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D on’t call it a comeback.
Pat Burt concluded his 

City Council tenure in De-
cember of 2016 after nine years 
on the dais and two mayoral 
terms, but he never truly left.

Since leaving the council, Burt 
has remained active in the com-
munity, penning memos, writing 
letters, riding his bicycle to public 
hearings and joining other com-
munity leaders to proffer advice 
on Palo Alto’s proposed business 
tax, its housing policies and its re-
sponse to COVID-19. 

The local landscape has 
changed since he last held office. 
Palo Alto is now facing a health 
emergency that is accompanied 
by an economic emergency, as 
well as unresolved questions 
about the city’s infrastructure, the 
future design of the rail corridor 
and changes to a Police Depart-
ment that, he believes, has gone 
downhill when it comes to trans-
parency and accountability.

Burt believes his years of coun-
cil experience can help the city 
deal with these challenges as well 
as reverse several troubling trends 
in City Hall culture, where he sees 
a relatively inexperienced council 
that is being overly deferential to 
a city manager and the city at-
torney. As an example, he cites 
the city’s actions in March, when 
the council swiftly approved City 
Manager Ed Shikada’s request 
for emergency powers with little 
explanation of what that would 
entail.

“We had a real historic shift — 
a temporary shift — in author-
ity and neither the city manager 
nor the city attorney have yet to 
fully explain those powers,” Burt 

said. “One of those powers that 
was dismissed as a very unlikely 
scenario was a declaration of a 
curfew.”

Unlikely, that is, until June 2, 
when Shikada ordered a citywide 
curfew until June 11 in response 
to expected looting at Stanford 
Shopping Center and downtown 
businesses around the same time 
that the city saw peaceful pro-
tests in response to the killing of 
George Floyd by a Minneapolis 
police officer. 

The looting didn’t happen and 
Shikada rescinded the curfew two 
days later. But Burt saw the inci-
dent as an example of the heavy-
handed tactics employed by the 
city’s administration, with the 
council’s explicit or implicit ap-
proval. He also noted that Shika-
da declared the citywide curfew 
based on powers that the council 
granted him because of the COV-
ID-19 emergency, rather than de-
clare a separate emergency based 
on expectation on civil unrest.

“We had a 10-day curfew de-
clared citywide, it was a preven-
tative measure, and the city at-
torney did not fully participate in 
that process, did not weigh in on 

whether that’s even a legally de-
clared emergency.”

He said he believed the role 
they played was “very inappropri-
ate” and “non-transparent.”

“And it was enabled by the may-
or who overtly supported it and 
then, once criticism happened, 
threw the city manager under the 
bus,” Burt said. 

In addition to trying to restore 
the traditional balance of power, 
where the council — rather than 
city staff — sets policy, Burt is 
eager to make progress on some 
of the cities top priorities, most 
of which he had worked on as a 
council member. This includes 
promoting more housing, institut-
ing a business tax and restoring 
funding for community services 
by temporarily deferring big-tick-
et infrastructure projects such as 
the public-safety building.

“I’m not interested in putting it 
off anywhere near indefinitely,” 
Burt said of the proposed police 
headquarters. “I think a six-to-12-
month (delay) would be prudent. 
We’re in a crisis where we need 
to be putting people first.”

In a field of 10 candidates, 
Burt stands out for his length of 
experience, which in addition to 
nine years on the council includes 
nine years on the Planning and 
Transportation Commission. He 
believes his civic resume will be 
useful for both restoring the coun-
cil’s proper role in setting policy 
and for bridging the gap between 
those in the community who want 
to see “unrestrained growth” and 
those who are opposed to any sub-
stantive change. 

On a council that has historical-
ly split between members favoring 

slower or faster city growth, Burt 
generally remained in the center. 
While often siding with the resi-
dentialists on land-use issues (he 
joined, for example, a 5-4 vote in 
2015 to require a major redesign 
of a contentious development at 
429 University Ave.) he occasion-
ally joined the more pro-growth 
camp (as he did in 2016 when the 
council by a 5-4 vote permitted 
a block-long mixed-use project 
at the former Olive Garden site 
on the 2500 block of El Camino 
Real). 

As a mayor in 2010 and 2016, 
he was also known as a forceful 
and detail-oriented presence on 
the dais, occasionally helping to 
craft lengthy motions that were 
more than a page long (the mo-
tion on 429 University Ave. was 
so long that it wouldn’t fit on the 
overhead screen). When he says 
he doesn’t like to see the council 
defer entirely to staff, he means it.

Much like in his prior coun-
cil term, Burt remains a staunch 

Pat Burt BACK IN THE GAME

(continued on page 33)

‘This is about 
big businesses 
paying their fair 
share to mitigate 
the impacts they 
create.’

P
alo Alto voters will have a chance to 
dramatically reshape the seven-mem-
ber City Council when they cast their 
ballots this fall.

With 10 candidates vying for four seats, 
the council will inevitably look different 
when new members are sworn in this com-
ing January. Mayor Adrian Fine and Coun-
cilwoman Liz Kniss, two of the council’s 
staunchest housing advocates, are both con-
cluding their tenures. Their replacements, 
as chosen by voters, will determine whether 
the council’s pro-growth-leaning majority 
will continue or whether political domi-
nance will shift to the slow-growth-favoring 
“residentialists.”

The two different approaches are reflected 
in the two council members running for re-
election: Greg Tanaka, who tends to vote with 
the more pro-growth candidates, and Lydia 
Kou, the staunchest of residentialists. Both of 

them feel comfortable pushing back against 
staff recommendations, challenging their col-
leagues, and casting the lone dissenting vote 
on matters pertaining to finance (in the case 
of Tanaka) or land use (in Kou’s case).

In other ways, they are polar opposites. 
Tanaka has supported relaxing limits on 
new downtown office space, reducing im-
pact fees for new development and, most 
recently, easing ground-floor retail protec-
tions outside the city’s commercial cores. 
He also opposed rent stabilization measures. 
Kou has taken the opposite stance on each of 
these issues. 

Vying against them is a field of eight that 
includes City Hall veterans, community vol-
unteers and political newcomers. Pat Burt, 
a former two-time mayor with a history of 
being a swing vote on land use issues, is 
planning his return to the dais. Two mem-
bers of the Planning and Transportation 

Commission, Chair Cari Templeton and Ed 
Lauing, are also making a bid for council 
seats. Each can point to a history of listen-
ing to both sides and achieving consensus. 
Teacher Greer Stone and attorney Steven 
Lee, both of whom are former members of 
the city’s Human Relations Commission, 
are hoping to join the council so that they 
can help build more affordable housing and 
reform the police department. But while 
Lee, like Fine, supports state legislation that 
would loosen zoning rules in single-family 
zones and transit areas, Stone fiercely op-
poses both approaches, seeing them as inef-
fective and an affront to local control of land 
use decision-making.

The other three candidates, attorney Re-
becca Eisenberg, engineer Raven Malone and 
WhatsApp product director Ajit Varma, have 
not served on any local commissions, but 
they hope their fresh ideas will help Palo Alto 

address some of its most intractable problems. 
Eisenberg, a vocal critic of the council’s re-
cent budget cuts, wants to go big on housing 
and proposes that the city buy land and de-
velop hundreds of affordable units. Malone 
talks about ending “exclusionary zoning” and 
allowing more multi-family developments 
throughout the city, including in single-family 
neighborhoods. Varma wants to bring Palo 
Alto back to its business-friendly roots by 
loosening regulations, streamlining approvals 
and encouraging new development — both 
commercial and residential.

The election will be starkly different from 
the one two years ago, when council members 
Tom DuBois and Eric Filseth were both eas-
ily re-elected and Alison Cormack was the 
only new member to join the council. This 
year, the turnover will be higher and change 
will be the only certainty. The big question 
facing the voters is: What kind of change?

What you need to know about the 10 candidates and what they stand for
by Gennady Sheyner | photographs by Magali Gauthier

10 for City Council10 for City Council
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W hen the Palo Alto City 
Council voted in March to 
suspend its effort to place a 

business tax on the November bal-
lot, members agreed that the eco-
nomic fallout from the COVID-19 
pandemic makes this a uniquely 
bad time to impose a new tax.

Rebecca Eisenberg strongly 
disagreed.

A corporate attorney and fre-
quent critic of council actions, 
Eisenberg believes the council’s 
decision effectively lets the city’s 
largest corporations off the hook 
and disproportionately burdens 
residents with the costs of paying 
for the recovery. She sees this as the 
latest example of council members 
kowtowing to the rich and the pow-
erful at the community’s expense.

“I am furious. We all should be 
furious,” Eisenberg said in a recent 
interview with the Weekly. “When 
the City Council and when every 
single one of my opponents says we 
should wait until after the recovery 
to tax businesses, they are con-
demning all residents to the fate of 
paying for the recovery and watch 
as more and more of our small busi-
nesses, our retail and restaurants, 
are going out of business.”

Eisenberg believes the city 
should go full speed ahead with 
a new tax, one that exempts small 
businesses and retailers and targets 
corporations with more than 500 
employees and $300 million in rev-
enues. She also supports imposing a 
moratorium on new office develop-
ment until commercial developers 
are contributing to the city’s bot-
tom line, either through taxes or 

adequate housing-impact fees.
A resident of Old Palo Alto, 

Eisenberg attended Stanford Uni-
versity in the 1980s and then lived 
in San Francisco before moving to 
Palo Alto in 2013. She was drawn to 
the city by its strong public school 
system, she said, and she was put 
off by the council’s decision in 
June to revise its lease of Cubberley 
Community Center space with the 
Palo Alto Unified School District 
to reduce the city’s payments to the 
district.

She also took issue with the 
council’s recent approach to budget 
reductions, which included (among 
many other things) significant cuts 
to recreational services, art pro-
grams and libraries. The council 
should have shifted some funding 
from the Police Department budget 
to other community programs, as 
she noted in a recent questionnaire 
from Palo Alto Neighborhoods.

“As the City Council told 

Children’s Theatre it can achieve its 
goals with half its budget, we must 
tell the PAPD the same,” Eisenberg 
wrote.

Like most of the candidates in 
the race, Eisenberg believes the 
city needs to do far more to build 
housing, institute police reform and 
regulate campaign finance. Her so-
lutions, however, tend to to go well 
beyond those that are proffered 
by others. She strongly supports, 
for example, building housing at 
Cubberley Community Center, 
but she is the only candidate who 
believes the city should buy the 27 
acres owned by the Palo Alto Uni-
fied School District to make that 
happen.

Eisenberg also wants the city to 
pursue what’s known as “Alterna-
tive M,” a proposal by a group of 
residents in which the city would 
buy the Ventura neighborhood site 
that includes Fry’s Electronics and 
add hundreds of units of affordable 
housing, as well park space and 
other community amenities. 

While the proposal has gained 
supporters in recent months and 
has been endorsed by the umbrella 
group Palo Alto Neighborhoods, it’s 
far clear where the city would get 
the hundreds of millions of dollars 
needed to make the purchase, par-
ticularly at a time when the prop-
erty owner has no interest in selling. 

It’s also not clear whether the 
business tax Eisenberg proposes 
would really raise more than $100 
million annually as she claims (the 
tax that the council had contem-
plated earlier this year was expect-
ed to bring in about $15 million) or 

how she would go about building 
and funding more than a thousand 
of units of transitional housing for 
people in the lowest income catego-
ries, as she had proposed to do at 
a Sept. 15 forum sponsored by the 
Palo Alto Chamber of Commerce 
forum.

Eisenberg’s proposal for cam-
paign finance reform also goes 
well beyond anything any other 
candidates have proposed, both in 
cost and ambition. She wants to see 
public financing for council cam-
paigns, and she wants council terms 
to become full-time paid positions, 

moves that she believes would re-
sult in more diverse representation 
on the elected body, given that most 
people literally can’t afford to serve 
under the current system.

She rejects the “arms race” over 
cash that characterizes today’s 
campaigns. 

“The amount of money a candi-
date raises on the way to being a 
council member has zero — zero 
— relationship with how good of 
a city councilperson they will be, 
how effective they may be in their 

O ver her four years on the City 
Council, Lydia Kou champi-
oned protections for renters, 

worked to address airplane noise 
and led the effort to establish Palo 
Alto’s first safe-parking program.

But she is perhaps best known 
— both to her supporters and de-
tractors — as someone who knows 
how to say no. No to attempts by 
Sacramento’s legislators to loosen 
zoning standards to allow more 
housing construction. No to com-
mercial developers who want to 
build more offices in Palo Alto. 
No to a car dealership that wanted 
to set up shop in the Baylands. No 
to a hotel developer seeking to 
convert an iconic downtown apart-
ment building into a boutique ho-
tel. And no to telecommunication 
companies who want to install 
equipment in neighborhoods over 
objections from residents.

On these last three issues — 
the application for a Mercedes 
dealership, the transformation of 
President Hotel, and recent revi-
sions to wireless communications 
rules (which she felt weren’t strin-
gent enough) — and on many oth-
ers, Kou represented the sole no 
vote. Much like her colleague and 

competitor Greg Tanaka, she often 
challenges staff’s recommenda-
tions and occasionally criticizes 
her colleagues. But while Tanaka 
focuses on waste in spending and 
generally votes with the council’s 
more pro-growth wing, Kou’s 
overarching focus has been on 
protecting neighborhoods from 
impacts of city growth. 

This doesn’t just mean fighting 
proposed developments. Last year, 
Kou cast the only vote of dissent 
when the council approved a pol-
icy recommended by the Utilities 
Department that allows the instal-
lation of pad-mounted electrical 

equipment in a neighborhood where 
utilities are otherwise underground, 
siding with residents who argued 
that such equipment would be un-
sightly. And she argued that the 
city should not change its policy on 
letting non-residents into Foothills 
Park without a vote of the people.

These positions have made her 
one of the council’s most polariz-
ing figures. To her supporters, she 
is the community’s most steadfast 
defender of “quality of life,” wheth-
er the battle is over traffic conges-
tion, budget cuts to community 
services or airplane noise, an issue 
on which she has been the council’s 
most vocal advocate. To her oppo-
nents, she is an uncompromising 
defender of the status quo whose 
actions impede what they say is ur-
gently needed progress on easing 
the city’s housing shortage. 

A Realtor who recently sold her 
Barron Park home and moved to 
a Midtown rental, Kou is broadly 
supported by neighborhood groups 
and longtime residents who have 
lobbied the council for more strin-
gent regulations against developers 
who want to densify Palo Alto. She 
is also frequently derided by hous-
ing advocates, including Twitter’s 

active YIMBY community who 
call her out of touch.

As one of three council mem-
bers who favor slower city growth, 
Kou distinguishes herself from 
the other two “residentialists” — 
Councilman Eric Filseth and Vice 

Mayor Tom DuBois — as less 
likely to compromise, particularly 
on issues pertaining to growth.

She has a record of initially 
resisting denser developments: 

Rebecca Eisenberg SWINGING FOR THE FENCES 

Lydia Kou PLAYING ZONE DEFENSE 

(continued on page 33)

(continued on page 34)

‘We’ve seen the 
overdevelopment of 
offices, and today we 
constantly hear … ‘We 
have a housing shortage, 
so let’s go ahead and 
build, build, build.’ Well, 
we can’t build our way 
out of this.’

‘When the City Council 
and when every single 
one of my opponents 
says we should wait 
until after the recovery 
to tax businesses, they 
are condemning all 
residents to the fate of 
paying for the recovery.’
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E d Lauing feels comfortable 
in the middle chair on the 
dais.

Lauing has been paying his 
civic dues at City Hall for the past 
decade, first on the Parks and 
Recreation Commission, where 
he served for seven years, and 
then on the Planning and Trans-
portation Commission, where he 
is now in his fourth year.

In four of those 10 years, Lau-
ing had been chosen by his col-
leagues to serve as chair, a nod to 
both his moderate positions and 
his low-drama disposition. As a 
former CEO who currently works 
as an executive recruiter, Lauing 
believes his business background 
and his city background give him 
the perfect platform to steer the 
city. 

“I know what the job is,” Lau-
ing said, referring to his decade 
of interactions with city staff and 
council members.

He also knows the issues. While 
serving on the parks commission, 
Lauing took part in reviewing and 
approving the city’s new parks 
master plan, the creation of a dog 

park at Peers Park (and explora-
tion of other parks elsewhere) and 
the reconstruction of the munici-
pal golf course, now known as 
Baylands Golf Links.

As a planning commissioner, 
Lauing had worked on updating 
the city’s Comprehensive Plan, re-
vising its zoning code and review-
ing specific development propos-
als. He has frequently advocated 
for a cautious, data-driven ap-
proach and sporadically clashed 

with commissioners who favor 
moving faster and more aggres-
sively on policy changes. 

At times, this view has put him 
at odds with the council, as when 
he was part of a 4-3 majority in 
2018 that voted against creating a 
new “affordable housing overlay” 
district that would give developers 
zoning incentives to build below-
market-rate units. Lauing recom-
mended that the zone change, 
which was proposed to facilitate 
the construction of the 59-apart-
ment Wilton Court development 
on El Camino Real, be further re-
fined before it can be applied city-
wide. He also, however, supported 
moving ahead with the Wilton 
Court project under a “planned 
community” zone, which gives 
developers and the city more lee-
way on negotiating zoning con-
cessions and public benefits (the 
council overruled the commission 
and approved the housing-overlay 
district).

His conditional support for 
housing was also on display last 

S teven Lee likes to push for 
reform, even if that means 
ruffling a few feathers at 

City Hall.
Well before protests over po-

lice brutality and racial injustice 
spread across the country in June, 
Lee had been advocating for more 
transparency in the Palo Alto Po-
lice Department and more fund-
ing for mental health and home-
less services. 

As a member of the city’s Hu-
man Relations Commission, for 
which he concluded his term in 
August, he helped revise police 
policies to comply with the 8 Can’t 
Wait Campaign and lobby the city 
to ban sales of vaping products, 
which it did last December.

Lee has demonstrated, again 
and again, that he is comfortable 
fighting the status quo, whether 
it’s challenging police brass over 
the department’s policies on de-
escalation (which he played a 
leading role in revising in July), 
criticizing city staff for downplay-
ing allegations of misconduct and 
discrimination against the non-
profit Downtown Streets Team 
(which he argued demand more 
scrutiny), and admonishing the 
City Council for its failure to ag-
gressively address the city’s hous-
ing shortage.

Unlike Templeton, who prizes 
collegiality and collaboration, 
Lee believes tense, difficult con-
versations are necessary for real 
progress. One idea that he has 
championed is construction of 
affordable housing, particularly 
teacher housing, at Cubberley 
Community Center, a concept that 

has garnered some community 
support and plenty of opposition.

“If we fail to provide housing 
for our teachers, we are doing a 
great disservice to ourselves, our 
kids and future generations,” Lee 
wrote in a Weekly opinion piece 
in May 2019. “Teacher housing 
isn’t just a perk or benefit, it’s a 
community resource that benefits 
us all, and it doesn’t have to come 
at the expense of recreation and 
community space.”

Lee also wants the city to spur 
more housing construction by 
rezoning commercial areas and 
transit corridors to allow more 
height and density and by allow-
ing property owners in single-
family zones to build duplexes, 
triplexes and quadplexes. 

“These are housing options that 
actually blend quite well into our 
neighborhoods and most people 
probably wouldn’t even notice any 
differences from the street,” Lee 
told the Weekly.

A big obstacle to progress, he 
says, is a City Hall culture that he 
believes resists change and takes 
far too long to get anything done. 
He was pleased to see the City 
Council approve Palo Alto’s first 

“safe parking” program for ve-
hicle dwellers this month, which 
will offer space for up to 12 ve-
hicles at a parking lot near the 
Baylands. He notes, however, that 
his commission had been pushing 
the council to increase its support 
for the city’s homeless population 
since at least 2017 and that other 
cities have proceeded much faster.

“It has taken us three years to 
get to a 12-spot pilot program,” 
Lee said. “In the meantime, we’ve 
seen programs in Mountain View, 
East Palo Alto and Redwood 
City.”

The program in Redwood City, 
he noted, took just seven months 
to put together.

The city’s tendencies to move 
slowly rather than act quickly, and 
to favor small steps over compre-
hensive solutions, are problems 
that Lee says he would like to 
address.

“That’s a frustration that I 
sense, not just from myself but 
from members of the commu-
nity,” Lee said. “That’s why I’m 
running. I think Palo Altans are 
ready for bold, progressive, re-
sponsive leadership.”

Police reform is a key area of 
interest for Lee, an attorney who 
currently works at Playstation. 
The council’s work on 8 Can’t 
Wait reforms, he said, is just a 
first step. He wants to remove 
the “binding arbitration” clause 
from the city’s contract with its 
main police union, which is up 
for renegotiation this year. The 
clause, which is common in police 
contracts, has hindered the abil-
ity of cities across the nation to 

discipline or remove officers for 
misconduct. Lee said he would 
not vote for a contract that in-
cludes binding arbitration.

Rather than hire more officers, 
the city should invest in social ser-
vices and address the “root causes 
of crime,” including homelessness 
and mental health programs.

He wants to see a system in 
which an officer would be ac-
companied by social workers and 
mental-health professionals when 

responding to nuisance calls and 
low-level crimes, a strategy on 
which other council candidates 
concur.

“Public safety is not about how 
big our Police Department is and 
how many officers we have,” Lee 
said. “That’s very much a limited 
and reactionary approach to pub-
lic safety.

“The discussion needs to 

Ed Lauing A STEADY HAND 

Steven Lee PROUDLY PROGRESSIVE

‘I don’t think the city 
manager and the city 
(staff) are trying to 
set policy. I think they 
end up setting policy 
because they don’t 
get enough specific 
direction from council 
on a number of issues.’

‘I think Palo Altans 
are ready for 
bold, progressive, 
responsive 
leadership.’

(continued on page 27)

(continued on page 31)
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P alo Alto’s housing crisis 
hits close to home for Greer 
Stone, a Gunn High School 

teacher who is making his second 
bid for a City Council seat.

In a recent interview, Stone 
said it’s a “real struggle” for him 
and his wife, a teacher at Menlo-
Atherton High School, to make 
monthly rent payments on their 
one-bedroom Midtown apart-
ment. One of his colleagues at 
Gunn recently packed up and left 
the Bay Area because she can’t 
afford to live in the area, he said.

“I think we’re going to continue 
to see that loss of talent and pro-
fessionalism not only within our 
school district but with other es-
sential employees within the com-
munity if we can’t start to really 
grasp this issue,” Stone said.

Yet his approach to housing dif-
fers markedly from that champi-
oned by other housing advocates 
in the race for four council seats. 
Unlike Steven Lee and Cari Tem-
pleton, who supported recent leg-
islative proposals that loosen zon-
ing regulations in single-family 
neighborhoods to encourage more 

duplexes and triplexes, Greer sees 
such bills as blunt tools that will 
not deliver the types of affordable 
housing that the community really 
needs.

“Blunt upzoning not only does 
not accomplish the objective of 
lowering housing prices, but it 
also leads to gentrification in 
communities where upzoning oc-
curs,” Stone said, citing examples 
in San Francisco, Chicago and 
Harlem, where a housing boom 
resulted in both an influx of 
residents and a decrease in the 

African American population.
Stone wants to create more af-

fordable housing by using the 
city’s zoning powers and the pro-
ceeds from a new business tax. To 
make housing development more 
competitive with office develop-
ment, he wants to increase impact 
fees for commercial growth (and 
use the proceeds to support be-
low-market-rate housing), restore 
the city’s limit on new downtown 
office space that the council abol-
ished in 2018, and refurbish some 
existing office space as housing 
— an effort that he hopes could 
become more viable as telecom-
muting cements itself as a new 
norm for many employees.

Stone also wants to raise the 
city’s “inclusionary housing” re-
quirement (the percentage of units 
that a housing developer needs 
to designate for below-market-
rate units) from the current level 
of 15% to 20%. He also wants 
to implement what’s known as 
the “Palmer fix” and extend the 
inclusionary-housing policy to 

R aven Malone is relatively 
new to Palo Alto, having 
moved here in the beginning 

of this year, but her campaign has 
struck a chord with those who 
believe the city is lagging on ad-
dressing its housing crisis.

Malone, an electrical engineer 
who lives in an accessory dwell-
ing unit in the Triple El neighbor-
hood, says she wants to see more 
such units built but argues that the 
city should go further. She’d like 
the city to have more duplexes, 
triplexes and four-plexes, Malone 
said at the Weekly’s Sept. 24 City 
Council candidates’ debate.

“I know there are people who 
don’t want, for example, four-
plexes next to their single-family 
homes,” Malone said. “It makes 
sense, I respect that and I ac-
knowledge that. But where would 
we be OK with building them? 
These units need to happen. There 
is a housing crisis.”

Malone also said she supported 
the recent Senate Bill 1120, which 
would have allowed property 
owners to subdivide their par-
cels and build duplexes. (The bill 
failed to advance on the frantic fi-
nal day of the Legislative session.)

Malone is philosophically 
aligned with those who believe 
the city should loosen zoning 
rules in downtown and com-
mercial areas to facilitate more 
housing construction. Mayor 
Adrian Fine, who is concluding 
his term this year, and former 
Councilwoman Gail Price, who is 
now board president at Palo Alto 
Forward, have both endorsed her 
candidacy. 

Malone said in an interview that 
she wants to end “exclusionary 
zoning,” referring to R-1 or sin-
gle-family zoning. In that sense, 
she differs from candidates like 
Pat Burt, who at the Weekly de-
bate rejected the term and argued 
that because of new laws that ease 
restrictions on accessory-dwelling 
units and junior ADUs, allowing 
one of each per property, Palo 
Alto no longer has true single-
family zoning.

She also believes that Palo 
Alto should try to strike racial 
exclusion clauses from old deeds, 
which prohibited Black and Asian 
people from owning homes in the 
city. While these deeds haven’t 
been legally enforceable for de-
cades, Malone noted on her cam-
paign platform that “they are a 
painful reminder of the ways Palo 
Alto has not always welcomed 
diversity.”

Like Fine, she also believes 
that Palo Alto should repeal a 
long-standing policy that restricts 
access to Foothills Park only to 
residents and their guests. The 
city is now facing a lawsuit from a 

coalition that includes the Ameri-
can Civil Liberties Union and the 
NAACP San Jose/Silicon Valley 
over that policy. 

“We should have opened it a 
while ago,” Malone said at the 
Weekly debate. “We’re neglect-
ing other kids who live in other 
places whose cities weren’t even 
well established when Foothills 
Park was opened in Palo Alto,” 
Malone said.

A native of Mobile, Alabama, 
Malone spent two years in San 
Jose before moving to Palo Alto 
with her fiancé. They had long set 
their hearts on Palo Alto, she said, 
where they would come for the 
restaurants and farmers markets. 

“Unfortunately, we had a hard 
time finding something we can 
afford in our budget,” Malone 
said.

Now, she says she is commit-
ted to helping those who support 
change and who believe the city 
needs bolder actions. This in-
cludes easing regulations for resi-
dential developers, moving faster 
with implementing bike improve-
ments and making real progress 
with Fiber to the Home, the city’s 
decades-long effort to expand 
its dark fiber network and make 
high-speed internet more broadly 
available to the public. 

The shelter-in-place order has 
only underscored the critical im-
portance of access to high-speed 
internet, she said.

“I got to the point where I 
felt like the people who wanted 
change were outnumbered by 
people who didn’t,” Malone said. 
“And if not me to go out there and 

help try to create this change that 
is long overdue, then who? And if 
not now, then when?”

Malone said she envisions a 
safer and more welcoming Palo 
Alto. In forums and interviews, 
she’s talked about the need to 
encourage denser new housing 
developments and improve ac-
countability within the Police 
Department, positions she shares 

with candidate Steven Lee.
The two diverged, however, 

when asked at the Weekly de-
bate whether Palo Alto should 
allow a cannabis dispensary. 
While Lee, who strongly sup-
ported the city’s ban on vaping 
products, said he wouldn’t want 
to see the city “waste its time” on 

Greer Stone KEEPING IT LOCAL

Raven Malone SEEKING SOCIAL JUSTICE

‘I got to the point 
where I felt like the 
people who wanted 
change were 
outnumbered by 
people who didn’t.’

‘Blunt upzoning not only 
does not accomplish 
the objective of 
lowering housing 
prices, but it also leads 
to gentrification in 
communities where 
upzoning occurs.’

(continued on page 31)

(continued on page 32)
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A Better Health Care Experience Awaits
with a Medicare Advantage plan from Stanford Health Care Advantage (HMO)

Learn More at a Free Online Seminar!

For a complete list of webinars, visit StanfordMA.com and click Attend a Seminar.
Call 1-855-200-9227 (TTY: 711) from 8 a.m. to 8 p.m., seven days a week.*

You will learn:
• The Medicare basics you need, including information about 
 eligibility and enrollment dates
• A breakdown of the pros and cons of your options such as 
 Original Medicare, Medicare supplements, and Medicare 
 Advantage plans
• Ways to save money on your medical and prescription 
 drug costs

• How to get coverage over and above what Original 
 Medicare provides
• Details about Stanford Health Care Advantage plans available 
 in your community
• How Stanford Health Care Advantage plans give you access 
 to Stanford Medicine and Sutter Health-affiliated doctors, 
 specialists, and hospitals

For accommodations of persons with special needs at meetings call 1-855-200-9227 or, for TTY users, 711. *You may reach a messaging service on 

weekends from April 1 through Sept. 30 and holidays. Please leave a message, and your call will be returned the next business day. Stanford Health Care 

Advantage is an HMO plan with a Medicare contract. Enrollment in Stanford Health Care Advantage depends on contract renewal. Stanford Health Care 

Advantage complies with applicable Federal civil rights laws and does not discriminate on the basis of race, color, national origin, age, disability, or sex.

H2986_21-051_C PAW_10.2

Webinar
Thurs., Oct. 15 | 10 a.m. & 2 p.m.

Webinar
Mon., Oct. 19 | 10 a.m. & 2 p.m.

Webinar
Fri., Oct. 16 | 10 a.m.

Webinar
Tues., Oct. 20 | 10 a.m. & 2 p.m.

Webinar
Sat., Oct. 17 | 10 a.m. & 2 p.m.

Webinar
Wed., Oct. 21 | 10 a.m. & 2 p.m.
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G reg Tanaka proudly wears 
the mantle of Palo Alto’s 
leading fiscal hawk.

Year after year, he is the sole 
council member who votes 
against the city budget. Even 
during a year in which the coun-
cil cut $40 million in spending, 
Tanaka believes his colleagues 
and city management are too 
wasteful. He repeatedly admon-
ishes them for spending too much 
on public relations, for raising 
utility rates willy-nilly, for pursu-
ing too many infrastructure proj-
ects and for not stashing enough 
cash in reserves.

At a September 2018 meeting, 
he lamented the fact that he is the 
only person who votes against 
big-ticket items and accused the 
city of “burning future genera-
tions” with all that waste and of 
having “no backbone” when it 
comes to staying within its means.

“We are hollowing out the city 
now by not sticking to the bud-
get,” Tanaka said.

Tanaka’s positions have often 
made him an outlier on issues 
that otherwise had broad council 
support. In 2018, for example, the 
College Terrace resident fought a 
proposal to assist East Palo Alto 
with a water shortage that forced 
the city to halt development. 
While everyone else supported 
shifting to East Palo Alto an al-
lotment of half-million gallons 
per day, Tanaka insisted that the 
city charge East Palo Alto for the 
water rights, a suggestion that 
Councilman Eric Filseth called 
“offensive.”

Tanaka also stood alone last 
December, when the council tried 
to pass an urgency ordinance 
to protect renters from extreme 
rent hikes just before the state’s 
own proposal, AB 1482, was set 
to kick in. Because the urgency 
measure required support from all 
participating six council members 
(Liz Kniss recused because she 
owns a rental property), Tanaka’s 
dissenting vote required the coun-
cil to delay the implementation 
of the measure by another week 

to satisfy his desire for more 
outreach.

He was the sole dissenting vote 
last year, when the council ap-
proved additional severance pay-
ments to employees whose jobs 
were to be terminated as part of the 
city’s outsourcing of animal ser-
vices to the nonprofit Pets In Need. 

But notwithstanding his budget 
hawkishness, Tanaka was also the 
only council member who opposed 
in June a new lease agreement with 
the Palo Alto Unified School Dis-
trict that reduced the city’s con-
tribution to the district from $5.4 
million to $2.7 million annually. In 
explaining his opposition, Tanaka 
said that he wanted to see a more 
“collaborative” approach between 
the city and the school district 
and that he would have preferred 
to see the city reduce its spending 
on capital projects and City Hall 
management costs.

Tanaka’s positions occasion-
ally rankle his colleagues. Ear-
lier this month, as the council 
was preparing to approve a “safe 
parking” program for vehicle 
dwellers in the Baylands, Tanaka 
launched into a series of ques-
tions about the value of the land 
and the potential for leasing it 
out for a profit. Vice Mayor Tom 
DuBois, who championed the 
new program, responded by say-
ing he rejects the idea that the 
city’s filter should be “maximiz-
ing money without taking care 
of people.” Tanaka ultimately 
joined the council in approving 
the program.

Tanaka’s frugal stance on city 
finances stands in stark contrast 
with his approach to his re-elec-
tion campaign, which has amassed 
an early and commanding lead in 

cash raised, thanks in large part 
to donations from local develop-
ers. By late September, his cam-
paign had received more than 
$70,000 in contributions, which 
includes $10,000 from developer 
Roxy Rapp, $5,000 from devel-
opers John McNellis, Charles 
“Chop” Keenan and Brad Ehiki-
an and $2,500 from the Califor-
nia Real Estate Political Action 
Committee.

Tanaka rejected in a recent in-
terview any suggestion that he is 
in the pocket of the development 
community and pointed to his 
support for the recent closures of 
University Avenue and California 
Avenue to traffic to promote out-
door dining during the pandemic 
and support for the “Uplift Lo-
cal” campaign (formerly known 
as “Summer Streets”). Some de-
velopers, including John Shenk 
of Thoits Brothers (which also 
donated to Tanaka’s campaign), 
have vocally opposed the street 
closures, he noted.

Yet when it comes to broader 
land-use questions, the former 
planning commissioner has in-
variably sided with the coun-
cil’s pro-growth faction, having 
been part of the council major-
ity in 2016 that reversed the pri-
or council’s decision to signifi-
cantly raise housing impact fees 
for commercial developments 
and that approved a divisive 
downtown development at 429 
University Ave. in 2017. Since 
then, he has opposed exploration 
of rent-stabilization measures, 
voted against a plan to lower the 
citywide cap on non-residential 
development (the council moved 
to slash the cap in 2018 despite 
his opposition) and joined the 
council’s pro-growth members 
in scrapping a limit on non-
residential development in the 
downtown core.

Another position that is likely to 
endear Tanaka to local developers, 
property owners and corporations 
is his opposition to a business tax. 
While the council suspended its 
multi-year effort to adopt a tax 

based on employee headcount in 
March because of the COVID-19 
pandemic and the economic 
downtown, Tanaka voted against 
the proposal in January, when he 
admonished staff and consultants 
for a survey on the tax that he 
deemed “misleading.”

An entrepreneur whose com-
pany, Percolata, offers data ser-
vices to the retail industry, Tanaka 
hasn’t completely ruled out sup-
porting a business tax, though he 
told the Weekly in a recent inter-
view that he believes it should be 
the “last resort.” The city, he said, 
should look at its own spending 
habits before considering a tax.

“Do we need to have such a 
large city manager’s office?” he 
asked in a recent interview. “Do 
we need to spend on this many 
managers in the city? ... We 
should start looking at ourselves 
first in terms of, ‘Are we spending 

money wisely?’”
Even though his campaign has 

reaped large donations from the 
developer community, Tanaka 
frames himself as a protector of 
constituents who have fallen on 
hard times. He holds weekly of-
fice hours to get feedback on ma-
jor community issues and posts 
videos of the meetings on his 
Facebook page. He has routinely 
opposed increases to utility rates, 
and he chided his colleagues in 
June for approving raises to city 
employees during an economic 
downtown.

“There’s this perception that 
everyone who lives in Palo Alto 
is super rich,” Tanaka told the 
Weekly. “And there are super rich 
people here. ... There are also peo-
ple like myself, other people who 
live in the city, who are scraping 
by. They are taking a payout; they 
lost their jobs. It’s tough times.” 

Greg Tanaka FOLLOWING THE MONEY 

‘We are hollowing 
out the city now by 
not sticking to the 
budget.’

month, when the commission was 
voting to rezone commercial prop-
erties along San Antonio Road 
to allow housing construction, 
including a 102-unit mixed-use 
development at 788 San Antonio 
Road. While others argued for 
swift approval, Lauing insisted 
that the motion also include a rec-
ommendation that the city conduct 
an analysis of land use and trans-
portation along the San Antonio 
corridor to identify and predict fu-
ture traffic patterns and problems.

The transportation analysis, he 
argued, needs to be an “integral” 
part of the motion supporting the 
zone change. The commission ul-
timately agreed and voted 6-1 to 

move the project forward.
Like most of the 10 candidates 

in the field, Lauing believes af-
fordable housing should be the 
city’s primary focus when it 
comes to residential construction 
— a view that naturally aligns 
him with the more slow-growth 
camp that includes Councilman 
Eric Filseth and Vice Mayor Tom 
DuBois (both of whom have en-
dorsed his campaign) and Lydia 
Kou, who is now seeking a fresh 
term. That said, he believes that 
the community, much like the 
council and the planning commis-
sion, has become too polarized.

 “One of the ideas that I think 
is really important is to get out of 
the poles,” Lauing told the Week-
ly, “Polarization is OK to begin 
a debate on an issue but at some 
point you have to close the ranks 

if we want to get it done. That’s 
been the problem, fighting in the 
community, fighting on the coun-
cil, fighting in its commission.”

Affordable housing, he said, is 
one area on which there appears 
to be community consensus. He 
supports passing zone changes to 
facilitate it and using funds from 
a business tax to support it. Un-
like Kou, who strongly supports 
the city’s 50-foot height limit, 
Lauing said the limit should be a 
“guideline” — strictly enforced in 
single-family neighborhoods but 
open to adjustment in places like 
Palo Alto Square at El Camino 
Real and Page Mill Road.

“If you show me a project at, 
let’s say, Palo Alto Square, that 
will put up 300 to 400 housing 
units over the next three years and 
it has to go to 75 feet instead of 50, 

I’d be at that meeting in a nanosec-
ond, listening to what’s going on.”

Like other council members, he 
believes city staff have taken too 
large a role in shaping the city’s 
policies. But unlike Pat Burt, who 
attributes this trend to a heavy-
handed approach from the cur-
rent city manager and city attor-
ney, Lauing believes the council 
is largely at fault. By setting too 
many priorities, by failing to give 
staff clear direction and by not fol-
lowing up in a timely fashion, the 
council has created a situation in 
which staff has a hard time making 
progress on its many assignments.

“I don’t think the city manager 
and the city (staff) are trying to set 
policy,” Lauing said. “I think they 
end up setting policy because they 
don’t get enough specific direction 
from council on a number of issues.”

The city budget is one area in 
which Lauing wants to see clear-
er priorities. The budget, he said, 
should reflect the city’s values, 
with the priority given to ensuring 
public safety, followed by essen-
tial services such as utilities and 
street paving and then spending 
on parks and community services 
such as programs for youth men-
tal health. 

By contrast, capital spending, 
such as for a new public safety 
building, can be delayed into fu-
ture years, he wrote in a Palo Alto 
Neighborhoods questionnaire.

“The push into the future doesn’t 
work forever,” Lauing said. “Even-
tually parks need to be redone, 
tennis courts need resurfacing and 
a public safety building needs to 
go up. But ‘wish-list’ items need 
to be distinct from ‘must-dos.’” 

Ed Lauing
(continued from page 24)
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Where the candidates stand on the issues by Gennady Sheyner

BURT EISENBERG KOU LAUING LEE

Rezone certain areas from “office” 
to higher-density “residential.” City 
should collaborate with Stanford 
Research Park to add housing in 
the research park. Raise impact 
fees on new offices to fund housing 
projects. Allow affordable housing 
above city-owned parking lots. 
Opposed to state legislation to 
loosen zoning standards, including 
SB 50 and SB 1120. “Affordable 
housing needs sites and reasonable 
land costs.”

City should purchase school district 
land at Cubberley Community 
Center and build housing there, 
along with a park and a community 
center. City can build hundreds of 
units of affordable housing in the 
Ventura neighborhood at the former 
Fry’s Electronics site by buying the 
land. Reduce minimum lot sizes 
in single-family neighborhoods, 
ban conversion of residential areas 
for commercial use and impose a 
vacancy tax on “ghost houses.”

City should focus exclusively on 
affordable housing. Strongly opposes 
most development proposals with 
commercial space or that involve zoning 
exemptions. Voted against creation 
of an “affordable housing zone” in 
2018 but later voted to support the 
Wilton Court housing development. 
Championed rent stabilization measures 
and creation of a “safe parking” 
program for vehicle dwellers. Strongly 
opposed SB 50 and SB 1120. “Land 
use and zoning belongs to individual 
cities because ... we live here and we 
know what is essential and what is not.”

Palo Alto has an affordable housing 
“emergency”; city should focus its 
limited staff time on below-market-rate 
housing (“workforce” and market-rate 
housing are lower priorities). Maintain 
city’s 50-foot height limit as a “guideline” 
but OK to exceed it in commercial areas 
around Stanford Research Park. City 
should pursue corporate partnerships 
for developments with major housing 
components. “I think affordable 
housing is something that appeals to 
(companies’) business needs, as well 
as their need to be good community 
neighbors.”

Supports adding housing, particularly 
teacher housing, at Cubberley 
Community Center and relaxing 
height limits and parking requirements 
in commercial corridors such as 
El Camino Real, University Avenue 
and California Avenue. Supported 
SB 50 and SB 1120, which would 
have loosened zoning standards 
in single-family zones. “Housing 
is so inextricably linked to many 
of the issues we care about in our 
community. Our city’s failure to get 
serious about housing has negatively 
impacted our quality of life.”

City needs to expand COVID-19 
testing to allow more businesses to 
function during the pandemic and to 
help outdoor businesses “winterize” 
so that they can continue to serve 
customers when the weather gets 
colder. Services for youth should 
be retained during the pandemic 
(particularly services that support 
their social and emotional needs) 
and funding should be expanded for 
community services to economically 
disadvantaged residents.

Ramp up the delivery of free 
COVID-19 testing to get people 
back to work. City should move 
ahead with a business tax, even 
during the pandemic, so that 
residents won’t have to foot the 
entire cost of the recovery.

Supported creating a $500,000 grant 
program to help small businesses 
during the shelter-in-place and voted 
to close University Avenue and 
California Avenue to traffic to help 
restaurants there. Supported deferral 
of capital projects during budget 
hearings and preservation of some 
community services that the council 
voted to cut. Supports hiring an 
economic development manager with 
an expertise in retail to help the city’s 
businesses recover. Voted against 
removal of ground-floor retail protection 
outside of the city’s commercial core.

When it comes to spending 
city funds to aid businesses 
during the pandemic, the council 
should prioritize “locally serving 
businesses.”

City should provide more education, 
outreach and enforcement of 
health orders and social distancing 
guidelines. Utility fees should 
be waived for struggling small 
businesses and funding for the 
city’s small business grant program 
should be expanded.

City should temporarily delay 
some of the biggest infrastructure 
projects, including the proposed 
public safety building, until the 
city begins to recover from the 
economic impact of the pandemic. 
“We’re in a crisis where we 
need to be putting people first.” 
Supported, as a councilman, the 
city’s increases to the hotel tax and 
its efforts to pursue a business tax 
to fund transportation projects and 
affordable housing.

Strongly supports a new business 
tax; says council should have placed 
tax measure on November ballot. 
City should buy land at Cubberley 
Community Center and in Ventura to 
facilitate construction of affordable 
housing. Disagreed with council’s 
cuts to community services in June to 
address a budget deficit. “In slashing 
more than $40 million of essential public 
services ... the City Council intentionally 
chose to subsidize Tesla and Palantir, 
while depriving our community’s most 
vulnerable residents of services they 
relied on, and often even, their jobs.”

Supports instituting a business tax 
on large corporations. During the 
last budget season, she supported 
deferring some capital projects to 
limit cuts to community services 
such as libraries and art programs.

Believes the city budget should 
clearly reflect the city’s values, 
with public safety on top of the 
list, followed by essential utility 
services and then community 
services. City should defer major 
capital projects and review the 
budget on a quarterly basis during 
the pandemic, given the significant 
fluctuations in city revenues. “‘Wish-
list’ items need to be distinct from 
‘must-dos.’”

Supports instituting a business tax 
to pay for affordable housing and 
increasing the city’s spending on 
grants to nonprofit social service 
providers. “We need to ask larger 
businesses that are still doing quite 
well, even during the recession, to 
step up just a little more and pay 
more of their fair share during these 
difficult times.”

City should explore “work from 
home” as a major component 
of its transportation-demand-
management plan. Supports 
moving ahead with installing a 
“smart signal” system, pursuing 
more bike improvements and 
improving transit. On grade 
separations, city should further 
explore the “partial underpass” 
options that were developed by 
residents for rail crossings at 
Churchill Avenue, Charleston Road 
and Meadow Drive.

City should revisit the idea of putting 
the Caltrain tracks in a tunnel 
underground, which the council had 
previously considered and rejected. 
Wants city to invest far more in 
transit options, including exploring 
the launch of an electric shuttle, 
and pursue more bike lanes and 
pedestrian/bike bridges.

With traffic congestion as the city’s 
biggest problem, limiting office 
growth is her preferred solution. 
City needs to do more commuting 
outreach before selecting designs 
for the grade separation of the train 
tracks. Has supported the City 
Council’s efforts to expand the city’s 
bike network.

City needs to relaunch and expand 
its local shuttle system after the 
COVID-19 pandemic (Palo Alto shut 
down its shuttles in June because 
of budget cuts). Wants to see 
the city’s businesses contribute 
toward the Palo Alto Transportation 
Management Association, the 
nonprofit that offers services to 
reduce commuting by solo drivers.

Opposes any grade-separation 
alternative that would require 
people’s entire properties to be 
taken. Believes the most important 
way to address the city’s traffic 
problems is to build more housing 
so that fewer workers would have to 
commute.

Supported the establishment of 
the city’s annual 50,000-square-
foot limit on office developments in 
downtown, California Avenue and 
El Camino Real. Also supported 
maintaining the downtown office 
cap (which the council voted to 
abolish in 2019) and reducing the 
citywide limit on nonresidential 
development (which the council 
agreed to in 2018).

Supports requiring far more 
concessions and public benefits 
from companies that seek to 
grow in Palo Alto. For example, 
she believes that if Tesla wants to 
expand its headquarters, the city 
should request that the company 
help fund the construction of a 
citywide tunnel for the Caltrain 
tracks. Supports “emergency 
rezoning of all properties that can 
be rezoned to ‘residential,’ unless 
there is as compelling public interest 
otherwise.”

Consistently supported policies 
that limit commercial development, 
including the downtown-specific 
cap and the 2018 effort to reduce 
the citywide limit on nonresidential 
development.  Favors placing 
“a moratorium of any new office 
construction.”

Supported as a planning 
commissioner the rezoning of 
commercial sites along San Antonio 
Road to encourage housing 
construction. Says that, with more 
people working from home during 
the pandemic, there is now a “glut” 
of vacant office development, 
some of which can be rezoned for 
housing. Believes the city should 
promote work-from-home initiatives 
within its own workforce.

Believes Palo Alto doesn’t need any 
new office space, though he would 
be willing to compromise if the only 
way to obtain housing is by allowing 
some office development. Says city 
should update its zoning laws to 
“prohibit, limit or disincentivize office 
construction.”

COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT

TRANSPORTATION

FINANCE

PANDEMIC

HOUSING
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MALONE STONE TANAKA TEMPLETON VARMA

City should encourage construction 
of more duplexes, triplexes and 
fourplexes throughout Palo Alto, 
as well as denser housing in 
commercial corridors. Supported SB 
1120, which would have loosened 
zoning restrictions in single-family 
neighborhoods, and wants to end 
“exclusionary zoning.” Supports 
relaxing the city’s height limit, parking 
requirements and density restrictions 
for multifamily housing developments. 
“The problem is we made it so hard 
in Palo Alto for (developers) to build 
housing that they don’t want to.” 

“Inclusionary housing” requirement 
for below-market-rate units in new 
ownership-housing developments 
should be raised from 15% to 20%. 
Inclusionary requirement should apply to 
new rental developments too. Increase 
housing impact fees to fund affordable 
housing projects and adopt a “no net 
loss” policy that requires builders whose 
projects eliminate housing to construct 
as many or more units. Wants business 
tax that in part funds affordable 
housing once the city recovers from the 
COVID-19 economic fallout. Strongly 
opposed SB 50 and SB 1120.

City should do more to encourage 
construction of small units that are 
inherently more affordable. Voted in 
favor of relaxing zoning regulations 
for affordable housing and 
workforce housing and supported 
approving residential developments 
at 2755 El Camino Real and the 
affordable housing complex at 
3705 El Camino Real (Wilton Court). 
Has generally favored city growth 
by approving developments and 
supporting zone changes. Doesn’t 
believe city should focus exclusively 
on below-market-rate housing.

Ease restrictions in single-family 
zones to allow duplexes and rezone 
some commercial areas for residential 
use. Supported as a planning 
commissioner a recent plan to allow 
multifamily residential developments 
on San Antonio Road, including a 
102-unit project. City needs to invest 
more in constructing affordable 
housing and in making the approval 
process more predictable and cost-
effective. “Just getting more creative 
and being open to suggesting ways to 
remove barriers would be an earnest, 
good start.”

City should add housing in areas like 
San Antonio Road, El Camino Real 
and other commercial corridors, where 
height limits, density restrictions and 
parking requirements can be loosened. 
City should let businesses develop 
commercial space with housing 
components to address housing 
shortage. Opposes densifying R-1 
neighborhoods; opposed SB 50 and SB 
1120. “We have more than enough space 
in areas that are underdeveloped where 
we can build much denser housing and 
office space that can accommodate all 
our needs well into the future.”

Rather than simply distribute 
$500,000 in grants to small 
businesses to assist them during 
the pandemic, the city should 
have launched a program, like a 
comprehensive marketing plan, to 
help the wider community.

More money should be invested in 
the city’s grant programs for small 
businesses to keep them from 
closing because of the economic 
recession. Supports hiring an 
economic development manager 
who can help bring new businesses 
to town and enhance Palo Alto’s 
retail core.

Supported closing California 
Avenue and University Avenue 
to traffic during the pandemic. 
Advocated for supporting small 
businesses through a grant 
program and by reducing their utility 
rates. Voted to remove ground-floor 
retail protections outside the city’s 
commercial core to give property 
owners more flexibility at a time of 
growing vacancies.

City ought to do more to provide 
businesses with personal protective 
equipment and free COVID-19 
testing. Supports adopting 
measures to delay evictions and 
working with regional partners to 
“take advantage of financial and 
mental health relief programs that 
benefit the community.”

Supports making permanent the 
street closures on University and 
California avenues during evenings 
and weekends and streamlining the 
building-permit process to make it 
easier to attract businesses during 
the economic downtown.

Supports looking into a business 
tax on the city’s largest employers, 
with a percentage allocated for 
affordable housing. Her proposed 
tax would fluctuate based 
on company size, with larger 
companies paying a higher rate. 
Also supports deferring some of 
the city’s largest infrastructure 
projects, including the public safety 
building and a new fire station at 
Mitchell Park. “I’d like to make sure 
(firefighters) have proper funding that 
they need, even if it means waiting a 
little for the new fire station.”

Supports a business tax to pay for 
affordable housing. Opposed the 
council’s decision in June to cut 
funding for community services and 
public safety and says his priorities 
would have focused on areas that 
can be temporarily suspended, 
including paying down city 
pensions, freezing salary increases 
and relying less on consultants. 
“Businesses should pay their fair 
share through a business tax for the 
imbalance in jobs-to-housing that 
has allowed corporations to thrive at 
the expense of our community.”

As councilman, has consistently 
opposed salary raises for 
employees and utility rate increases. 
Also opposes the proposed 
business tax, at least until such time 
as the city significantly reduces its 
spending. Has also routinely voted 
against the city budget and was in 
most cases the only dissenting vote. 
“When we look at new taxes, to me 
they should be the last resort.”

Believes Palo Alto’s traditional 
revenue sources are unreliable and 
supports exploring a headcount 
tax on local businesses. “I’d like to 
make sure we take the opportunity 
to work with our business leaders to 
understand what makes sense from 
their perspectives as well.”

City should focus on growing 
revenues rather than cutting the 
budget. Doesn’t want to see a new 
business tax. City should invest all 
of its efforts in encouraging more 
businesses and residents to come 
to Palo Alto. “This will not only cover 
current needs but also expand the 
benefits and improvements that we 
provide within our city.”

Strongly supports investing more in 
bike safety improvements. “Every 
time I bring up wanting to improve 
the ways that we can bicycle safely, 
someone has a story. Someone 
they know got hit by a car.” Has 
no preferred alternative for grade 
separation, saying she needs more 
input from residents.

City should invest in more public 
transportation and create new 
bike lanes and walking paths to 
encourage alternatives to solo 
driving. City should promote ride-
sharing apps and partner with the 
Palo Alto Unified to provide school 
shuttles.

Has advocated as councilman for 
expanding and enhancing the city’s 
bike network. On grade separation, 
says he would need to get the 
input of Palo Alto’s residents before 
making a comprehensive decision. 
“Given the COVID-19 pandemic, 
the cost of the project should be 
scrutinized and discussed.”

Supports constructing more 
dedicated bike lanes. As a member 
of the Expanded Community 
Advisory Panel, which is 
considering the future design for 
grade separations, her preferred 
solutions minimize acquisition of 
private property and support the 
council’s goals of improving public 
safety and minimizing environmental 
impacts.

City should bring back the idea 
of building a tunnel for Caltrain, 
a project that the city can pay 
through a long-term bond, he says. 
Also wants bike improvements 
at intersections that have been 
identified as the city’s most 
dangerous.

Believes that with companies 
like Palantir reducing their local 
footprint, the city should look to 
rezone office areas to allow mixed-
use or housing projects.

Supports requiring new commercial 
developments to pay more in impact fees 
to fund housing. Wants to remove from 
the city’s annual 50,000 sq. ft. office 
cap in downtown, California Avenue 
and University Avenue a provision that 
allows unused square footage to carry 
over to the next year. Opposed council’s 
decision in February to eliminate the 
cap on downtown office development. 
“We cannot get serious with our 
housing production if we continue to 
allow developers to build office space, 
because office space is far more 
lucrative for the developer than housing.”

Opposed as a councilman further 
restricting office growth. Voted to 
repeal the downtown cap on office 
development in 2019 and opposed 
a citizen petition to cut the citywide 
limit on non-residential development 
in 2018.

Believes any new office 
development that would draw 
significant commuting traffic would 
be best built near transit hubs.

Wants to encourage building more 
office space and bringing more 
jobs and opportunities to the area. 
“We can work with future office 
developments to be mixed-use 
and include housing aspects to the 
development so that people can live 
and work in close proximity to each 
other.”

Sources: Palo Alto Weekly 
interviews, Palo Alto Neighbor-
hoods questionnaires, Friends 
of Cubberley debate
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C ari Templeton wants to turn 
down the temperature in Palo 
Alto’s heated debates about 

housing and growth policies.
For the past two years, as a 

member of the Planning and 
Transportation Commission, she 
has had a front seat at the table as 
residents debated housing projects, 
transportation improvements and, 
most recently, Castilleja School’s 
divisive expansion proposal. Tem-
pleton also serves on the Expand-
ed Community Advisory Panel, 
which is exploring changes to the 
city’s four rail crossings, and has 
previously served on the North 
Ventura Community Advisory 
Panel, which is coming up with 
a new vision for a 60-acre area 
anchored by the Portage Avenue 
campus that until recently housed 
Fry’s Electronics.

A former technical program 
manager at Google, who retired 
in 2017 after 10 years at the com-
pany, Templeton is undaunted by 
complex projects with conflicting 
viewpoints. To help move the city 
along with its rail project, she had 
recently created a dynamic ma-
trix that allows the panel to eas-
ily rank options according to the 
City Council’s criteria. Now, as 
chair of the Planning and Trans-
portation Commission, she has 
worked to change the historically 
rancorous tenor of discussions. In 
a recent interview, she recalled an 
“amazing moment” earlier this 
year when commissioners agreed 
to improve how they interact with 
one another.

“One of the challenges we have 
in Palo Alto is that sometimes our 
framing isn’t productive,” Temple-
ton told the Weekly. “Sometimes, 
certain ways we phrase things 
are triggering, for lack of a better 
word.”

Templeton joined the planning 
commission in 2018 and won a 
big vote of confidence from her 
colleagues earlier this year, when 
they unanimously elected her 
chair. On a panel that has tradi-
tionally split into political camps, 
she tends to vote with those who 
support more growth — includ-
ing Willian Riggs and Michael 
Alcheck — and she supplied the 

swing vote that made Riggs and 
Alcheck the chair and vice chair 
of the commission in 2019. Unlike 
other members in that group, how-
ever, she seems more comfortable 
as a facilitator than as an advocate 
for a particular position, opting to 
listen to others before weighing in.

While she often speaks in favor 
of broad goals such as improving 
bike amenities, building more af-

fordable housing and listening to 
the community, her open-minded 
approach sometimes makes it hard 
to figure out where she stands on 
specific details. During a Sept. 
9 meeting on Castilleja School’s 
contentious expansion proposal, 
Templeton smoothly navigated the 
procedurally complex public hear-
ings but offered little in the way of 
commentary on a project that had 
undergone four years of analysis. 
Rather, she largely echoed her 
colleagues’ comments about the 
adequacy of the project’s environ-
mental analysis before voting to 
approve it.

In a recent interview, rather than 
answer questions about where she 
stands on the city’s 50-foot height 
limit or on recent state efforts to 
relax zoning restrictions to single-
family zones, she described her 
general philosophy about encour-
aging more housing and finding 
creative solutions but did not say 
how she would vote about remov-
ing or modifying specific zoning 
policies.

She similarly did not express any 
discernible opinions about recent 
attempts by the state legislature to 

create new mandates that would al-
low more density in single-family 
neighborhoods (the most notable of 
these, SB 50, and SB 1120, failed 
in January and in August, respec-
tively), only saying that she would 
support discussing ways to give 
property owners more leeway to 
redevelop their properties.

When asked in a Palo Alto 
Neighborhoods questionnaire 
about whether she would support 
“ending single-family (R-1) zon-
ing” — something that Minneapo-
lis did last year — she called the 
question an example of “fear-mon-
gering rhetoric from Washington” 
and said she “reject(s) this line of 
thinking.”

“We will not have important 
city business used by some politi-
cians to escalate fear and disrupt 
discussion of zoning changes that 
may be beneficial for the neigh-
borhood and the city,” Templeton 
answered. “There are times when 
zoning changes make sense, and 
there are times when it may not 
make sense. I prefer to make zon-
ing decisions based on the needs 
of the neighborhood and the city.”

She told the Weekly that her 
preferred approach to encouraging 
housing is “getting more creative 
and being open to suggesting ways 
to remove barriers,” an answer 
that is more a statement of values 
than a specific proposal.

“Right now I don’t see those 
discussions happening. I’m see-
ing a lot of polarization and fac-
toring,” Templeton said. “What 
I hope we can do over the next 
couple of years is change how 
we’re engaging and find a way to 
actually hear different sides and 
find a solution.”

When asked whether she sup-
ports a business tax, she suggested 
that Palo Alto’s traditional revenue 
sources (namely, sales- and hotel 
taxes) have proven unreliable and 
pointed to Mountain View’s recent 
success in adopting a headcount 
tax for large businesses with buy-in 
from the business community. But 
when asked at a Chamber of Com-
merce forum about the tax, she 
called it an “intriguing idea” but 
stopped short of fully endorsing it.

“I’d like to make sure we take 

the opportunity to work with our 
business leaders to understand 
what makes sense from their per-
spectives as well,” Templeton said.

One issue that she has made a 
centerpiece of her campaign is ra-
cial justice and inclusiveness. She 
has spoken out about the need for 
police reform in June, when the 
nation and the city saw weeks of 
protests over police brutality and 
racial inequality. Templeton said 
she would like to see the city’s com-
mission better represent the broader 
community. She would also like to 
see some of the calls for service 
currently handled by police offi-
cers shifted to mental health profes-
sionals and social workers. She also 
wants to remove the long-standing 
policy that bars non-residents from 
going to Foothills Park unless ac-
companied by a resident, according 
to her campaign website.

When it comes to police re-
form, Templeton wants to create 
an oversight commission made 
up of community members, es-
pecially those from historically 
marginalized groups, to oversee 
police conduct and practices, ac-
cording to her campaign site. She 
also supports campaign reform to 
make it easier for residents to run 

for council and “reduce the out-
sized influence of big money on 
our local politics.”

Her positions, much like her 
conciliatory approach, has won 
her endorsements from numerous 
former mayors and present council 
members, including Mayor Adrian 
Fine and council members Liz 
Kniss and Alison Cormack, all of 
whom vote with the council’s more 
pro-growth camp. The Barron 
Park resident and mother of two 
hopes her recent experience in lis-
tening, facilitating discussions and 
forging compromises will give her 
campaign a boost come November. 
She stressed in a recent interview 
that while she supports more hous-
ing, she does not have a “housing 
agenda.” Rather, she has a “com-
munity agenda” and she wants to 
have productive discussions with 
residents about ways to remove ex-
isting obstacles to progress.

“Right now, I don’t see those 
discussions happening,” Tem-
pleton said. “I’m seeing a lot 
of polarization and factioning. 
What I hope of the next couple 
of years is to change how we’re 
engaging and find a way to actu-
ally hear different sides and find 
a solution.” 

Cari Templeton READY TO LISTEN

‘What I hope we 
can do over the next 
couple of years is 
change how we’re 
engaging and find a 
way to actually hear 
different sides and 
find a solution.’

discussing the topic, Malone noted 
that regulations on operating dis-
pensaries are already very strict 
and that banning dispensaries is 
not keeping cannabis out of the 
community.

“Why not make it a source of 
revenue?” she asked. “Especially 
now, during COVID. We need 
more sources of revenue.” 

(For the record, candidates Pat 
Burt and Ajit Varma suggested 
that a dispensary could be al-
lowed in the city’s industrial area, 
while the rest said they would op-
pose a dispensary.) 

A supporter of the Black Lives 
Matter movement, Malone de-
clared her council candidacy at 
a June rally in downtown Palo 
Alto. She said she wants to see 
trained civilians, rather than 
armed officers, respond to calls 
for issues like homelessness and 
mental health emergencies. Po-
lice officers, she said, should be 
asked to focus on serious crimi-
nal incidents, a strategy on which 
the other council candidates gen-
erally agree.

“I just want to ensure that ev-
eryone is safe,” Malone said. 
“It’s hard to do that when you 
ask someone with a gun to re-
port to a situation that may be 
unfamiliar territory and that may 

force them to react in a way that 
may not have been in their best 
judgment.”

She believes that in addition to 
highlighting racial injustice, the 
Black Lives Matter movement has 
had the positive effect of getting 
more residents engaged in local 
issues. Malone wrote in her Palo 
Alto Neighborhoods question-
naire that she hopes the engage-
ment continues and that her can-
didate will “inspire others like me 
to get more involved locally.”

“If elected, I want to bring to 
the table residents who have ei-
ther felt neglected by local gov-
ernment or felt that (local govern-
ment) doesn’t matter,” Malone 
wrote. 

Raven Malone
(continued from page 25)

include ... How do we invest in 
low-income, minority communi-
ties? Lee, who lives in Midtown, 
is also interested in reducing the 
influence of money on local 
politics. While he enjoys a list 
of endorsements that includes 
Santa Clara County Supervisor 
Cindy Chavez and school board 
members Ken Dauber, Shounak 
Dharap and Jennifer DiBrienza, 
his campaign has capped con-
tributions at $1,000 and has 
not accepted any donations 
from developers, law enforce-
ment associations or for-profit 

corporations.
On Sept. 21, Lee made an un-

usual announcement that he is 
no longer accepting campaign 
contributions, having reached 
his goal of raising $45,000. In a 
statement, he said that he wants 
to begin a trend of spending 
less money on Palo Alto council 
races.

“No one should be able to buy 
disproportionate influence by 
donating thousands of dollars to 
a City Council candidate,” Lee 
said in a statement. “If we are 
serious about campaign finance 
reform and beginning a trend of 
less money being spent in local 
races, it starts with each one of 
us and with me.” 

Steven Lee
(continued from page 24)
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W hen Ajit Varma moved 
to Palo Alto from Texas 
two decades ago, he was 

a 19-year-old with a car, a dream, 
a degree in electrical engineering 
and little else.

“I was basically living in a 
car for three months because I 
couldn’t afford to find a place,” 
Varma said.

Big tech was his ticket to suc-
cess. He had stints at Google and 
Square and now works for Face-
book, where he is product director 
for WhatsApp. He lives in Cres-
cent Park with his wife and two 
children and he’s making a bid for 
City Council because he wants 
others to have the opportunities 
that he had.

Varma has been troubled by 
Palo Alto’s business climate for 
some time. While most other can-
didates bemoan the city’s high 
jobs-housing imbalance and see a 
clampdown on office development 
as part of the solution, Varma be-
lieves the city should embrace its 
tech roots, get rid of its onerous 
restrictions on development, aban-
don its plan for a business tax and 
make small businesses feel wel-
come again.

“We went from a time when ev-
ery business wanted to be in Palo 
Alto to a time when everyone 
wants to leave Palo Alto,” Varma 
said at a Sept. 15 debate spon-
sored by the Palo Alto Chamber of 
Commerce. “This is not the time 
to raise taxes on business.”

Varma was troubled by the re-
cent announcement by Palantir 
that it is moving its headquarters 
to Denver and he is concerned 
about the prospect of other major 
companies, including Tesla, doing 
the same. The loss of such compa-
nies, he believes, represents stifled 
opportunities for today’s and to-
morrow’s generations.

“I got lucky because compa-
nies like Google existed here, that 
companies like Facebook existed 
here, that companies like Square 
were in the area,” Varma told this 

publication. “If those companies 
(don’t) exist here, I think it means 
we won’t have the same oppor-
tunities that we had 10, 20 or 30 
years ago.”

The ability of these companies 
to remain can, in his view, have 
global ramifications. Tech giants 
that are born here adopt the val-
ues of Stanford University and 
Palo Alto, which he sees as a good 
thing. Notwithstanding Palantir’s 
work with ICE to identify undoc-
umented residents and Facebook’s 
role in allowing the spread of mis-
information, Varma believes both 
companies are good, if imperfect.

“It’s easy to criticize the nega-
tives of companies. ... I’d rather 
these problems be solved by peo-
ple in Palo Alto with our value 
system rather than in communi-
ties that have influences with 
maybe different value systems,” 
Varma said.

As someone who works with 
businesses around the globe, 
Varma believes he is ideally suit-
ed to help the local business world 
recover from the devastating im-
pacts of COVID-19. He wants to 
cut red tape, speed up the approv-
al process for zone changes, make 
the recent closures of University 
and California avenues to car traf-
fic permanent and drop the plan 
for a new business tax.

Among his ideas for creat-
ing more housing, he supports 

working with large companies on 
office developments that include 
housing, though he opposes the 
idea of asking smaller businesses 
to build housing to offset the im-
pact of their employees on local 
housing stock.

In addition, he believes the city 
should promote housing by relax-
ing development standards such 
as height limits, parking require-
ments and density limits along 
major corridors such as El Cami-
no Real, Page Mill Road and San 
Antonio Road. By focusing new 
office and housing construction in 
these areas, the city can avoid the 
loosening of zoning standards in 
single-family neighborhoods.

Unlike other candidates who 
supported a recent state effort to al-
low homeowners in R-1 neighbor-
hoods to split their lots and build 
duplexes, Varma is no fan of state 
mandates. He believes the city can 
solve its development problems; it 
just needs the will to do so.

But in contrast to Councilwom-
an Lydia Kou, who similarly op-
poses recent Sacramento housing 
bills, he believes the city should 
do more negotiating with devel-
opers. The city’s success is inter-
twined with that of its business 
community, he said, and it’s im-
portant for the city to start saying 
“yes” to requests from developers 
for zoning adjustments that would 
facilitate growth.

“The reason that it’s so impor-
tant to say ‘yes’ is because that’s 
what makes it feasible for devel-
opers to create housing,” Varma 
said.

Like Mayor Adrian Fine, who 
is concluding his first term this 
year and who is not seeking re-
election, Varma believes the city 
needs housing for all income 
levels, including affordable and 
market-rate housing. But Palo 
Alto is unlikely to meet any of its 
housing goals unless it becomes 
more flexible with its zoning and 
permitting, he said.

“A lot of times we hope for 

things to happen,” Varma said. 
“We need to do more than hope. 
We need to have a plan.”

While Varma’s views on com-
mercial growth make him an out-
lier in the candidate field, most 
of his other positions align with 
those of his opponents. He sup-
ports repealing the binding arbi-
tration provision from the city’s 
contract with the police union, 
providing more cultural and 
community amenities in places 
like Cubberley Community Cen-
ter and, as an avid bicyclist, ex-
panding the city’s bike network. 
He also supports, somewhat be-
grudgingly, expanding access to 
Foothills Park to nonresidents.

Given the hit that Palo Alto has 
taken to its reputation because of 
the exclusionary policy, he said, 
the city has “no choice but to 
open it now,” Varma said at the 

Weekly’s Sept. 24 debate of City 
Council candidates.

Varma’s views on campaign fi-
nance stand in sharp contrast to 
those of the other nine candidates. 
Several candidates in the race 
have pledged not to accept contri-
butions from developers (Steven 
Lee and Greg Stone) or to limit 
individual contributions to $1,000 
(Lee). Others, including Pat Burt 
and Cari Templeton, said at the 
Weekly debate they would support 
setting a cap on campaign spend-
ing. Varma goes a step further and 
believes the money has no role in 
politics. He is the only candidate 
who hasn’t accepted any contribu-
tions for his campaign. 

“I’ve been offered a lot of mon-
ey and a lot of donations, but I said 
no. ... I believe people should win 
upon their views,” Varma said at 
the Weekly debate. 

Ajit Varma ALL BUSINESS

‘We went from a time 
when every business 
wanted to be in Palo 
Alto to a time when 
everyone wants to 
leave Palo Alto. This 
is not the time to raise 
taxes on business.’

newly developed rental properties.
A primary component in his 

housing plan is preservation of 
existing residences. He wants to 
institute a “no net loss” policy on 
housing, which would prohibit 
destruction of below-market-rate 
units unless the housing will be 
replaced with an equal or greater 
number of units. He would also 
support giving residents who would 
be displaced by such projects the 
right of first refusal on the new 
housing as well as rental assistance 
during their time of displacement.

“The most affordable housing 
we have is in our existing housing 
stock,” Stone wrote in a Palo Alto 
Neighborhoods questionnaire. 
“Had this policy existed, we nev-
er would have lost the affordable 

housing and vibrant community at 
the President Hotel.”

Stone, a former attorney who 
served on the city’s Human Rela-
tions Commission and currently 
is vice-chair of the Santa Clara 
County Human Rights Commis-
sion, said he was disappointed 
to see the city approve in June 
a proposal to convert the Presi-
dent Hotel, an apartment com-
plex at 456 University Ave., into 
a luxury hotel. While the council 
had publicly opposed the conver-
sion project, it was advised by 
the city’s legal staff to approve 
the project to avoid litigation 
(while the council directed City 
Attorney Molly Stump in June 
to release a public document 
explaining the deeply unpopu-
lar decision, that explanation 
has not been provided as of late 
September).

Stone saw that decision as 

nothing short of capitulation by 
the city.

“It’s so critical to be able to 
have the conviction and under-
standing that we will fight for 
certain things that we think are 
important enough,” Stone said at a 
Sept. 12 forum sponsored by Palo 
Alto Sensible Zoning, a political 
action committee that supports 
slow-growth policies and that has 
endorsed Stone.

Stone, who chairs the county 
Human Rights Commission’s 
Justice Review Committee, also 
believes the council hasn’t done 
enough to address recent inci-
dents of police misconduct in 
Palo Alto. He supports reversing 
the council’s December decision 
that internal Police Department 
conflicts should not be reviewed 
by the independent police audi-
tor (the change, which appears to 
have been spurred by an incident 

in which a high-ranking white of-
ficer used racist language against 
a Black officer, now directs such 
incidents to Human Resources, 
effectively shielding it from pub-
lic disclosure). 

Stone also wants to follow the 
example of Eugene, Oregon, where 
mental-health professionals and 
social service workers rather than 
police officers respond to calls that 
involve mental health issues. The 
Eugene program, which is known 
as CAHOOTS (Crisis Assistance 
Helping Out On the Streets) and 
which has been in place since 
1989, also saves Eugene about $15 
million annually, Stone said.

“If we can save money through 
that and reinvest it back into bet-
ter training, as well as getting the 
traffic enforcement team up and 
running again, and make sure the 
streets are safer — I think that’s 
all going to be key,” Stone said.

Stone believes Palo Alto is at an 
“inflection point,” with the CO-
VID-19 pandemic, the economic 
recession and the social unrest 
over police brutality converging 
to create an opportunity for fun-
damental change. In April, one 
month into the COVID-19 shut-
down, he penned a guest opinion 
for the Weekly that urged city of-
ficials to address the dispropor-
tionate impacts of the pandemic 
on Black and Latino communi-
ties, recapped some of the dark-
est chapters of world history, and 
expressed his hope that a “shared 
humanity” that will help the com-
munity overcome the virus. 

“Few moments in history have 
brought humanity together bet-
ter than this crisis, and there is 
some strange beauty in knowing 
we’re all fighting these struggles 
together as a global collective,” 
Stone wrote. 

Greer Stone
(continued from page 25)
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She fought the Maybell Avenue 
senior-apartments project in 
2013 and a zone change in 2018 
that paved the way for a planned 
59-apartment complex for low-
income residents and adults with 
disabilities (though she later sup-
ported that project, which is now 
known as Wilton Court). 

But Kou does have her own 
ideas about housing. In September 
2019, she and DuBois submitted 
a memo to their colleagues that 
encouraged a greater focus on the 
people making below 80% of the 
area median income. The memo 
proposed raising housing-impact 
fees paid for by commercial de-
velopments; requiring developers 
of rental housing complexes to set 
aside a certain number as afford-
able housing (currently, the city re-
quires only residential developers 
of ownership homes to designate 
15% of their units for affordable 
housing, known as “inclusionary 
housing”); ensuring that density 
bonuses for mixed-use projects are 
devoted to the residential compo-
nent; and exploring regulations to 
prevent housing from being con-
verted into commercial space. 

Kou and DuBois also have been 
the council’s chief advocates for 
rental stabilization measures, 
though their efforts to explore 
such measures have so far failed 
to sway the council majority. They 
had far more success in champion-
ing the adoption of “safe parking” 
programs for vehicle dwellers, 
which combine a secure location 
to park with social services. Last 
month, the council approved Palo 
Alto’s first such program at 2000 
Geng Road.

Kou said her biggest disappoint-
ment with the council has been a 
discrepancy between the words of 
her colleagues and their actions. 
She cites as an example the recent-
ly approved conversion of President 
Hotel, a 75-unit apartment build-
ing on University Avenue, into a 

boutique hotel that will have 100 
rooms. Even though city staff had 
initially ruled that the project vio-
lates numerous zoning provisions 
and the council had passed a law 
explicitly banning the conversion 
of residential properties to non-
residential use, the council voted 
in June to approve the conversation 
based on a threatened lawsuit from 
the property owner. Kou was the 
sole dissenter in the 6-1 vote.

Council members often say 
they “want housing,” Kou said, 
but their decision to approve the 
conversion belies that assertion.

“There was so much behind-
the-scenes work in order to make 
sure that codes were changed in 
order to accommodate the change 
of the use,” Kou told the Weekly.

While most council members 
believe zoning exceptions are 
sometimes necessary to make 
housing projects pencil out eco-
nomically, Kou argues that such 
concessions amount to subsidies 
to developers. Her bar for proj-
ects that she would support un-
der the new “planned housing” 
zone is higher than that of her 
colleagues. When asked in an 
interview what type of afford-
able-housing project she would 
support, she described a two- or 
three-story building with plenty 
of light and open space — one 
that would “respect the dignity 
of the people living in subsidized 
housing.” 

It’s the kind of project that 
would undoubtedly get the coun-
cil’s unanimous approval. It’s also 
the kind of project that would 
probably not get proposed by a de-
veloper, given the city’s exorbitant 
land costs and the high subsidies 
needed to build housing for resi-
dents at or below 80% of area me-
dian income. Even the 59-apart-
ment Wilton Court project, which 
has significantly more density and 
height than Kou’s ideal project, re-
quired $10 million in public funds 
before it could advance. 

A consistent proponent of slow-
ing down commercial growth, 
which she believes contributes to 

the city’s traffic problems, Kou 
said she would generally oppose 
approving an office component as 
part of such a development, though 
she might make an exception for 
businesses that provide commu-
nity services. She opposes raising 
the 50-foot height limit for new 
developments, which some see as 
a serious barrier to constructing 
affordable housing, though she 
would support letting the voters 
decide the issue.

Kou often clashes on the topic of 
housing with Mayor Adrian Fine, 
who supported Senate Bill 50 
(which she vehemently opposed) 
and who believes that supporting 
“affordable housing” to the exclu-
sion of everything else is a formu-
la for getting no housing at all. The 
two also clashed last month over 
protections of retail space, with 
Fine and the more pro-growth 
council members voting to explore 
removing the city’s requirement 
that reserves ground-floor space 
for retailers in areas outside Palo 
Alto’s commercial core (Kou, Du-
Bois and Filseth all dissented).

In a recent forum sponsored 
by Palo Altans for Sensible Zon-
ing, a political action committee 
that leans toward slow-growth 
policies and that endorsed Kou’s 
campaign, Kou said she is run-
ning for a second term because 
she believes Palo Alto needs to 
address its housing and busi-
ness challenges in a “sensible 
and responsible manner.” This, 
to her, doesn’t just mean build-
ing enough housing to match the 
city’s jobs. It also means ensur-
ing that the city continues to have 
enough parks, libraries, commu-
nity centers and infrastructure to 
serve both existing residents and 
new ones.

“In the past couple of decades 
we’ve seen the overdevelopment 
of offices and today we constantly 
hear the narrative of, ‘We have a 
housing crisis, we have a housing 
shortage, so let’s go ahead and 
build, build, build,’” Kou said. 
“Well, we can’t build our way out 
of this.” 

Lydia Kou
(continued from page 21)

Tips and resources  
for the local election

Where can you find information  
to help you vote? Read on

by Palo Alto Weekly staff 

Mail-in ballots 
Under Santa Clara County’s Voter’s Choice Act, all registered 

voters will be sent mail-in ballots for this election starting Mon-
day, Oct. 5. The ballot will come with a pre-paid envelope so the 
voter can send it back. Mail-in ballots must be postmarked by 
Election Day. 

For people who do not trust sending their ballot through the 
U.S. Postal Service, the Registrar of Voters will deploy about 90 
drop boxes throughout the county. County staff, not the Postal 
Service, will collect those ballots and bring them back to be 
counted.

Voters can also drop off their ballots in person at one of about 
100 vote centers, which will open on Oct. 31 for four days, up 
to and including Nov. 3, Election Day. People also can come to 
vote in person at a vote center then if they’ve misplaced their 
mailed ballots, need language assistance or require accessibility 
accommodations.

If you have any questions about voting, go to the Registrar of 
Voters’ site at sccgov.org/sites/rov

Debate and more debates
So that voters can hear from the City Council candidates di-

rectly, local organizations are offering debates and forums online. 
On Sunday, Oct. 4, 4-5:30 p.m., Walk Bike Palo Alto and the 
Silicon Valley Bicycle Coalition will host the “Green Transpor-
tation Forum.” Register at patransportforum.eventbrite.com. On 
Tuesday, Oct. 6, 7-9 p.m. the 350SV Palo Alto Climate team and 
12 local environmental organizations will host a debate on is-
sues that impact the environment. Register at eventbrite.com by 
searching for “Palo Alto climate forum.” 

On Thursday, Oct. 8, 6-8 p.m. SV@Home Action Fund and 
California YIMBY will offer a forum on affordable housing, 
COVID-19 recovery efforts and calls for racial equality. Regis-
ter at bit.ly/3kGYh1j. On Saturday, Oct. 10, 4-6 p.m. the League 
of Women Voters of Palo Alto will mount its candidate forum. 
Register at lwvpaloalto.org. 

For a full schedule of election events, including those for other 
races, got to PaloAltoOnline.com and search for “Want to get to 
know your local candidates?”

Video: Palo Alto Weekly debate
If you missed the Weekly’s Sept. 24 forum with all 10 can-

didates, you can watch the two-hour video at YouTube.com/
paweekly. For a quick summary, read Gennady Sheyner’s recap 
of the debate by going to PaloAltoOnline.com and searching for 
“Candidates diverge on housing.” 

The Weekly’s endorsements
Want to know which four of the City Council candidates are 

being endorsed by the editorial board of the Palo Alto Weekly? 
Go to the Spectrum section on page 16 of this week’s paper. 

Other election news 
Next week, the Oct. 9 edition of the Weekly will include pro-

files of the candidates for Palo Alto Unified Board of Education 
along with the newspaper’s endorsements in that race. We also 
plan to run an op-ed about Proposition 15, the split roll tax. 

Our upcoming coverage will also include the races for East 
Palo Alto City Council, Ravenswood City School District Board 
of Trustees, Santa Clara County Board of Education, Measure O 
(PAUSD parcel tax renewal) and Measure S (Water Valley Dis-
trict). In last week’s paper, we published profiles of the candidates 
for the Foothill-DeAnza Community College District Board of 
Trustees. Endorsements in those races will also be published in 
the coming weeks.

Stay up to date on the latest news about local election issues by 
going to PaloAltoOnline.com or by subscribing to the free daily 
news email, Express, at PaloAltoOnline.com/Express. 

ELECTION 2020

supporter of a business tax, par-
ticularly one based on employee 
headcount. He rejects the notion 
that a tax would spur an exodus 
of businesses from the city. At a 
Sept. 15 forum sponsored by the 
Palo Alto Chamber of Commerce, 
he pointed to East Palo Alto’s re-
cent experience with a new busi-
ness tax.

“Far from discouraging busi-
nesses, they’ve had an avalanche 
of new development since then,” 
Burt said “This is about big busi-
nesses paying their fair share to 
mitigate the impacts they create.”

On housing, he supports rezon-
ing some commercial areas for 
residential use and working with 
Stanford University on creating 
a housing plan for a portion of 
Stanford Research Park close to 
the California Avenue area.

“Because they’re far and away 

the largest landowner in the city, 
we can develop a joint plan-
ning effort on how to really de-
sign nodes of the Research Park 
that are well designed for hous-
ing communities,” Burt told the 
Weekly.

He also believes the city needs 
to do more to reform its po-
lice operations. He opposed the 
council’s decision in December 
to revise the scope of the inde-
pendent police auditor to remove 
the auditor’s ability to investigate 
internal conflicts. He also wrote 
in his Palo Alto Neighborhoods 
questionnaire that he wants to 
renegotiate the police union con-
tract to get rid of the “binding ar-
bitration” provision and to adopt 
a “holistic public safety program 
prioritizing mental health and 
social service professionals as de-
fault city responders to nonviolent 
mental health, homelessness, and 
domestic emergency calls” — an 
opinion shared by the other nine 
council candidates.

Burt has also been one of the 
council’s leaders on sustain-
ability, having championed the 
city’s adoption of a carbon-free 
electricity portfolio, its increased 
spending on bike improvements 
and flood-control improvements 
around the San Francisquito 
Creek. A key challenge in the 
coming years, he told the Weekly, 
will be determining how we can 
have “a sustainable evolution 
as a community and as a region 
of housing and job growth and 
transportation services in an en-
vironment that leads to future 
generations having comparable 
opportunities to what we’ve had.

“That’s really the definition 
of sustainability,” Burt said. 
“And now, we have overlapping 
with that, the drastic impacts of 
the COVID emergency and the 
economic emergency. Guiding 
us through that challenging pe-
riod will be one of the most dif-
ficult things we’ve encountered 
in decades.” 

Pat Burt
(continued from page 20)
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job,” Eisenberg said in an interview.
Money, in fact, may have the op-

posite effect. Time after time, she 
said, “We see the City Council 
bend to the needs of the wealthi-
est few.” For examples, she points 
to the city’s recent approval of 
President Hotel’s conversion from 
an apartment building to a hotel, 
despite city staff earlier declar-
ing that the project would violate 
various local laws (the council 
agreed in June to approve the 
project after the city was threat-
ened with a lawsuit). She also 
cites the city’s failures to hold 
accountable Castilleja School, an 
all-girls school whose campus-
reconstruction proposal is now 
under city review.

She referred to Castilleja in an 
interview as an example of where 
the council has “failed to enforce 
its own law and its own conditional 
use permit with a party that’s ex-
tremely wealthy and carries a 
lot of political weight.” During 
the Planning and Transportation 
Commission’s public hearing on 
the Castilleja project on Aug. 26, 
Eisenberg rejected the notion that 
supporting the project amounts to 
supporting girls’ education. She 
said she was “offended and ap-
palled by irrationality and duplicity 
of Castilleja’s official position (that) 
requiring it to comply with the law 
like the rest of us is somehow an 

attack on women in STEM.”
Though she frequently criticiz-

es corporate giants like Palantir 
and Tesla for not paying their 
fair share, Eisenberg’s tendency 
to think big is rooted to some 
extent in her decades of experi-
ence in dealing with tech com-
panies. She helped take PayPal 
public in 2002 and she worked 
to spin off Reddit from its cor-
porate parent and launch it as an 
independent startup, as she noted 
in her Palo Alto Neighborhoods 
questionnaire.

“I was told some of my plans 
are pie-in-the-sky, but I am the 
person who convinced the SEC 
that PayPal has a business model 
that allowed the SEC to take Pay-
Pal public,” she wrote.

Eisenberg strongly believes in 
the power of negotiation and in 
taking giant steps that seem im-
possible, until they don’t. One 
such idea, which she pitched 
during a recent interview, was 
partnering with Tesla to launch 
a fleet of electric shuttles for the 
community.

“I’m a negotiator,” Eisenberg 
said. “I believe the best agreements 
help everyone at the table.” 

Staff Writer Gennady Sheyner 
can be emailed at gsheyner@
paweekly.com.

Eisenberg
(continued from page 21)
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995 Fictitious Name 
Statement
BRUNER’S CHEESECAKE 
FICTITIOUS BUSINESS NAME STATEMENT 
File No.: FBN667847 
The following person (persons) is (are) 
doing business as: 
Bruner’s Cheesecake, located at 1249 
W Washington Ave. #1, Sunnyvale, CA 
94086, Santa Clara County.  
This business is owned by: An Individual.  
The name and residence address of the 
registrant(s) is(are): 
CHRISTOPHER J. BRUNER 
1249 W Washington Ave. #1 
Sunnyvale, CA 94086 
Registrant has not yet begun to transact 
business under the fictitious business 
name(s) listed above.  
This statement was filed with the County 
Clerk-Recorder of Santa Clara County on 
August 31, 2020.  
(PAW Sep. 18, 25; Oct. 2, 9, 2020)

APTLY 
FICTITIOUS BUSINESS NAME STATEMENT 
File No.: FBN668296 
The following person (persons) is (are) 
doing business as: 
Aptly, located at 1931 Old Middlefield 
Way, Suite K, Mountain View, CA 94043, 
Santa Clara County. 
This business is owned by: A Limited 
Liability Company.  
The name and residence address of the 
registrant(s) is(are): 
SOPHOS PRODUCTIONS LLC 
1931 Old Middlefield Way, Suite K 
Mountain View, CA 94043 
Registrant has not yet begun to transact 
business under the fictitious business 
name(s) listed above.  
This statement was filed with the County 
Clerk-Recorder of Santa Clara County on 
September 11, 2020.  
(PAW Sep. 25; Oct. 2, 9, 16, 2020)

DeLeon Realty Platinum 
DeLeon Platinum Realty 
DeLeon Realty Team 
DeLeon Platinum Team 
DeLeon Team Platinum 
FICTITIOUS BUSINESS NAME STATEMENT 
File No.: FBN668571 
The following person (persons) is (are) 
doing business as: 
1.) DeLeon Realty Platinum, 2.) DeLeon 
Platinum Realty, 3.) DeLeon Realty 
Team, 4.) DeLeon Platinum Team, 5.) 
DeLeon Team Platinum, located at 1717 
Embarcadero Road, Palo Alto, CA 94303, 
Santa Clara County.  
This business is owned by: A Corporation.  
The name and residence address of the 
registrant(s) is(are): 
DeLeon Realty, Inc. 
1717 Embarcadero Road 
Palo Alto, CA 94303 
Registrant has not yet begun to transact 
business under the fictitious business 
name(s) listed above.  
This statement was filed with the County 
Clerk-Recorder of Santa Clara County on 
September 18, 2020.  
(PAW Oct. 2, 9, 16, 23, 2020)

997 All Other Legals
NOTICE OF PETITION TO ADMINISTER 
ESTATE OF: 
LUCILLE CHAN SEARLE 
Case No.: 20PR188469  
To all heirs, beneficiaries, creditors, 
contingent creditors, and persons who 
may otherwise be interested in the will or 
estate, or both, of LUCILLE CHAN SEARLE.  
A Petition for Probate has been filed by: 
KATHRYN CHAN in the Superior Court of 
California, County of SANTA CLARA.  
The Petition for Probate requests 
that: KATHRYN CHAN be appointed as 
personal representative to administer the 
estate of the decedent.  
The petition requests the decedent’s 
will and codicils, if any, be admitted to 
probate. The will and any codicils are 
available for examination in the file kept 
by the court.  
The petition requests authority to 
administer the estate under the 
Independent Administration of 
Estates Act. (This authority will allow 
the personal representative to take 
many actions without obtaining court 
approval. Before taking certain very 
important actions, however, the personal 
representative will be required to give 

notice to interested persons unless they 
have waived notice or consented to 
the proposed action.) The independent 
administration authority will be granted 
unless an interested person files an 
objection to the petition and shows good 
cause why the court should not grant the 
authority.  
A HEARING on the petition will be held 
on October 28, 2020 at 9:01 a.m. in Dept.: 
13 of the Superior Court of California, 
County of Santa Clara, located at 191 N. 
First St., San Jose, CA, 95113.  
If you object to the granting of the 
petition, you should appear at the 
hearing and state your objections or file 
written objections with the court before 
the hearing. Your appearance may be in 
person or by your attorney.  
If you are a creditor or a contingent 
creditor of the decedent, you must file 
your claim with the court and mail a copy 
to the personal representative appointed 
by the court within the later of either 
(1) four months from the date of first 
issuance of letters to a general personal 
representative, as defined in section 
58 (b) of the California Probate Code, 
or (2) 60 days from the date of mailing 
or personal delivery to you of a notice 
under section 9052 of the California 
Probate Code. Other California statutes 
and legal authority may affect your rights 
as a creditor. You may want to consult 
with an attorney knowledgeable in 
California law.  
You may examine the file kept by the 
court. If you are a person interested in 
the estate, you may file with the court a 
Request for Special Notice (form DE-154) 
of the filing of an inventory and appraisal 
of estate assets or of any petition or 
account as provided in Probate Code 
section 1250. A Request for Special 
Notice form is available from the court 
clerk. 
Attorney for Petitioner: 
Bruce A. McDermott 
Ogden Murphy Wallace, 
901 5th Avenue, Ste. 3500 
Seattle, WA 98164 
(206) 447-7000 
(PAW Sep. 25; Oct. 2, 9, 2020)

AMENDED 
NOTICE OF PETITION TO ADMINISTER 
ESTATE OF: 
JOHN CHRISTOPHER PURVIS 
Case No.: 20PR188129  
To all heirs, beneficiaries, creditors, 
contingent creditors, and persons who 
may otherwise be interested in the will 
or estate, or both, of JOHN CHRISTOPHER 
PURVIS.  
A Petition for Probate has been filed by: 
LAUREN J. PURVIS in the Superior Court of 
California, County of SANTA CLARA.  
The Petition for Probate requests that: 
LAUREN J. PURVIS be appointed as 
personal representative to administer the 
estate of the decedent.  
The petition requests the decedent’s 
will and codicils, if any, be admitted to 
probate. The will and any codicils are 
available for examination in the file kept 
by the court.  
The petition requests authority to 
administer the estate under the 
Independent Administration of Estates 
Act. (This authority will allow the personal 
representative to take many actions 
without obtaining court approval. Before 
taking certain very important actions, 
however, the personal representative will 
be required to give notice to interested 
persons unless they have waived notice 
or consented to the proposed action.) The 
independent administration authority will 
be granted unless an interested person 
files an objection to the petition and 
shows good cause why the court should 
not grant the authority.  
A HEARING on the petition will be held on 
November 2, 2020 at 9:01 a.m. in Dept.: 
13 of the Superior Court of California, 
County of Santa Clara, located at 191 N. 
First St., San Jose, CA, 95113.  
If you object to the granting of the 
petition, you should appear at the 
hearing and state your objections or file 
written objections with the court before 
the hearing. Your appearance may be in 
person or by your attorney.  
If you are a creditor or a contingent 
creditor of the decedent, you must file 
your claim with the court and mail a copy 

to the personal representative appointed 
by the court within the later of either 
(1) four months from the date of first 
issuance of letters to a general personal 
representative, as defined in section 58 
(b) of the California Probate Code, or 
(2) 60 days from the date of mailing or 
personal delivery to you of a notice under 
section 9052 of the California Probate 
Code. Other California statutes and legal 
authority may affect your rights as a 
creditor. You may want to consult with an 
attorney knowledgeable in California law.  
You may examine the file kept by the 
court. If you are a person interested in 
the estate, you may file with the court a 
Request for Special Notice (form DE-154) 
of the filing of an inventory and appraisal 
of estate assets or of any petition or 
account as provided in Probate Code 
section 1250. A Request for Special Notice 
form is available from the court clerk. 
Attorney for Petitioner: 
Adam W. Ferguson 
1886 The Alameda 
San Jose, CA 95126 
(408) 296-3700 
(PAW Sep. 25; Oct. 2, 9, 2020)

NOTICE OF PETITION TO ADMINISTER 
ESTATE OF: 
CONSUELO GOINGS 
Case No.: 20PR188652  
To all heirs, beneficiaries, creditors, 
contingent creditors, and persons who 
may otherwise be interested in the will or 
estate, or both, of CONSUELO GOINGS.  
A Petition for Probate has been filed by: 
MARY ANN WARREN, Public Administrator 
of the County of Santa Clara in the 
Superior Court of California, County of 
SANTA CLARA.  
The Petition for Probate requests that: 
MARY ANN WARREN, Public Administrator 
of the County of Santa Clara be appointed 
as personal representative to administer 
the estate of the decedent.  
The petition requests authority to 
administer the estate under the 
Independent Administration of Estates 
Act. (This authority will allow the personal 
representative to take many actions 
without obtaining court approval. Before 
taking certain very important actions, 
however, the personal representative will 
be required to give notice to interested 
persons unless they have waived notice 
or consented to the proposed action.) The 
independent administration authority will 
be granted unless an interested person 
files an objection to the petition and 
shows good cause why the court should 
not grant the authority.  
A HEARING on the petition will be held on 
October 28, 2020 at 9:01 a.m. in Dept.: 13 
of the Superior Court of California, County 
of Santa Clara, located at 191 N. First St., 
San Jose, CA, 95113.  
If you object to the granting of the 
petition, you should appear at the 
hearing and state your objections or file 
written objections with the court before 
the hearing. Your appearance may be in 
person or by your attorney.  
If you are a creditor or a contingent 
creditor of the decedent, you must file 
your claim with the court and mail a copy 
to the personal representative appointed 
by the court within the later of either 
(1) four months from the date of first 
issuance of letters to a general personal 
representative, as defined in section 58 
(b) of the California Probate Code, or 
(2) 60 days from the date of mailing or 
personal delivery to you of a notice under 
section 9052 of the California Probate 
Code. Other California statutes and legal 
authority may affect your rights as a 
creditor. You may want to consult with an 
attorney knowledgeable in California law.  
You may examine the file kept by the 
court. If you are a person interested in 
the estate, you may file with the court a 
Request for Special Notice (form DE-154) 
of the filing of an inventory and appraisal 
of estate assets or of any petition or 
account as provided in Probate Code 
section 1250. A Request for Special Notice 
form is available from the court clerk. 
Attorney for Petitioner: 
Mark A. Gonzalez, Lead Deputy County 
Counsel 
373 West Julian Street, Suite 300 
San Jose, CA 95110 
(408) 758-4200 
(PAW Sep. 25; Oct. 2, 9, 2020)

Answers to this week’s puzzles, which can be found on page 43.

About the cover
Ten candidates compete for four 
seats on the Palo Alto City Council. 
Photos by Magali Gauthier. Design 
by Douglas Young.


