
APPENDIX C  
 
Examples of projects granted “waivers” to parking requirements (we use the term 
“waive” to refer to the granting of exceptions or variances when projects do not 
meet parking requirements) with calculations of parking required if (1) restaurant 
outdoor seating is not counted and (2) under proposed code. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Examples of projects granted “waivers” to parking requirements (we use the term 
“waive” to refer to the granting of exceptions or variances when projects do not 
meet parking requirements) with calculations of parking required if (1) restaurant 
outdoor seating is not counted and (2) under proposed code. 
 
The following are examples of projects granted “waivers” to parking requirements for 
three kinds of issues identified by the City-Wide Parking Committee and the Parking In-
Lieu Subcommittee that PILP may help solve: 
 
 
“1. Development is restricted by the difficulty of providing onsite parking.  There is 
currently no alternative other than granting “waivers”1 to the parking requirements for 
most properties throughout the DT Triangle but particularly within the Original Parking 
District (“OPD”).” 
 
EXAMPLES: 
 
129 First Street (Stylers):  “…this structure was built in 2006.  The 
building…received a parking variance (7 spaces where 14 were required) and the 
justification was for an extensive retail use (such as large appliances, flooring).” 
Email dated December 12, 2012 from Zack Dahl to Mary Heffernan. 
 
240 Third Street (Charles Schwab): The City waived parking requirements for the 
development at 240 Third Street  (“If the ground floor were used for retail, the project 
would be under-parked by 11 spaces. This was understood and accepted by the City 
Council….” April 1, 2015 memo from James Walgren to City-Wide Parking Committee; 
https://vimeo.com/124794126; https://vimeo.com/124794127).  However, the following 
analysis indicates 240 Third Street actually provided 30 fewer parking spaces than 
required by the then current code: 
 
When the 240 Third St. mixed use building was approved in April of 2008, it was 
approved for the then current codes, which were 4.0/1,000 sf for office, and 5.0/1,000 sf 
for retail. Four residential units were originally proposed, but that was reduced to two 
units on the final set of plans that were approved.   The first floor has 9,196 gross sf and 
8,200 net sf, (Fehr & Peers, June 2007, p. 24) which parked at 5.0 per thousand sf for 
retail required 41 parking stalls.  The second floor has 10,270 gross sf and 9,000 net sf, 
(Fehr & Peers, June 2007, p. 24) which parked at 4.0 per thousand sf for office required 
36 parking spaces. The third floor residential units required two parking spaces for each 
of the two units and .5 parking spaces for visitors for each unit (which requires a total of 
one parking stall for visitors).  Combined, the parking codes required 86.62 parking stalls 
(41 + 36 + 5 = 82). However, the project actually provided 56 parking stalls, 26 fewer 
parking spaces than required by then current code.  
 
One Main Street (Enchante): The City waived parking requirements for the 
development at One Main Street resulting in 10 fewer parking stalls than otherwise 
                                                
 



required by code. “The 10 parking spaces required for the additional floor area above the 
100% ratio were not required by the City Council based on the economic public benefit 
findings of having a hotel Downtown on this long-vacant parcel, and the dedication of the 
private plaza for public use.” (April 1, 2015 memo from James Walgren to City-Wide 
Parking Committee; https://vimeo.com/124794126; https://vimeo.com/124794127).  
 
Although Los Altos City Municipal Code Section 14.74.110D does not distinguish 
between indoor and outdoor seats in calculating parking based on the number of 
employees and seats in a restaurant, the “current practice” of the City has been to not 
count outdoor seats in calculating parking for restaurants, except for 129 First Street 
(2015). When this current practice is applied to One Main Street, it would not have had 
fewer parking stalls than otherwise required by code. 
 
400 Main Street (Cetrella, Pharmaca, Offices):  During the September 25, 2012 Los 
Altos City Council hearing at which the proposed development at 400 Main Street was 
approved it appears the staff and City Councilmembers believed the project would be 
fully parked. David Kornfield, City Planning Services Manager, stated, “The 
Development Agreement requires… it needs to be fully parked….What’s before you 
tonight meets the Development Agreement parameters.”  (Los Altos City Council 9.25.12 
Video (“LACC 9.25.12 Video”): 01:18:43-01:20:13) Councilmember David Casas stated, 
“it’s exciting to have the plan that we do in front of us not asking for any special favors.” 
(LACC 9.25.12 Video: 01:54:03-1:55:06) Councilmember Ron Packard stated, “we have 
a property owner on Main Street who is proposing a major development, two stories and 
compliant with all the zoning.”  (LACC 9.25.12 Video: 4:07:24-04:08:30). Mayor Val 
Carpenter stated, “this project as presented meets all the zoning requirements…it’s fully 
parked…”(LACC 9.25.12 Video: 4:14:07-04:14:27). 
 
However, the City in fact waived parking requirements for the development at 400 Main 
Street.  A January  27, 2011 email from Jeffrey Morris, the developer of 400 Main St., to 
City Manager Doug Schmitz, Assistant City Manager James Walgren and City Attorney 
Jolie Houston states, “the Development Agreement…contains confusing language 
regarding…parking ratios….” (email later in this Appendix) Presumably in response to 
this email, a February 2, 2011 memo from James Walgren to Jeffrey Morris, states 
“While the exhibits to the agreements call out the ground floor as being retail, the 
documents and the City Council clearly understood that the ground floor could either be 
retail or restaurant and that the 5 parking spaces per 1,000 sq. ft. of gross floor area 
satisfied either of those uses’ parking needs.” (memo later in this Appendix) (see also 
https://vimeo.com/123159757; https://vimeo.com/124343701).  Pursuant to the Walgren 
memo, 400 Main St. has 30 parking spaces for Cetrella (5 spaces per 1,000 sf); however, 
Los Altos City Municipal Code Section 14.74.110D requires that restaurants provide 
“one parking space for every three employees, plus one space for every three seats 
provided for patrons….” Based on the 235 seats Cetrella will have, a conservative 
estimate of the number of employees (60) based on restaurant industry averages, Cetrella 
should have 98 parking spaces ((235+60)/3 = 98). Subtracting the 30 spaces Cetrella 
actually has from 98 indicates 400 Main provides 67 fewer parking stalls than would 
have been required by the current code (98 - 30 = 67).  



 
According to the City’s Parking Management Plan, the cost to replace parking stalls in a 
new garage would be $38,081 per net new space.  Based on this estimate, the cost to 
replace these 67 parking spaces the development was not required to provide would be 
$2,551,427 (67 x $38,081).  400 Main St. consists of two lots the City paid $1.8 Million 
to purchase in 1995.  When you subtract from the $3.1 Million purchase price Jeff Morris 
paid the City for 400 Main St. the $1.8 Million the City paid for the property plus the 
$2,551,427 cost of replacing the parking spaces 400 Main St. should have provided by 
code but did not provide, the City lost $1,251,427 on the transaction.  When you further 
subtract the cost of replacing the 54 parking spaces the City acknowledges losing that 
were at 400 Main St. prior to the development (54 x $38.081 = $2,056,374), the City lost 
$3,307,801on the transaction.  When you further subtract the cost of replacing an 
additional 42 parking spaces that were actually at 400 Main St. prior to the development 
(42 x $38,081 = $1,599,402), the city lost $4,907,203 on the transaction. 
 
Although Los Altos City Municipal Code Section 14.74.110D does not distinguish 
between indoor and outdoor seats in calculating parking based on the number of 
employees and seats in a restaurant, the “current practice” of the City has been to not 
count outdoor seats in calculating parking for restaurants, except for 129 First Street 
(2015). When this current practice is applied to 400 Main Street, it would have had 55 
fewer parking stalls than otherwise required by the then current code. 
 
160 First Street (Safeway): The Safeway Shared Parking Agreement essentially 
provides that in exchange for (1) Safeway contributing to the city $500,000 for future 
parking solutions and providing a projected 34 spaces midday weekdays and no spaces 
during certain holidays for five years, after which Safeway may terminate the Shared 
Parking Agreement for $1million, (2) Safeway did not have to build 72 parking spaces 
required by code. The Parking Management Plan projects 34 spaces available at Safeway 
midday weekdays and none during certain holidays, and Safeway can pay $1 million in 
2019 to end the Safeway Shared Parking Agreement or $500,000 before 2019 to end the 
Shared Parking Agreement if the City reduces the number of parking spaces in a zone 
around Safeway by a certain number. (Parking Management Plan p. 7, 78-79; Safeway 
Shared Parking Agreement). 
 
342 First Street (Draeger’s):  Agenda Item #9 (July 28, 2015) states on page 1 the 
project includes “a Variance to allow the existing 21,343-square-foot grocery store to 
maintain 72 on-site parking spaces, where 107 spaces are required by the Code”, which 
means it was granted a variance on July 28, 2015 for 35 parking spaces.   
 
 
“4. After a building is constructed, the use may change as allowed by code, but there is 
no way to adjust the number of parking spaces required.” 

 
 
 
 



EXAMPLES: 
 
145 First Street (Bumble): The City waived parking requirements when145 First Street 
converted from retail to a restaurant (https://vimeo.com/123159757; 
https://vimeo.com/124343701). Based on the number of employees (5) and seats (117) 
less the number of actual parking stalls provided (4), we estimate 145 First Street did not 
provide 52 parking stalls otherwise required by code. 
 
Although Los Altos City Municipal Code Section 14.74.110D does not distinguish 
between indoor and outdoor seats in calculating parking based on the number of 
employees and seats in a restaurant, the “current practice” of the City has been to not 
count outdoor seats in calculating parking for restaurants, except for 129 First Street 
(2015). When this current practice is applied to 145 First Street, it would have had 39 
fewer parking stalls than otherwise required by the then current code. 
 
288 First Street (Voyageur du Temps): The City waived parking requirements when 
288 First Street converted from retail to a restaurant (https://vimeo.com/123159757; 
https://vimeo.com/124343701). Based on the number of employees (8) and seats (79) less 
the number of actual parking stalls provided (14), we estimate 288 First Street did not 
provide 15 parking stalls otherwise required by code. 
 
Although Los Altos City Municipal Code Section 14.74.110D does not distinguish 
between indoor and outdoor seats in calculating parking based on the number of 
employees and seats in a restaurant, the “current practice” of the City has been to not 
count outdoor seats in calculating parking for restaurants, except for 129 First Street 
(2015). When this current practice is applied to 288 First Street, it would have had 15 
fewer parking stalls than otherwise required by the then current code. 
 
 
 
“5. Selective or subjective enforcement of parking requirement has resulted in some 
properties being granted “waivers” from them while other properties have not been 
granted waivers.” 
 
EXAMPLES: 
 
While the above examples are of projects that were granted “waivers” from parking 
requirements (they were granted exceptions or variances when they did not meet parking 
requirements), the following are examples of projects that were not offered “waivers” 
(they were not granted exceptions or variances when they did not meet parking 
requirements):   
 
40 Main Street: The City did not offer to “waive” parking requirements in 2010-2012 for 
a proposed development at 40 Main Street. (July 8, 2015 conversation with Ted 
Sorensen) 
 



467 First Street (Offices): The City did not provide a variance to parking requirements in 
2013 for a proposed development at 467 First Street (Minutes of November 21, 2013 
Planning and Transportation Commission Meeting) 
 
129 First Street (Forest on First (2014)): The City did not offer to “waive” parking 
requirements in 2014 for a proposed development at 129 First Street (January 29, 2015 
conversation with Taylor Robinson) 
 
295 Main Street (Turn): The City did not offer to “waive” parking requirements in 2015 
for a proposed development at 295 Main Street (July 8, 2015 conversation with Bart 
Nelson) 
 
129 First Street (formerly Forest on First (2015)): The City did not offer to “waive” 
parking requirements in 2015 for a proposed development at 129 First Street. Further, 
although the City states it has an unwritten policy to not count outdoor seating in 
calculating parking requirements for restaurants, in 2015 the City did count outdoor 
seating in calculating parking requirements for the proposed restaurant at 129 First Street 
(September 3, 2015 Planning and Transportation Commission Hearing, Subject:  15-D-06 
–110 and 129 First Street). 
 
 



Required	  Parking	  Stall	  Deficiencies	  Per:

Year Project Current	  
Code

Current	  
Practice	   *

Proposed	  
Code

2008 240	  Third	  Street	  (Schwab):	   26 26 0
2010 1	  Main	  Street	  (Enchante):	   10 0 ** 0 ***
2100 145	  First	  Street	  (Bumble): 52 39 ** 11	  to	  19 ***
2012 400	  Main	  Street	  (Cetrella,	  Ofc):	   67 55 ** 7	  to	  14 ***
2012 160	  First	  Street	  (Safeway):	   72 72 0
2014 288	  First	  Street	  (Voyageur):	   23 15 ** 12	  to	  17 ***
2015 342	  First	  Street	  (Draeger’s): 35 35 0

TOTALS 285 242 30	  to	  50 ***

If	  the	  City	  had	  had	  an	  In-‐Lieu	  program	  with	  payments	  of	  $20,000	  per	  stall,	  the	  City	  could	  have	  received	  $5,700,000	  for	  the	  above	  stalls	  under	  the	  then	  current	  code.
*	  Without	  providing	  a	  variance	  or	  exception.	  
**	  Current	  practice	  of	  the	  City	  has	  been	  to	  not	  count	  outdoor	  seats	  in	  calculating	  parking	  for	  restaurants,	  except	  for	  129	  First	  Street	  (2015).	  
***	  Number	  varies	  depending	  on	  whether	  or	  not	  outdoor	  seating	  on	  private	  property	  is	  included.
Note:	  	  variances	  or	  exceptions	  to	  Los	  Altos	  parking	  code	  requirements	  were	  not	  given	  at	  40	  Main	  Street	  (2010-‐2012),	  467	  First	  Street	  (2013),	  129	  First	  Street	  (2014	  &	  2015),	  and	  295	  Main	  Street	  (2015).	  

Under	  Proposed	  Code
location area Ratio Parking	  spaces say Provided Deficient

145	  First	  Street	  (Bumble): 1652 9 14.868 15 4 11

400	  Main	  Street	  (Cetrella,	  Ofc):	   27894 132.26575 101 if	  retail 125 0
Restaurant 6018 9 54.162 132 w	  restaurant 125 7
	  	  	  	  	  	  Retail 6695 3.75 25.10625
	  	  	  	  	  	  Office 21199 2.5 52.9975

160	  First	  Street	  (Safeway):	   47627 3 142.881 143 154 0

288	  First	  Street	  (Voyageur):	   2873 9 25.857 26 14 12

342	  First	  Street	  (Draeger’s): 24334 3 73.002 73 87 0



240	  Third	  Street
Parking	  Requirement	  -‐	  Using	  Recommended	  Ratios

Use Gross	  Area Deductions Net	  Area %	  of	  Gross
Parking	  
Ratio Parking	  Req. Say

1 1st	  Floor Office 9196 996 8200 89.2% 2.50 20.50 17

2 2nd	  Floor Office 10270 1270 9000 87.6% 2.50 22.50 22 39
31.2

3 Penthouse Residential 2 Units 2 4 4

4 Total 43
Assume	  80%	  of	  office	  and	  all	  Residential	  may	  be	  exclusive	  parking

5 Provided Type Provided Req. Short
Public	  Parking 5 8 3
Exclusive	  Parking 51 35
Total 56 43

Conclusion: Overall	  sufficient	  parking	  if	  made	  avail.	  to	  public.









APPENDIX D 
 
EXAMPLES OF CALCULATIONS FOR: (i) PROPERTY OWNER IN THE 
ORIGINAL PD; and (ii) NEW MEMBER JOINING THE EPD. 
 
EXAMPLES OF CALCULATIONS FOR: (i) PROPERTY OWNER IN THE 
ORIGINAL PD and (ii) NEW MEMBER JOINING THE EPD. 

NOTE:  PD Members have the following advantages:  (i) Shared parking ratios will be 
applicable; (ii) Many parking credits may be available; and (iii) Any shortfall of on-site 
parking can be offset by the purchase of stalls or portions of stalls through the PILP for a 
price to be determined on a per stall basis.   

 

I. EXAMPLE FOR OPD MEMBER.  We assume the following for illustrative 
purposes: 

 
1. A 5,000 square foot lot in the PD. 
2. A 4,000 square foot first floor; with 400 square feet allocated to vertical 

transportation and other parking exclusions to service the second floor office. 
3. 4	   on-‐site	   parking	   stalls	   off	   the	   plaza	   (where	   two	   plaza	   stalls	   are	   blocked	   or	  

destroyed).	  	   
4. Of the 4 stalls created, 2 will be available to the public; one will be for the 

restaurant take-out and one for the restaurant manager.   
5. The office component, 800 square feet will be adjusted pursuant to adopted 

square footage calculations for parking purposes, yielding an office use of 
4,000 square feet for parking purposes. 

 
Calculate the applicable parking requirement: 

 
STEP 1: Restaurant parking usage is 3,600 square feet.  Applying the 

parking requirement of 8.0 stalls per thousand square feet, the 
restaurant will require 28.80 stalls 

 
STEP 2: Office usage is 4,200 square feet.  Applying the parking 

requirement of 2.00 stalls per thousand square feet, the office 
usage will require 8.40 stalls.   

 
STEP 3: Two stalls in the plaza are destroyed. 
 
STEP 4: Total stall requirement is 39.2 stalls; 
 

 



Calculate the applicable parking credit: 
 
STEP 5: Credits:   

1. We assume a Plaza Parking Credit of 2.86 stalls per 
thousand square feet of land equal to:  2.86 times 5,000 square 
feet/1,000 =14.30 stalls: 
 
2. We assume an on-street parking credit equal to 0.57 stalls 
per thousand square feet of land:  0.57 times 5,000 square feet / 
1,000 = 2.85 parking stalls. 
 
3. We assume that 4 stalls are created behind the restaurant; 
two of these are available to the public and the other two are 
restricted one for the manager and one for take-out and thus not 
generally available to the public.  Also, assume the Committee 
recommends a 50% reduction in credit for restricted parking stalls 
created on-site and a 75% reduction for the personally designated 
stalls.  This yields a two-stall credit for the public stalls, a 0.50 stall 
credit for the restaurant take-out stall and a 0.25 credit for the 
restaurant-manager designated stall. This will yield atotal credit for 
the on-site stalls of 2.75.   
4. We assume the closing of one curb cut on State Street 
creating one on-street parking stall for a Curb Cut Credit of 1.00 
stalls.   

Calculate the net parking requirement subject to a parking in-lieu payment.   

Summary: 
 

Stall requirements: 
 
Parking Requirements 
Stalls required for restaurant use:   28.80 
Stalls required for office use:      8.40 
Destruction of plaza parking stalls:     2.00 

Total required parking:   39.20 
 

Parking Credits: 
 
Stall credit for membership in PD   14.30 
Stall credit for on-street stalls      2.85 
Stall credit for on-site public stalls     2.00 
Restricted stall  created: 1 x 0.50      0.50 
Personally restricted stall created: 1 x 0.25    0.25 
Stall credit for closing curb cut     1.00 

Total credits     20.90 



 
Net parking requirements for development  18.30 
 
Required in lieu payment per stall:          $20,000 
 
Parking-in-lieu fee for proposed development     $366,000 

 
II. EXAMPLE FOR NEW MEMBER 

Note that for this example, we are assuming the following for illustrative 
purposes: 
 
1. A 5,000 square foot PD Eligible Property; 
2.  A 4,000 square foot first floor; with 400 square feet allocated to vertical 

transportation and other parking exclusions to service the second floor office. 
3. 4 on-site parking stalls off the plaza (where two plaza stalls are blocked or 

destroyed).   
4. Of the 4 stalls created, 2 will be available to the public; one will be for the 

restaurant take-out and one for the restaurant manager.   
5. The office component, 800 square feet will be adjusted pursuant to adopted 

square footage calculations for parking purposes, yielding an office use of 
4,200 square feet for parking purposes. 

 
Calculate the Parking Requirement. 

 
STEP 1: Determine the Off-street parking buy-in for a New Member equal 

to 5,000 square feet (divided by 1,000) x 2.86 off-street stalls per 
thousand square feet = 14.3 required stalls to join the district.   
Total buy-in price of $286,000. 

 
STEP 2: Determine the Restaurant square footage (which excludes the 

vertical transportation required for the upstairs office).  With a 
building first floor area of 4,200 square feet and vertical 
transportation to the second floor accounting for 500 square feet, 
the parking square footage attributable to the restaurant is 3,600 
square feet.  Required parking equals 3.6 x 8.0 = 25.2.   

 
STEP 3: Determine the office square footage (which nets out staircases, 

elevator lobbies and other approved square footage).  Then apply 
the appropriate shared parking ratio standards available to 
Members (we are assuming 2.00 stalls per thousand square feet for 



office) this is calculated at 4,200/1,000 square feet for the 
restaurant x 2 stalls/ thousand square feet = 8.4 stalls.   

 
Calculate the applicable parking credit: 

 
STEP 4: Credits:   

(i) Apply a Plaza Parking Credit of 2.86 stalls per thousand square 
feet of land equal to 2.86 times 5,000 square feet / 1,000 = 14.3 
stalls: 

 
(ii) We assume an on-street parking credit equal to 0.57 stalls 
per thousand square feet of land.  0.57 times 5,000 square feet / 
1,000 = 2.85 stalls.    

 
(iii) For the 4 stalls created behind the restaurant; two of these 
are available to the public and receive full credit; the other two are 
restricted one for the manager and one for take-out and thus not 
generally available to the public.  Allowing full credit for the 
public stalls and applying a 50% reduction for the restricted 
parking stall and a 0.25 credit for the personally restricted stall 
created on-site yields an additional 0.75 stalls for the restricted 
stalls created.  This yields a 2.75 stall credit for on-site parking. 

 
 
(iv) We assume the closing of one curb cut on First Street 
creating one on-street parking stall for a Curb Cut Credit of one 
stall:      Credit:  1.00 
stall. 
 

Summary: 
 
Stalls required for Restaurant use:      28.80 stalls 
Stalls required for office use:         8.40 stalls 

Total required parking requirement:    37.20 stalls 
 
Stall credit for membership in PD      14.30 stalls 
Stall credit for on-street stalls         2.85 stalls 
Stall credit for public on-site stalls        2.00 stalls 
Stall credit for restricted stall on-site        0.50 stalls 
Stall credit for restricted stall on-site        0.25 stalls 
Stall credit for closing curb cut        1.00 stalls 

Total stall credits :      20.90 stalls 



Net parking requirements for development:   16.30 stalls 

Required in lieu payment per stall:    $20,000 

Parking in lieu fee for proposed development and usage: $326,000  

Price for joining the PD     $286,000 

Total parking fee      $612,000 

 

NOTE:  This is why a property owner needs three stories or more. 

SUMMARY:  As can be seen, this calculation demonstrates that the PILP will require a 
very substantial payment but we project that it will likely be worth it to the property 
owner to join the district.   

Observations:  Members have the following advantages:  (i) Adopted shared parking 
ratios will be applicable; (ii) Many credits may be available; (iii) the only alternative is a 
much reduced development potential; and (iv) Any shortfall of on-site parking can be 
offset by the purchase of stalls or portions of stalls through the PILP.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



APPENDIX E 
 
Analysis of proposed PILP using North Tahoe Parking Study “criteria for 
considering whether an in-lieu fee program is appropriate” and benefits associated 
with an in-lieu parking fee program identified by North Tahoe Parking Study that 
an in-lieu parking program would likely provide to Los Altos  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Analysis of proposed PILP using North Tahoe Parking Study “criteria for 
considering whether an in-lieu fee program is appropriate” and benefits associated 
with an in-lieu parking fee program identified by North Tahoe Parking Study that 
an in-lieu parking program would likely yield to Los Altos  
 
The North Tahoe Parking Study. dated March 9, 2015, states: 
 
“The professional literature yields eight individual criteria for considering whether an in-
lieu fee program is appropriate: 
 
“1. Does the commercial area have a substantial number of small or irregular-shaped 
parcels that make development with on-site parking difficult?” 
 

This is definitely true for Downtown Los Altos, which includes many very small 
commercial properties (many parcels only 50 feet in width, and several only 25 feet 
in width) that makes it very difficult to assemble adequate land for commercial 
redevelopment.  

 
“2. Is there sufficient development demand to reasonably ensure that there will be 
multiple participants in an in-lieu fee program, providing significant fees in a timely 
manner?”  
 

While this is a matter of conjecture (and impacted by external factors such as the 
national economy), the recent upturn in interest in development projects indicates that 
this is the case in Downtown Los Altos. 

 
“3. Are there feasible opportunities for development of new public parking facilities 
within a reasonable walk distance of parcels that may take advantage of the in-lieu 
program?” 
 

It appears there are several feasible opportunities for development of new public 
parking facilities within a reasonable walk distance of parcels that may take 
advantage of the in-lieu program 

 
“4. Could the commercial district benefit from an improved window-shopping pedestrian 
environment?” 
 

Providing such a “small town” streetscape is a key strategy for Downtown Los Altos. 
 
“5. Are there active efforts to expand public parking that could be aided by an in-lieu fee 
program?”  
 

This is the case in Downtown Los Altos. 
 
“6. Does the public agency have the staff capacity to administer the program?”  
 



We believe Los Altos has these capacities, and has shown that addressing parking 
issues in the Downtown Los Altos is an important priority. An in-lieu fee program 
could also generate funds to administer the program. 

 
“7. Are there other funding sources available to augment the in-lieu fee funding to ensure 
that parking can be provided in a timely manner?”  
 

Yes, we believe other funding sources are available. 
 
“8. Can a program make a substantial difference in making redevelopment projects 
feasible?” 
 

This may be the case in Downtown Los Altos but would depend on whether or not the 
City wants to encourage redevelopment.  If the City decides it wants to make a 
substantial difference in making redevelopment projects feasible in the OPD, it would 
need to change zoning. 

 
We believe Los Altos satisfies most of these eight individual criteria for considering 
whether an in-lieu fee program is appropriate.   
 
 
The North Tahoe Parking Study, dated March 9, 2015 states also: 
 
“Overall, the review of the professional literature revealed the following potential 
benefits associated with an in-lieu parking fee program: 
· An improved urban design can be provided. A key concept in planning for pedestrian 
commercial districts is to provide as continuous a series of storefronts as possible, 
avoiding “dead spaces” that break up the window-shopping experience. By reducing the 
need for driveways and parking provided along the front of commercial properties (which 
is effectively required at present for those parcels without side or back access), an in-lieu 
program can result in a more effective and economically vital shopping district. 
· The total amount of parking needed to adequate serve the area can be reduced. As public 
parking is available for shared use, the number of spaces required is lower than if each 
individual property must provide its peak parking supply on-site. For instance, restaurants 
can use a higher proportion of a public parking supply in their peak evening period while 
commercial properties can use a higher proportion in the afternoon. … 
· An in-lieu program provides another mechanism for the provision of parking, thereby 
reducing the need for variances. This helps to ensure that all landowners are treated 
equitably. 
· Additional funding for public parking improvements is generated, potentially speeding 
the provision of additional public parking. Funding, moreover, accompanies the 
development that increases the need for such parking. 
· By providing an additional, readily available option for developers to address the often 
difficult issue of meeting parking requirements, an in-lieu program increases the 
feasibility of development or redevelopment – particularly for small lots.” 

 



We believe an in-lieu parking fee program would likely yield these benefits to Los Altos, 
as follows: 
 
1. Improved Urban Design Focused on Walkability of Commercial Core:   

-- A key concept in planning for pedestrian commercial districts is to provide a 
continuous series of storefronts that avoid “dead spaces” which break up the window-
shopping experience.   
-- No intermittent driveways results in a more effective and economically vital 
shopping district. 

2.       Reduce Total Parking Need via Shared Parking:   
-- As public parking is available for shared use, the number of spaces required is lower 
than if each individual property must provide its peak parking supply on-site.  
-- For instance, restaurants can use a higher proportion of a public parking supply in 
their peak evening period while commercial properties can use a higher proportion in 
the afternoon.  All participating properties in an In-Lieu district benefit from lower 
shared parking ratios. 

3.    Generate Funds to create Public Parking Solutions:  
-- In-Lieu fees provide funds to add to the public parking supply and reduce demand.  
Redevelopment provides and/or pays for necessary parking. 

4.       Encourage Equitable Treatment of all Landowners: 
-- An In-Lieu program provides another mechanism for the provision of parking, rather 
than using variances and discretional exceptions to parking codes.   
-- Creates an open and transparent process, with predictable and consistent results. 

5.       Increase Feasibility of Redevelopment of Small Lots:   
-- An  In-Lieu program provides an additional, readily available option for developers 
to address the often difficult issue of meeting parking requirements, thus creating and 
increasing opportunities for development for small lots.   
-- Similar programs already exist in many neighboring communities: including 
Burlingame, Mountain View, Palo Alto, Redwood City, and Sunnyvale. 
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