themselves or were bused. Somehow, they
managed on one entry point.

My point again is that decisions in that process for what we have were made assuming that this
area right in the middle of a quiet residential neighborhood would be co-opted as a back entrance,
for both car and bicycle traffic. The fact that it was planned to take significant car traffic is evident
in the hardscape the City put up which is like the proverbial bridge to nowhere and utterly
unnecessary if people aren't also dropping off there with cars. It was always assumed that the city
and district could proceed with their plans as if they had a right to do that. Those people are not
across from the school, there was no way they could have anticipated this unless their had been
significant public outreach.

Imagine taking a job as a teacher in a school that shares a building with another school. They only
share their back walls, with a space the size of a lane in between. Imagine the other schools decides
to put a doorway right into your classroom which isn't even part of their school, and says, don't
worry, we just need this as an emergency exit from our large assembly hall.

Then imagine the other school tells their school population that's the back entrance to the school
and a third of the population empties through your classroom from their assemblies every day,
because they designed the front entrance not to handle their existing population, since they could
use that back door. And what if they further built some walls and signs into your classroom in order
to keep your students desks and persons out of the way of theirs emptying through your classroom.

This is not a student behavior problem, the other school needs to get real about the design on their
own side so that they take care of their own traffic. And if that creates problems, they need to let
that information (i.e., reality) inform their decisions, instead of foisting the problems on others and
treating the infrastructure like it can magically handle more capacity if they just add yet more signs,
unsafe hardscape, and road pollution, especially somewhere unexpected and someone else has to
handle it.

We just approved a very, very large new facilities bond. The District and the City should have to go
back to the drawing board, and deal with the traffic on Arastradero and the school realistically, and
come up with a new plan, while the money is there to fix this. They should have to remove those
ridiculous bulbouts and at least a half of the sign pollution and stupid, unsafe things they have done
to the neighborhood to give the appearance of doing something about safety (in order to avoiding
doing anything real about safety).

And by the way, if the school deals with the car traffic on its own property, the bike path from the
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neighborhood can still be used for bikes -- that is still a lot of students, and does not mean 2000
students would be taking cars to school to the real entrance(s).

No one has answered my question as to whether Juana Briones school yard has been closed to bike
cross traffic. That would solve both a collision hazard between older students on bikes and younger
ones on the playground, and reduce the traffic at that "entrance".

Email Town Square Moderator Report Objectionable Content

It Could Be Worse

Imagine the fuss if the kids all rode Harleys to Gunn.

Email Town Square Moderator Report Objectionable Content

Will Chrisman

Yes the previous post 'This Was Planned' by a resident of Green Acres has clearly explained how
things are. Are the paid employees of PAUSD and the City listening? Can anybody point to where
the City or PAUSD have shown sensible regard for student cyclist safety and neighborhood quality of
life in connection with the use of Maybell, Donald, and Georgia as the official, unofficial, back
entrance to Gunn High? There obviously used to be three high schools in this district. Neither Gunn
nor Pally were not designed for as many students as they now have and are projected to have going
forward. Arastradero Road presents a traffic flow puzzle that is being made worse by the road
changes the City has made here. I have talked with Palo Alto Transportation Division engineers
many times and requested traffic-flow studies be done in the close neighborhoods to Gunn. Absent
traffic-flow data, what is being relied on by the City for their ongoing work on transportation
planning for Arastradero Road? What is the City relying on to inform public policy in connection with
the Safe Routes to School project? Meanwhile, here on Georgia Avenue the PAUSD has made it their
policy to utilize Green Acres II as the back entrance to Gunn. How is this anything but misguided
public policy? Is anybody listening? Dose anybody have any ideas how to improve this situation for
our student cyclists headed to Gunn as well as the other schools in the Green Acres II close
neighborhood? There are five (5) schools here!

*IAKXXXXHERE'S MY SUGGESTION TO IMPROVE SAFETY FOR OUR STUDENT CYCLISTS:

Switch the Maybell Avenue/Donald Drive intersection over to restricted LEFT TURN ONLY turns
heading onto Donald Drive, cyclists excepted. In other words, cars driving on Maybell past Briones
Elementary heading South would be blocked from making a right turn onto Donald, but cyclists
would be free to do so.

Email Town Square Moderator Report Objectionable Content

Parent

If anyone actually has productive ideas, they should post them. As it stands, this thread reads like a
very long "get off my lawn!" aimed at kids riding their bikes to school.

The school district has no incentive to do anything - from their point of view, there is no problem
here. It sounds like a few grumpy neighbors who live next to a school complaining about all those
annoying children. The idea that this amounts to some massive planning problem is on which large
sums should be spent to rectify, seems like, well, a minority view.

The city might care, but only if you organize and communicate to them. Then they might send out
an enforcement officer a few times, as they do with any other localized nuisance.
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The alternative, as my dad used to say, is just lie down until it goes away! Good luck!

Email Town Square Moderator Report Objectionable Content

This was planned

@Parent,

Your post reads like a way to try to dismiss a conversation you don't like and get people to not read
for themselves. I see a lot of support for kids riding their bikes to school. I see a lot of criticism of a
quiet neighborhood being used as a car dropoff/back entrance to the school. (Although, if all the
kids were riding over someone's yard and constantly tearing it up, especially if they did it because
the school told them that's an alternative route to school, that would be a problem, too.)

You got it right that the school district and City will not respond to complaints. We all learned,
especially in this neighborhood, that the City tends to work from its agendas, and they don't tend to
respond to citizen complaints even complaints about dangerous conditions, if the real world or the
truth in any way conflict with their agendas.

Perhaps you are new, and don't have any contact with the long history of citizen action of this side
of town. You say "the alternative" as if there is nothing else to be done. Not so.

Residents can complain, and they should, because it's always worth first ascertaining whether the
City and School district will be able to talk rationally. When that proves to be impossible, Citizens
can take matters into their own hands. They can and should see what happens when they don't get
involved in the district planning related to Gunn; if they want to prevent worse from happening,
they will need to organize to be very proactive to watch the planning, to demand the district and
City fix this situation, and to ensure that the next bond money is spent in a way that takes realistic
stock of the traffic to and around Gunn, and respects the neighborhood rather than (in the way the
City does) their constant assault on neighborhoods.

They will not be able to get the district or City to do anything by attending the meetings or giving
input, but rather the involvement would be to figure out what the next referendum should be to set
some reasonable boundaries. This situation was baked into the Gunn and Arastradero planning
years ago, and things will go worse unless people in the neighborhood take action now to not only
prevent it, but to reverse all the rest of the nonsense.

This neighborhood far more than many others in Palo Alto, has been directly impacted by the
overdevelopment. I hope we are hearing the sound of the camel's back again...
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Don't miss out on the discussion!
Sign up to be notified of new comments on this topic.

Email: Your email address

Post a comment

Posting an item on Town Square is simple and requires no registration. Just complete this form and hit

https://www.paloaltoonline.com/news/2018/12/27/gunn-high-neighbors-say-street-has-become-dangerous-for-students

3/6/19, 12:53 PM

Page 23 of 24



javascript:showWhy('/square/abuse.php?w=1&ci=463539',%20'abuse_463539')

https://www.paloaltoonline.com/about/contact/mailto.php?e=ts_moderator

javascript:showWhy('/square/abuse.php?w=1&ci=463549',%20'abuse_463549')

https://www.paloaltoonline.com/about/contact/mailto.php?e=ts_moderator



Gunn High neighbors say street has become dangerous for students | News | Palo Alto Online |

"submit" and your topic will appear online. Please be respectful and truthful in your postings so Town
Square will continue to be a thoughtful gathering place for sharing community information and opinion.
All postings are subject to our TERMS OF USE, and may be deleted if deemed inappropriate by our

staff.

We prefer that you use your real name, but you may use any "member" name you wish.

Name:

Select your neighborhood or school community: * Not sure?

Neighborhoods

Comment: *

Verification code:

Home

News

TownSquare

A&E

Sports

Home & Real Estate
Visitor Info

GKcg8 . *

Send News Tips

Join

Print Edition/Archives
Express /| Weekend Express
Promotions

Special Pubs

Obituaries

Circulation & Delivery

*Required Fields

About Us
Contact Us
Advertising Info
Terms of Use
P

M
Tl
Tl

Palo Alto Online

Embarcadero Media

3/6/19, 12:53 PM

[X] Hide

https://www.paloaltoonline.com/news/2018/12/27/gunn-high-neighbors-say-street-has-become-dangerous-for-students

Page 24 of 24



https://www.paloaltoonline.com/about/terms_of_use

https://www.paloaltoonline.com/neighborhoods

https://www.paloaltoonline.com/

https://www.paloaltoonline.com/news/

https://www.paloaltoonline.com/square/

https://www.paloaltoonline.com/arts/

https://www.paloaltoonline.com/sports/

https://www.paloaltoonline.com/real_estate/

http://www.destinationpaloalto.com/

https://www.paloaltoonline.com/about/contact/mailto.php?e=editor&s=newstip

https://www.paloaltoonline.com/user/subscribe/

https://www.paloaltoonline.com/print/

https://www.paloaltoonline.com/express/

https://www.paloaltoonline.com/express/weekend/

https://www.paloaltoonline.com/promotions/

https://www.paloaltoonline.com/print/special/

https://www.paloaltoonline.com/obituaries/

https://www.paloaltoonline.com/circulation/

https://www.paloaltoonline.com/about/

https://www.paloaltoonline.com/about/contact/

https://www.paloaltoonline.com/mediakit/

https://www.paloaltoonline.com/about/terms_of_use/

https://www.paloaltoonline.com/about/privacy_policy/

http://www.mv-voice.com/

http://www.almanacnews.com/

https://www.thesixfifty.com/

https://www.paloaltoonline.com/

http://www.embarcaderomediagroup.com/

https://www.paloaltoonline.com/press_releases/

https://www.paloaltoonline.com/emdesign/

https://www.paloaltoonline.com/user/go_mobile.php

https://www.paloaltoonline.com/news/2018/12/27/gunn-high-neighbors-say-street-has-become-dangerous-for-students

https://www.paloaltoonline.com/user/subscribe/?utm_source=internal&utm_medium=footer_banner&utm_campaign=join




	Binder1
	Fwd_ Comments on PTC staff report_ Limited Park...

	March 13, 2019 Public Comment 4
	Binder3
	PTC Study Session regarding Parking Reduction f...
	Go Big on Housing - 190 Channing

	March 13, 2019 Public Comment 3
	Binder1_Redacted
	Now is the time!
	SB50 Update
	Bay Area  Economic Update

	March 13, 2019 Public Comment 2
	March 13, 219 Public Comment
	Charleston Rd is the fourth most dangerous grad...
	Conservative designs lead to big costs
	Fw_ 03-06-19 UAC meeting -- agenda items
	Home Sweet CASA is live on Eventbrite and FB!!
	RPP  program on Georgia Avenue near the Gunn st...
	Residential Preferential Parking, Georgia Ave
	SB50 Invitation from Sen. Jerry Hill
	The Impending California Retirement Wave
	UNIQUE OPPORTUNITY for Fix

	Binder1_Redacted
	RPP in Green Acres 2 behind Gunn High
	Re_ Traffic Safety
	Support for RPP proposal for Green Acres neighb...
	analysis of SB50
	student safety on bicycles near Gunn High







