
 
 

PLANNING COMMISSION 
AGENDA 

 
Regular Meeting 

May 19, 2014 at 7:00 p.m. 
City Council Chambers 

701 Laurel Street, Menlo Park, CA  94025 
 

 

CALL TO ORDER – 7:00 p.m. 
 
ROLL CALL – Bressler, Combs, Eiref (Vice Chair), Ferrick, Kadvany (Chair), Onken, Strehl 
 
INTRODUCTION OF STAFF – Deanna Chow, Senior Planner; Jean Lin, Associate Planner; Kyle 
Perata, Associate Planner; Thomas Rogers, Senior Planner  
 
A. REPORTS AND ANNOUNCEMENTS 
 
Under “Reports and Announcements,” staff and Commission members may communicate general 
information of interest regarding matters within the jurisdiction of the Commission.  No Commission 
discussion or action can occur on any of the presented items. 
 
A1. Update on Pending Planning Items 

a. 772 Harvard Avenue Appeal – City Council – May 6, 2014 
b. Housing Element – City Council – May 13, 2014 
c. Santa Cruz Avenue Enhanced On-Street Seating Pilot Program – May 13, 2014 
d. Commissioner Training and Appreciation – May 20, 2014 

 
B. PUBLIC COMMENTS 
 
Under “Public Comments,” the public may address the Commission on any subject not listed on 
the agenda within the jurisdiction of the Commission and items listed under Consent.  When you 
do so, please state your name and city or political jurisdiction in which you live for the record.  The 
Commission cannot respond to non-agendized items other than to receive testimony and/or 
provide general information. 
 
C. CONSENT 
 
Items on the consent calendar are considered routine in nature, require no further discussion by 
the Planning Commission, and may be acted on in one motion unless a member of the Planning 
Commission or staff requests a separate discussion on an item. 

 
C1. Approval of minutes from the April 21, 2014 Planning Commission meeting 

 
C2. Architectural Control/Brayton Hughes Design Studio/2800 Sand Hill Road:  Request for 

architectural control to modify the rear elevation of an existing two-story office building by 
altering the window pattern and glazing, creating a new rear entrance that leads to a new 
deck, modifying the existing rear entrance stairs to create a second floor balcony space, and 
altering the existing roof eave to install new latticing. Site improvements would also include a 
new drive to access the rear of the building. As part of the proposal, the applicant is 
requesting that approximately 18 paved parking spaces be reclassified as landscape reserve 
spaces, which can be used for landscaping/patio areas, until such time as parking issues 
justify their restoration. The modifications would result in 190 paved parking spaces and 77 
spaces in landscape reserve. As part of the proposed project, one heritage size coast live 
oak (12-inch diameter) in good health is proposed to be removed. The project is located in 
the C-1-C (Administrative, Professional and Research District, Restrictive) zoning district. 
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D. PUBLIC HEARING 
 

D1. Use Permit/Robert Steinmetz/129 Bay Road: Request for a use permit to remodel an 
existing single-story residence, including the addition of a second story, on a lot that is 
substandard with regard to lot area and lot width in the R-1-U (Single Family Urban) zoning 
district. The proposed project would exceed 50 percent of the existing replacement value in a 
12-month period and requires approval of a use permit by the Planning Commission. The 
proposed project would also exceed 50 percent of the existing floor area, and is considered 
equivalent to a new structure. 
 

D2. Use Permit/Flury Bryant Design Group/634 Creek Drive: Request for a use permit to 
exceed 50 percent of the replacement value of the existing nonconforming structure in a 12-
month period. The proposal includes the addition of an upper level, as well as a remodel of 
the main and lower levels. The subject parcel is located in the R-2 (Low Density Apartment) 
zoning district. 

 
E. STUDY SESSION 
 
E1. R-4-S Compliance Review/Greenheart Land Co./721-851 Hamilton Avenue:  Study 

session to review a 195-unit, multi-family residential development relative to the development 
regulations and design standards of the R-4-S (High Density Residential, Special) zoning 
district. The Planning Commission's review is advisory only and will be taken into 
consideration as part of the Community Development Director's determination of whether the 
proposal is in compliance with the R-4-S development regulations and design standards.  
Continued from the Planning Commission meeting of May 5, 2014 

 
F. COMMISSION BUSINESS - None 
 

ADJOURNMENT 
Future Planning Commission Meeting Schedule 

 
Regular Meeting  June 9, 2014 
Regular Meeting  June 23, 2014 
Regular Meeting  July 7, 2014 
Regular Meeting  July 21, 2014 
Regular Meeting  August 4, 2014 
Regular Meeting  August 18, 2014 
 
 

 
This Agenda is posted in accordance with Government Code Section §54954.2(a) or Section §54956.  Members of the public can view electronic 
agendas and staff reports by accessing the City website at http://www.menlopark.org/notifyme and can receive email notification of agenda and 
staff report postings by subscribing to the “Notify Me” service on the City’s homepage.  Agendas and staff reports may also be obtained by 
contacting Vanh Malathong at 650-330-6702.  (Posted:  May 14, 2014) 

At every Regular Meeting of the Commission, in addition to the Public Comment period where the public shall have the right to address the 
Commission on any matters of public interest not listed on the agenda, members of the public have the right to directly address the Commission 
on any item listed on the agenda at a time designated by the Chair, either before or during the Commission’s consideration of the item. 

At every Special Meeting of the Commission, members of the public have the right to directly address the Commission on any item listed on the 
agenda at a time designed by the Chair, either before or during consideration of the item. 

Any writing that is distributed to a majority of the commission by any person in connection with an agenda item is a disclosable public record 
(subject to any exemption under the Public Records Act) and is available for inspection at The Community Development Department, Menlo Park 
City Hall, 701 Laurel Street, Menlo Park, CA 94025 during regular business hours. 

Persons with disabilities, who require auxiliary aids or services in attending or participating in Planning Commission meetings, may contact the 
City Clerk at (650) 330-6600.   

Planning Commission meetings are recorded and audio broadcast live.  To listen to the live audio broadcast or to past recordings, go to 
www.menlopark.org/streaming. 

 



   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
The Planning Commission welcomes your attendance at and participation in this meeting.  The City supports 
the rights of the public to be informed about meetings and to participate in the business of the City. 

 
ASSISTANCE FOR PERSONS WITH DISABILITIES:  Person with disabilities who require auxiliary aids or services in 
attending or participating in Planning Commission meetings, may call the Planning Division office at (650) 330-6702 
prior to the meeting.  
 
COMMISSION MEETING AGENDA AND REPORTS:  Copies of the agenda and the staff reports with their respective 
plans are available prior to the meeting at the Planning Division counter in the Administration Building, and on the table 
at the rear of the meeting room during the Commission meeting.  Members of the public can view or subscribe to 
receive future weekly agendas and staff reports in advance by e-mail by accessing the City website at 
http://www.menlopark.org. 

 
MEETING TIME & LOCATION:  Unless otherwise posted, the starting time of regular and study meetings is 7:00 p.m. 
in the City Council Chambers.  Meetings will end no later than 11:30 p.m. unless extended at 10:30 p.m. by a three-
fourths vote of the Commission. 
 
PUBLIC TESTIMONY:  Members of the public may directly address the Planning Commission on items of interest to 
the public that are within the subject matter jurisdiction of the Planning Commission.  The City prefers that such matters 
be presented in writing at the earliest possible opportunity or by fax at (650) 327-1653, e-mail at 
planning.commission@menlopark.org, or hand delivery by 4:00 p.m. on the day of the meeting.  
 

Speaker Request Cards:  All members of the public, including project applicants, who wish to speak before the 
Planning Commission must complete a Speaker Request Card.  The cards shall be completed and submitted to the 
Staff Liaison prior to the completion of the applicant’s presentation on the particular agenda item.  The cards can be 
found on the table at the rear of the meeting room. 
 
Time Limit:  Members of the public will have three minutes and applicants will have five minutes to address an 
item.  Please present your comments clearly and concisely.  Exceptions to the time limits shall be at the discretion 
of the Chair.  
 
Use of Microphone:  When you are recognized by the Chair, please move to the closest microphone, state your 
name and address, whom you represent, if not yourself, and the subject of your remarks. 
 

DISORDERLY CONDUCT:  Any person using profane, vulgar, loud or boisterous language at any meeting, or 
otherwise interrupting the proceedings, and who refuses to be seated or keep quiet when ordered to do so by the Chair 
or the Vice Chair is guilty of a misdemeanor.  It shall be the duty of the Chief of Police or his/her designee, upon order 
of the presiding officer, to eject any person from the meeting room. 
 
RESTROOMS:  The entrance to the men’s restroom is located outside the northeast corner of the Chamber.  The 
women’s restroom is located at the southeast corner of the Chamber. 
 
If you have further questions about the Planning Commission meetings, please contact the Planning Division Office 
(650-330-6702) located in the Administration Building. 
 
 
Revised: 4/11/07 
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Agenda and Meeting Information 
 
 



   

 
CALL TO ORDER – 7:02 p.m.  
 
ROLL CALL – Bressler, Eiref (Vice Chair - absent), Ferrick, Kadvany (Chair), Strehl, Riggs 
 
INTRODUCTION OF STAFF – Kyle Perata, Associate Planner, Thomas Rogers, Senior 
Planner, Corinna Sandmeier, Contract Planner, Elizabeth Schuller, Assistant Planner  
 
A. REPORTS AND ANNOUNCEMENTS  
 
A1. Update on Pending Planning Items  

a. Housing Element – City Council – April 29, 2014 
 

Senior Planner Rogers said that the City Council at its April 29, 2014 meeting would conduct the 
next review of the Housing Element with the second reading of the ordinances acted upon 
previously and further consideration of previously deferred items including the secondary 
dwelling unit and accessory building ordinances.  He said also at the April 29 meeting that the 
Council would make appointments to the Planning Commission, noting Commissioner Eiref had 
reapplied and Commissioner Riggs’ term expiration created a vacancy that would be filled.       

 
Commissioner Strehl asked about a development at 139 O’Connor Street of a large subdivided 
lot upon which two large homes were being built.  She said the inspection of the front home 
determined that the garage was six feet into the setback.  She said the garage had to be 
removed and the project redesigned, and asked why this occurred.  Senior Planner Rogers said 
the subdivision had been approved with a five-foot access easement and that setbacks by 
ordinance were to be measured from access easements.  He said the applicant’s team on their 
building plans failed to show the access easement.  He said once the error was known the City 
laid out a process for the applicant that would not have required revisions to the building.  He 
said that option was to record a deed restriction for current and future owners that a vehicle 
could not be parked in the area between the garage door and the easement line as it would 
extend into the public’s right of access.  He said the applicant chose to move forward with a 
more involved process.    
 
B.  PUBLIC COMMENTS 
 
There was none. 
 
C.  CONSENT  
 
C1. Approval of minutes from the March 24, 2014 Planning Commission meeting  
 
Commission Action: M/S Riggs/Strehl to approve the minutes as submitted. 
 

 
 

PLANNING COMMISSION DRAFT MINUTES 
 

Regular Meeting 
April 21, 2014 at 7:00 p.m. 

City Council Chambers 
701 Laurel Street, Menlo Park, CA  94025 
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Motion carried 4-0 with Commissioners Kadvany and Onken abstaining and Commissioner Eiref 
absent.  
 
D. PUBLIC HEARING  
 
D1. Use Permit/Reem Yunis/626 Cambridge: Request for a use permit to remodel and 

construct first- and second-story additions to an existing nonconforming single-story, 
single-family residence on a substandard lot with regard to lot area and lot width in the R-2 
(Low Density Apartment) zoning district. The proposed remodeling and expansion would 
exceed 50 percent of the existing replacement value in a 12-month period. The proposed 
expansion would exceed 50 percent of the existing floor area and is considered equivalent 
to a new structure.  

 
Staff Comment: Planner Schuller said staff had no additions to the staff report. 
 
Public Comment:  Ms. Reem Yunis, owner and applicant, said this was a small lot with a shared 
easement.  She said the garage was currently an office but would be returned to a garage use.  
She said the second story would be set back five feet from the first floor.   
 
Chair Kadvany closed the public hearing. 
 
Commission Comment:  Commissioner Onken asked about measuring the setback from the 
easement.  Planner Schuller said measuring from the access easement for determination of 
setback was part of the zoning ordinance.  She said the daylight plane was measured from the 
setback.  She said the existing garage would have the entry door removed and a garage door 
reinstalled to accommodate the one parking space which was a legal existing nonconformance.   
 
Commissioner Ferrick said this was a small lot and the applicant was being as considerate as 
possible with the design.  She moved to approve as recommended in the staff report. 
 
Commissioner Riggs said this was a thoughtful design.  He said his only concern was the 
attempt to get extra storage by putting a pop-up in the attic as that would have a visual impact.   
He said he could not support the project with the roof addition. 
 
Commissioner Onken said he concurred with Commissioner Riggs and did not think the attic 
addition lent anything to the house.  He said he could support the project if the clerestory could 
be removed.   
 
Commissioner Strehl said she also thought the attic storage area was awkward but with the 
house being so small they needed some storage space.  She moved to second the motion 
made by Commissioner Ferrick. 
 
Planner Schuller said staff had suggested to the applicant to have some other design than a hip 
roof, and look at alternatives for storage space.  She said the roof would be set back. 
 
Commissioner Bressler said he supported the project and did not think the aesthetic concern 
should preclude the project from approval.  
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Ms. Yunis, recognized by the Chair, said they needed to move an existing shed to allow for 40% 
landscape area.  She said they created the attic space for storage, and chose this feature based 
on an earlier individual Commissioner comment to avoid a wedding cake look with second story 
additions.  She said it was set back and would not be visible to people walking by the property. 
 
Commissioner Riggs suggested perhaps a basement could be installed in the rear of the house.   
 
Commissioner Bressler suggested modifying the motion to look at something beside the pop-up 
but he thought the feature was low and would not be very visible.    
 
Commissioner Ferrick said she would accept the motion for the applicant to look at another 
option but not to require a change.  Commissioner Strehl accepted the amendment as the 
maker of the motion.   
 
Chair Kadvany said he liked the pop-up feature. 
 
Commission Action: M/S Ferrick/Strehl to approve the item with the following modifications.  
 

1. Make a finding that the project is categorically exempt under Class 1 (Section 15301, 
“Existing Facilities”) of the current CEQA guidelines.  

2. Make findings, as per Section 16.82.030 of the Zoning Ordinance pertaining to the 
granting of use permits, that the proposed use will not be detrimental to the health, 
safety, morals, comfort and general welfare of the persons residing or working in the 
neighborhood of such proposed use, and will not be detrimental to property and 
improvements in the neighborhood or the general welfare of the City. 

 
3. Approve the use permit subject to the following standard conditions:  

a. Development of the project shall be substantially in conformance with the plans 
prepared by Homeplans Co. consisting of 13 plan sheets, dated received April 8, 
2014, and approved by the Planning Commission on April 21, 2014, except as 
modified by the conditions contained herein, subject to review and approval by 
the Planning Division.  

b. Prior to building permit issuance, the applicants shall comply with all Sanitary 
District, Menlo Park Fire Protection District, and utility companies’ regulations 
that are directly applicable to the project.  

c. Prior to building permit issuance, the applicants shall comply with all 
requirements of the Building Division, Engineering Division, and Transportation 
Division that are directly applicable to the project.  

d. Prior to building permit issuance, the applicant shall submit a plan for any new 
utility installations or upgrades for review and approval by the Planning, 
Engineering and Building Divisions. All utility equipment that is installed outside 
of a building and that cannot be placed underground shall be properly screened 
by landscaping. The plan shall show exact locations of all meters, back flow 
prevention devices, transformers, junction boxes, relay boxes, and other 
equipment boxes.  
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e. Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the 
applicant shall submit plans indicating that the applicant shall remove and 
replace any damaged and significantly worn sections of frontage improvements. 
The plans shall be submitted for review and approval of the Engineering Division.  

f. Heritage trees in the vicinity of the construction project shall be protected 
pursuant to the Heritage Tree Ordinance.  

 
4. Approve the use permit subject to the following project-specific conditions: 

a. Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, 
the applicant may submit plans indicating that the pop-up attic element at 
the center of the second story has been removed. The plans shall be 
submitted for review and approval of the Planning Division.  
 

Motion carried 6-0 with Commissioner Eiref absent: 
 
D2. Use Permit/Jeffrey Eaton/1015 Berkeley Avenue: Request for a use permit for interior 

and exterior modifications and single-story additions to an existing nonconforming single-
story, single-family residence that would exceed 75 percent of the replacement value of 
the existing structure in a 12-month period in the R-1-U (Single-Family Urban) zoning 
district. The proposed expansion would exceed 50 percent of the existing floor area and is 
considered equivalent to a new structure.  

 
Staff Report:  Planner Schuller said an email from a neighbor at 1020 Berkeley Avenue had 
been distributed to the Commission at the dais.  She said the applicant had modified the rear 
elevation. 
 
Public Comment:  Mr. Jeffrey Eaton, project architect, noted this was a modest addition and that 
they had worked within the context of the neighborhood with their design and materials. 
  
Mr. Brinton Von Thaden, neighbor, said he supported approval of the project. 
 
Commission Action:  M/S Onken/Riggs to approve the use permit as recommended in the staff 
report.     
 

1. Make a finding that the project is categorically exempt under Class 1 (Section 15301, 
“Existing Facilities”) of the current CEQA Guidelines.  

2. Make findings, as per Section 16.82.030 of the Zoning Ordinance pertaining to the 
granting of use permits, that the proposed use will not be detrimental to the health, 
safety, morals, comfort and general welfare of the persons residing or working in the 
neighborhood of such proposed use, and will not be detrimental to property and 
improvements in the neighborhood or the general welfare of the City.  

3. Approve the use permit subject to the following standard conditions:  
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a. Development of the project shall be substantially in conformance with the plans 
prepared by Eaton Hall Architecture, consisting of 11 plan sheets, dated received 
April 7, 2014, and approved by the Planning Commission on April 21, 2014, 
except as modified by the conditions contained herein, subject to review and 
approval of the Planning Division.  
 

b. Prior to building permit issuance, the applicants shall comply with all Sanitary 
District, Menlo Park Fire Protection District, and utility companies' regulations that 
are directly applicable to the project.  

c. Prior to building permit issuance, the applicants shall comply with all 
requirements of the Building Division, Engineering Division, and Transportation 
Division that are directly applicable to the project.  

d. Prior to building permit issuance, the applicant shall submit a plan for any new 
utility installations or upgrades for review and approval of the Planning, 
Engineering and Building Divisions. All utility equipment that is installed outside 
of a building and that cannot be placed underground shall be properly screened 
by landscaping. The plan shall show exact locations of all meters, back flow 
prevention devices, transformers, junction boxes, relay boxes, and other 
equipment boxes.  

e. Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the 
applicant shall submit plans indicating that the applicant shall remove and 
replace any damaged and significantly worn sections of frontage improvements. 
The plans shall be submitted for the review and approval of the Engineering 
Division.  

f. Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the 
applicant shall submit a Grading and Drainage Plan for review and approval of 
the Engineering Division. The Grading and Drainage Plan shall be approved prior 
to issuance of a grading, demolition or building permit.  

g. Heritage trees in the vicinity of the construction project shall be protected 
pursuant to the Heritage Tree Ordinance.  

 
4. Approve the use permit subject to the following project specific condition:  

 
a. Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the 

applicant may submit revised plans which are consistent with the plans submitted 
to the Planning Division on April 16, 2014, which show a double door and three 
windows on the rear elevation where the master bedroom is proposed 
(Attachment D).   

 
Motion carried 6-0 with Commissioner Eiref absent.  
 
D3. Use Permit/John B. Barksdale/483 O’Connor Street: Request for a use permit to 

determine the Floor Area Limit (FAL) of a lot with less than 5,000 square feet of area, 
associated with the construction of an approximately 241-square-foot first floor addition to 
the front and rear of an existing single-story, single-family residence, and the addition of a 
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528-square foot-second story, on a substandard lot in the R-1-U (Single-Family Urban) 
zoning district. The proposed expansion would exceed 50 percent of the existing floor area 
and is considered equivalent to a new structure.  

 
Staff Comment:  Planner Sandmeier said the applicant had brought a view of the stairway for 
the Commission to review.   
 
Public Comment:  Mr. John Barksdale, property owner, said he had talked with eleven of his 
immediate neighbors along O’Connor Street and the homeowners association for the nearby 
condominium complex.  He said the project was supported by the neighbors.  
 
Mr. John Barksdale, architect, said he was the property owner’s father.  He said his son and 
wife wanted to add to the home as they were planning to have children.  He said they wanted to 
keep the rear yard as much as possible.  He said they designed a partial second story located 
back from the front and from the west property line.  He said the fenestration was oriented to the 
center of the property which was the garage and driveway.  He noted a stairwell with a five foot 
window with a five foot sill and another with a six foot sill.  He said they used varying roof 
heights, pitches, and gables in working with the daylight plane and articulating the mass.  
 
Commissioner Ferrick asked about a first story window that had been removed noting plan 
sheet A.3.  Mr. Barksdale said that was to provide privacy as the design would open up the 
living room to the other back bedroom to create a dining room that would access the rear yard 
directly. Commissioner Ferrick asked about the western fenestration that used long horizontal 
windows on both the first and second stories.  Mr. Barksdale said the one horizontal window 
was in the existing bathroom above the shower.  He said the home used to have industrial steel 
windows.  He said they remodeled the kitchen and bathroom several years ago and replaced 
some of those windows with wood windows.  He said they needed the long horizontal window in 
the upstairs bathroom but could use any window in the stairwell that provided light.  
 
Chair Kadvany closed the public hearing. 
 
Commission Comment:  Commissioner Riggs said he had asked to see the view through the 
stairwell noting that such stairs held potential privacy impacts to neighbors’ yards and living 
space.  He noted that the tankless water heater would be screened.  He suggested that such 
large equipment should be shown on plans.  He asked what approval process would be needed 
if after this meeting the applicant decided they wanted to have an additional skylight or window 
in the garage.  Planner Sandmeier said they would have to look at any proposed change as to 
whether it would need to be reviewed again by the Planning Commission.   
 
Commissioner Onken said the new breakfast nook with the bay window in the front nicely 
picked up on the neighboring home’s front bay window.  He said the windows on the second 
floor bedroom overlook an accessory building on the neighboring property.   He moved to 
approve as recommended in the staff report.  Chair Kadvany seconded the motion. 
 
Commissioner Ferrick asked about adding a condition to allow for a window or skylight in the 
garage.   
 
Chair Kadvany asked the applicant if that was something desired.  Mr. Barksdale said that they 
would like that option noting their current garage has a skylight which he likes. 
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Commissioners Onken and Kadvany, as the makers of the motion and second respectively, 
accepted the friendly amendment. 
 
Commissioner Ferrick said the project met daylight plane and setback requirements with nice 
architectural features on a smaller lot, noting that tended to be challenging.   
 
Commission Action: M/S Onken/Kadvany to approve the item with the following modifications.  
 

1. Make a finding that the project is categorically exempt under Class 1 (Section 15301, 
“Existing Facilities”) of the current CEQA Guidelines.  

2. Make findings, as per Section 16.82.030 of the Zoning Ordinance pertaining to the 
granting of use permits, that the proposed use will not be detrimental to the health, 
safety, morals, comfort and general welfare of the persons residing or working in the 
neighborhood of such proposed use, and will not be detrimental to property and 
improvements in the neighborhood or the general welfare of the City.  

3. Approve the use permit subject to the following standard conditions:  
 

a. Development of the project shall be substantially in conformance with the plans 
prepared by John Barksdale Architect, consisting of seven plan sheets, dated 
received April 10, 2014, and approved by the Planning Commission on April 21, 
2014, except as modified by the conditions contained herein, subject to review 
and approval by the Planning Division.  
 

b. Prior to building permit issuance, the applicants shall comply with all Sanitary 
District, Menlo Park Fire Protection District, and utility companies’ regulations 
that are directly applicable to the project.  

c. Prior to building permit issuance, the applicants shall comply with all 
requirements of the Building Division, Engineering Division, and Transportation 
Division that are directly applicable to the project.  

d. Prior to building permit issuance, the applicant shall submit a plan for any new 
utility installations or upgrades for review and approval by the Planning, 
Engineering and Building Divisions. All utility equipment that is installed outside 
of a building and that cannot be placed underground shall be properly screened 
by landscaping. The plan shall show exact locations of all meters, back flow 
prevention devices, transformers, junction boxes, relay boxes, and other 
equipment boxes.  

e. Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the 
applicant shall submit plans indicating that the applicant shall remove and 
replace any damaged and significantly worn sections of frontage improvements. 
The plans shall be submitted for review and approval of the Engineering Division.  



 
Menlo Park Planning Commission 
Draft Minutes 
April 21, 2014 
8 

f. Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the 
applicant shall submit a Grading and Drainage Plan for review and approval of 
the Engineering Division. The Grading and Drainage Plan shall be approved prior 
to the issuance of grading, demolition or building permits.  

g. Heritage trees in the vicinity of the construction project shall be protected 
pursuant to the Heritage Tree Ordinance.  

 
4. Approve the use permit subject to the following project-specific conditions:  

 
a. Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, 

the applicant may submit revised plans to include one skylight over the 
garage, subject to review and approval of the Planning Division.  

 
Motion carried 6-0 with Commissioner Eiref absent.  
 
D4. Use Permit/Roger Kohler/315 Pope Street: Request for a use permit to demolish an 

existing single-story, single-family residence and construct a new two-story, single-family 
residence on a substandard lot with regard to lot width in the R-1-U (Single-Family Urban) 
zoning district. As part of the proposal, more than one-fourth of the branches of a heritage 
oak, measuring approximately 36 inches in diameter and located at 317 Pope Street, will 
be pruned.  

 
Staff Comment:  Planner Sandmeier noted a correction to the staff report which indicated that 
the project was surrounded by single-story family homes.  She said 317 Pope Street was 
actually a two-story home with the second floor on the rear of the home.   
 
Questions of Staff:  Chair Kadvany asked about the location of the Oak tree and whether it was 
on the left or right.  Planner Sandmeier said it should be shown on the right not the left. 
 
Public Commission:  Ms. Amy Kurpius, property owner, said she and her husband had lived in 
Menlo Park for 15 years, and this was the first opportunity for them to build a home in Menlo 
Park.  She said Craftsman seemed to be the general aesthetic in the neighborhood so they 
chose that style.  She said they had communicated with their neighbors and had their support 
for the project.   
 
Mr. Roger Kohler, project architect, said they had not shown skylights on the second story for 
the master bathroom and stairwell but should have.  He said they pushed the house back to 
accommodate the setback and to support the second parking space but also so it lined up better 
with the house at 317 Pope Street.   
 
Chair Kadvany said the staff report indicated the garage was not a two-car garage.  Mr. Kohler 
said the garage provided one covered parking space and the other required parking space was 
outside the garage.  He noted that garages in Palo Alto and Menlo Park used to be 18-feet by 
18-feet and since many cars were smaller now the garage could accommodate two vehicles but 
would only count as one legal covered space.   
 
Commissioner Ferrick asked about the chimney intrusion.  Planner Sandmeier said this type of 
feature was permitted to intrude up to 18-inches into the setback.   
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Chair Kadvany closed the public hearing. 
 
Commission Comment:  Chair Kadvany noted the applicant’s comments about skylights.   
 
Commissioner Onken asked about mixing metal and composite shingle on the roof.  Mr. Kohler 
said the metal was an accent feature and found on many new homes over the last two years 
usually on the lower section of the house.   
 
Commissioner Ferrick said she liked the distinct separate garage doors, the trellis, and the 
windows on the second story noting those were sized and placed sensitively.  She said she did 
not think the chimney needed to intrude into the setback but it was acceptable under the 
regulations.   
 
Commissioner Strehl moved to approve as recommended and to include a condition to allow for 
skylights. 
 
Commissioner Riggs said he was also curious about the mixed roofing and how it would look. 
He said the second story massing was toward the Oak tree and wondered why it had not been 
placed on the front or left.  Mr. Kohler (son) said the family room on the left side first floor was 
the only living space with a high ceiling.  Commissioner Riggs said he also had a concern about 
the windows on the stair landing.  Mr. Kohler (Sr.) said the window on the landing was six and a 
half feet above the landing.  Commissioner Riggs asked if they had noted where the neighbor’s 
windows were.  Mr. Kohler (Jr.) said the landing would face the neighbor’s garage.   
 
Commissioner Ferrick seconded the motion including the condition to add skylights. 
 
Commissioner Onken said he would need to see the plans with the skylights added.   
 
Ms. Kurpius said she wanted a skylight above the stairwell and master bathroom.   
 
Commissioner Strehl, maker of the motion, said she would amend her motion for addition of two 
skylights, one over the stairwell, and one over the master bathroom, subject to review and 
approval of the Planning Division.  Commissioner Ferrick seconded the amended motion. 
 
Commission Action: M/S Strehl/Ferrick to approve the item with the following modifications 
 

1. Make a finding that the project is categorically exempt under Class 3 (Section 15303, 
“New Construction or Conversion of Small Structures”) of the current CEQA 
Guidelines.  

2. Make findings, as per Section 16.82.030 of the Zoning Ordinance pertaining to the 
granting of use permits, that the proposed use will not be detrimental to the health, 
safety, morals, comfort and general welfare of the persons residing or working in the 
neighborhood of such proposed use, and will not be detrimental to property and 
improvements in the neighborhood or the general welfare of the City.  

3. Approve the use permit subject to the following standard conditions:  
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a. Development of the project shall be substantially in conformance with the plans 
prepared by Kohler Associates Architects, consisting of 12 plan sheets, dated 
received April 8, 2014, and approved by the Planning Commission on April 21, 
2014, except as modified by the conditions contained herein, subject to review 
and approval by the Planning Division.  

b. Prior to building permit issuance, the applicants shall comply with all Sanitary 
District, Menlo Park Fire Protection District, and utility companies’ regulations 
that are directly applicable to the project. 

c. Prior to building permit issuance, the applicants shall comply with all 
requirements of the Building Division, Engineering Division, and Transportation 
Division that are directly applicable to the project.  

d. Prior to building permit issuance, the applicant shall submit a plan for any new 
utility installations or upgrades for review and approval by the Planning, 
Engineering and Building Divisions. All utility equipment that is installed outside 
of a building and that cannot be placed underground shall be properly screened 
by landscaping. The plan shall show exact locations of all meters, back flow 
prevention devices, transformers, junction boxes, relay boxes, and other 
equipment boxes.  

e. Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the 
applicant shall submit plans indicating that the applicant shall remove and 
replace any damaged and significantly worn sections of frontage improvements. 
The plans shall be submitted for review and approval of the Engineering Division.  

f. Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the 
applicant shall submit a Grading and Drainage Plan for review and approval of 
the Engineering Division. The Grading and Drainage Plan shall be approved prior 
to the issuance of grading, demolition or building permits.  

g. Heritage trees in the vicinity of the construction project shall be protected 
pursuant to the Heritage Tree Ordinance.  
 

4. Approve the project subject to the following project-specific conditions: 
 
a. Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, 

the applicant may submit revised plans to include one skylight over the 
master bathroom and one skylight over the stairwell, subject to review and 
approval of the Planning Division.  
 

Motion carried 6-0 with Commissioner Eiref absent.  
 
D5. Use Permit Revision and Variance/Lauren Jonak/470 Santa Rita Avenue: Request for 

a use permit revision to a previously approved project and a variance to encroach two feet 
into the required corner side setback to fill in a recessed area on an existing single-story, 
nonconforming structure. The subject parcel is located in the R-1-S (Single-Family 
Suburban) zoning district.  
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Staff Comment:  Planner Perata said staff had no additions to the staff report. 
 
Questions of Staff:  Commissioner Riggs asked if the east-west directions had been reversed on 
the exterior elevations.  Planner Perata reviewed and confirmed the directions were reversed. 
 
Chair Kadvany noted the finding for a variance regarding a hardship peculiar to the property and 
asked if property included building, which Planner Perata confirmed it did.  
 
Public Comment:  Ms. Lauren Jonak said she was representing the firm of Ana Williamson 
Architect for the project located at 470 Santa Rita Avenue.  She said the variance request was 
for a 10 square foot infill on the existing house.  She said during a remodel by previous owners 
in 2010, the original front door had been moved from Middle Avenue onto Santa Rita Avenue.  
She said because the entire elevation on Middle Avenue was located two foot into the setback 
in filling the alcove where the door was required a variance.  She said the property owner in 
2010 chose to not go through the variance process, thus creating an odd unusable condition in 
the interior of the home.  She said the work done in 2010 had required a use permit so any 
additional work to the home required a use permit approval process.   
 
Mr. David Pizzuti, property owner, said there would be no change to the roofline and the front 
and only the recess would be filled in.  He said they have neighborhood support.   
 
Chair Kadvany closed the public hearing. 
 
Commission Comment:  Commissioner Onken moved to make the findings and approve the 
variance per the staff report.  Commissioner Bressler seconded the motion. 
 
Commissioner Ferrick confirmed with staff that verbally repeating the findings listed in the staff 
report was not necessary.  
 
Commission Action: M/S Onken/Bressler to approve the item as recommended in the staff 
report. 
 

1. Make a finding that the project is categorically exempt under Class 1 (Section 15301, 
“Existing Facilities”) of the current California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
Guidelines.  

2. Make findings, as per Section 16.82.030 of the Zoning Ordinance pertaining to the 
granting of use permits, that the proposed use will not be detrimental to the health, 
safety, morals, comfort and general welfare of the persons residing or working in the 
neighborhood of such proposed use, and will not be detrimental to property and 
improvements in the neighborhood or the general welfare of the City.  

3. Make the following findings as per Section 16.82.340 of the Zoning Ordinance 
pertaining to the granting of variances:  



 
Menlo Park Planning Commission 
Draft Minutes 
April 21, 2014 
12 

a. The previous property owners relocated the front door to the property line along 
Santa Rita Avenue, resulting in an existing notch in the corner side façade that 
reduced the viability of floor plates within the building, thus creating a hardship 
peculiar to the property.  
 

b. The proposed variance allows the property owners to design a more usable 
layout within the building, allowing for the preservation and enjoyment of 
substantial property rights possessed by other conforming property in the same 
vicinity. The variance would not constitute a special privilege of the recipient not 
enjoyed by neighbors.  

 
c. Except for the requested variance, the construction of the residence will conform 

to all other requirements of the Zoning Ordinance. Granting of the variance will 
not be materially detrimental to the public health, safety, or welfare, and will not 
impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent property since the 
proposed addition is located within the footprint of the existing structure and will 
otherwise meet the FAL, building coverage, height, and daylight plane 
requirements of the R-1-S zoning district.  

 
d. The conditions upon which the requested variances are based would not be 

applicable, generally, to other properties within the same zoning classification 
since the variance is based on the act of a previous owner, the existing 
nonconforming setback situation, and the corner lot configuration of the property.  

 
e. The property is not within any Specific Plan area, and as such no finding 

regarding an unusual factor is required to be made.  

4. Approve the use permit subject to the following standard conditions:  
 

a. Development of the project shall be substantially in conformance with the plans 
prepared by Ana Williamson Architect, consisting of 14 plan sheets, dated 
received April 14, 2014, and approved by the Planning Commission on April 21, 
2014, except as modified by the conditions contained herein, subject to review 
and approval of the Planning Division.  

b. Prior to building permit issuance, the applicants shall comply with all Sanitary 
District, Menlo Park Fire Protection District, and utility companies’ regulations 
that are directly applicable to the project.  

c. Prior to building permit issuance, the applicants shall comply with all 
requirements of the Building Division, Engineering Division, and Transportation 
Division that are directly applicable to the project.  

d. Prior to building permit issuance, the applicant shall submit a plan for any new 
utility installations or upgrades for review and approval of the Planning, 
Engineering and Building Divisions. All utility equipment that is installed outside 
of a building and that cannot be placed underground shall be properly screened 
by landscaping. The plan shall show exact locations of all meters, back flow 
prevention devices, transformers, junction boxes, relay boxes, and other 
equipment boxes.  
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e. Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the 
applicant shall submit plans indicating that the applicant shall remove and 
replace any damaged and significantly worn sections of frontage improvements. 
The plans shall be submitted for the review and approval of the Engineering 
Division.  

f. Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the 
applicant shall submit a Grading and Drainage Plan for review and approval of 
the Engineering Division. The Grading and Drainage Plan shall be approved prior 
to issuance of a grading, demolition or building permit.  

g. Heritage trees in the vicinity of the construction project shall be protected 
pursuant to the Heritage Tree Ordinance.  

 
Motion carried 6-0 with Commissioner Eiref absent.  
 
E. COMMISSION BUSINESS 
 
Commissioner Strehl commented that it was Commissioner Riggs’ last meeting and expressed 
her appreciation for his service on the Commission.  Commissioner Ferrick expressed her 
gratitude for the many hours of volunteer work Commissioner Riggs has provided the City.  
Chair Kadvany added his appreciation noting Commissioner Riggs’ close examination of project 
proposal details.  Commissioner Bressler wished Commissioner Riggs well and said he would 
be missed on the Commission.  Commissioner Onken also expressed his appreciation for 
Commissioner Riggs’ service.  
 
Commissioner Riggs said he had enjoyed his service and wanted to express his appreciation for 
the Menlo Park Planning staff which he considered to be top notch.  He specifically noted the 
good work of Development Services Manager Justin Murphy.  He said the Commission was a 
great alliance of skills and talent and he was proud of the work they do. 
  
ADJOURNMENT  
 
The meeting adjourned at 8:41 p.m. 
 
Staff Liaison:  Thomas Rogers, Senior Planner 
 
Recording Secretary: Brenda Bennett 
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PLANNING COMMISSION 

STAFF REPORT 

FOR THE PLANNING COMMISSION 

MEETING OF MAY 19, 2014 

AGENDA ITEM C2 
 

LOCATION: 2800 Sand Hill Road 

 

APPLICANT: 

 

Towan Kim 

 

EXISTING USE: Office Building 

 

OWNER: 

 

Sand Hill Oak 

Partners 

 

PROPOSED USE: 

 

 

Office Building 

 

 

APPLICATION: 

 

Architectural 

Control 

 

ZONING: C-1-C (Administrative, Professional and Research District, 

Restrictive) 

 

PROPOSAL 

The applicant is requesting architectural control to modify the rear elevation of an 
existing two-story office building by altering the window pattern and glazing, creating a 
new rear entrance that leads to a new deck, modifying the existing rear entrance stairs 
to create a second floor balcony space, and altering the existing roof eave to install new 
latticing. Site improvements would also include a new drive to access the rear of the 
building. As part of the proposal, the applicant is requesting that approximately 18 
paved parking spaces be reclassified as landscape reserve spaces, which can be used 
for landscaping/patio areas, until such time as parking issues justify their restoration. 
The modifications would result in 190 paved parking spaces and 77 spaces in 
landscape reserve. As part of the proposed project, an approximately 12-inch diameter 
coast live oak in good condition is proposed for removal.  

ANALYSIS 
 
Site Location 
 
The subject site is located at 2800 Sand Hill Road, between Monte Rosa Drive and 
Interstate 280.  The six-acre property is adjacent to other office buildings along the left 
and right sides, which are also located in the C-1-C (Administrative, Professional and 
Research District, Restrictive) zoning district. The subject site abuts several single-
family residential parcels at the rear, which are zoned R-1-S (Single Family, Suburban).  
Across Sand Hill Road, to the south, is the Rosewood Sand Hill hotel and office 
complex, which is zoned C-4(X) (General Commercial, Conditional Development) and 
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an office complex located at 2725-2775 Sand Hill Road. The office complex at 2725-
2775 Sand Hill Road is also zoned C-1-C (Administrative, Professional and Research 
District, Restrictive).  
 
Project Description 
 
The applicant is proposing to modify the rear elevation of the existing two story office 
building by removing and replacing the rear entry door, constructing a balcony on the 
second level, and replacing the existing window system on the first floor with an 
operable glass wall system, sometimes called a nanawall. The first level operable glass 
wall would provide direct access to a proposed deck along the rear façade. The 
applicant is also proposing minor modifications to the first floor entries within the 
partially enclosed interior courtyard, which is open to the northeast elevation. The 
proposed project would also modify the eaves on the lower and upper level roofs along 
the rear (northwest) and rear, right-side wing (northeast) facades by removing the 
overhang and replacing it with a trellis. The applicant states in the project description 
letter (Attachment C) that the modifications are intended to allow more natural light into 
the tenant space.  
 
The applicant is proposing to construct a new entry driveway that would provide direct 
access to the parking adjacent to the rear of the building. The proposed driveway would 
be located between the existing parking lot and the building. The new driveway would 
be lined with trees and landscaping. A heritage size coast live oak (12-inches in 
diameter) would be removed to accommodate the proposed drive aisle. The heritage 
tree removal request is discussed more in the Trees and Landscaping section of the 
report. As part of the landscape modifications, the proposed project would include a 
new wooden terraced deck along the majority of the rear (northwestern) façade. The 
proposed deck would be built around three existing heritage size trees (two coast live 
oaks and one valley oak). The proposed site modifications would also result in an 
expanded entryway to create a more prominent access between the tenant space and 
the parking lot, as well as a paved patio area adjacent to the right side of the existing 
fitness facility. The overall landscape plan would create a sequence of walkways, 
courtyards, terraced decks, and garden seat walls. The project would not result in any 
changes to the building’s gross square footage. The applicant’s project description 
letter, which discusses the overall project in more detail, is located in Attachment C. 
 
Design and Materials 
 
The proposed modifications to the doors and windows would be designed to match the 
existing building window system. The proposed entry doors, operable glass wall 
system, and windows would be metal framed and the color and finish is intended to 
match the existing building. The second floor balcony would be comprised of metal 
horizontal rods and vertical metal bars, which would be painted to match the existing 
metal window frames. Within the main entry and balcony area, the exterior walls would 
be clad in horizontal stained-wood grille slats.  
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The proposed roof modifications would include the replacement of the solid eaves with 
an open trellis. The trellis feature would be metal fabrication and powder coated. The 
proposed trellis and associated rafters and fascia would be painted to match the 
existing trim. The rear deck would be cedar with a smooth natural finish.  
 
Parking and Circulation 
 
Based on previous approved parking plans, the existing parking count is 260 spaces 
(208 paved spaces and 52 landscape reserve spaces). As part of the overall 
landscaping and site improvements, the applicant is proposing to modify the on-site 
parking by developing a new drive aisle to take vehicles directly to the rear entrance to 
the building. In order to accommodate the new drive aisle, 18 parking spaces would 
need to be removed. Instead of paving additional areas on-site, the applicant is 
proposing to convert the 18 paved parking spaces to landscape reserve, which would 
result in 190 paved parking spaces and 70 required landscape reserve spaces. The 
applicant has provided seven additional landscape reserve spaces for a total of 77 
spaces. Conceptual locations for the landscape reserve parking spaces are shown on 
the site plans. None of the newly designated landscape reserve spaces would be 
located in the required front setback, nor in the exterior one-half of the yard abutting the 
adjacent R-1-S zoning district.  
 
Given the historical parking patterns at the site, and the lack of documented parking 
issues associated with the property, the Planning Division believes that the conversion 
of the parking spaces is appropriate. At any time, however, should additional parking be 
warranted, either at the request of the applicant or City staff, condition 4a describes the 
process for conversion of the landscaping reserve parking. Conditions 4b and 4c 
identify that the conversion would be required to adhere to the requirements of the 
Engineering and Transportation Divisions. If the landscape reserve is converted to 
paved parking spaces, the applicant would need to comply with all applicable grading 
and drainage requirements at that time.  
 
Trees and Landscaping 
 
The site contains a significant number of heritage trees. As part of the proposed project, 
the applicant has submitted an arborist report that assesses the existing health, and 
potential impacts to 77 trees within the vicinity of the proposed construction and 
landscaping improvements. Forty six trees are proposed for removal as part of the 
project; however, only one heritage size tree is proposed to be removed. The applicant 
is requesting to remove an approximately 12-inch diameter coast live oak in good 
condition, which is located within the proposed drive aisle. The applicant is proposing to 
plant 48 new trees as part of the project. While the proposed deck and other landscape 
improvements are located within close proximity to heritage trees, the arborist report 
contains tree protection measures, such as a recommendation to keep the deck three-
feet from tree trunks. In addition, standard tree protection measures will be required to 
be implemented through recommended condition 3e.  



2800 Sand Hill Road/Towan Kim PC/05-19-14/Page 4 

 
Correspondence 
   
Staff has not received any items of correspondence on the proposed project. 
 
Conclusion 
 
Staff believes the proposed exterior modifications would result in a modern refresh of 
the rear façade and would provide additional amenity space for the tenants. The 
proposed deck would be designed to complement the building improvements and would 
be designed to reduce impacts to heritage trees. The proposed drive aisle would 
provide direct access to the rear entry. The proposed roof modifications would increase 
the natural lighting within the tenant space. Staff recommends approval of the 
architectural control request.  

 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 
 
The project is categorically exempt under Class 1 (Section 15301, “Existing Facilities”) 
of the current California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines. 

 

RECOMMENDATION 

 

1. Make a finding that the project is categorically exempt under Class 1 (Section 
15301, “Existing Facilities”) of the current California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) Guidelines. 

2. Adopt the following findings, as per Section 16.68.020 of the Zoning Ordinance, 
pertaining to architectural control approval: 

 
a. The general appearance of the structure is in keeping with the character 

of the neighborhood. 
 

b. The development will not be detrimental to the harmonious and orderly 
growth of the City. 

 
c. The development will not impair the desirability of investment or 

occupation in the neighborhood. 
 

d. The development provides adequate parking as required in all applicable 
City Ordinances and has made adequate provisions for access to such 
parking. 
 

e. The property is not within any Specific Plan area, and as such no finding 
regarding consistency is required to be made. 
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3. Approve the architectural control request subject to the following standard 
conditions of approval: 

 
a. Development of the project shall be substantially in conformance with the 

plans prepared by Brayton Hughes Design Studios, dated received May 8, 
2014, consisting of 33 plan sheets and approved by the Planning 
Commission on May 19, 2014, except as modified by the conditions 
contained herein, subject to review and approval of the Planning Division. 

 
b. The applicant shall comply with all West Bay Sanitary District, Menlo Park 

Fire Protection District, and utility companies regulations that are directly 
applicable to the project. 

 
c. Prior to building permit issuance, the applicant shall comply with all 

requirements of the Building Division, Engineering Division, and 
Transportation Division that are directly applicable to the project.  

 
d. Prior to building permit issuance, the applicant shall submit a plan for any 

new utility installations or upgrades for review and approval of the Planning, 
Engineering and Building Divisions. Landscaping shall properly screen all 
utility equipment that is installed outside of a building and that cannot be 
placed underground. The plan shall show exact locations of all meters, back 
flow prevention devices, transformers, junction boxes, relay boxes, and other 
equipment boxes.  
 

e. Heritage trees in the vicinity of the construction project shall be protected 
pursuant to the Heritage Tree Ordinance pursuant to the Heritage Tree 
Ordinance.   

 
4. Approve the architectural control request subject to the following project-specific 

conditions of approval: 
 

a. The applicant shall maintain a minimum of 260 off-street parking spaces, of 
which 70 parking spaces are in landscape reserve. If landscape reserve 
parking needs to be converted into parking spaces in the future, either the 
applicant or the City can make a request, which is subject to review and 
approval by the Planning Division. 
 

b. If landscape reserve parking is required to be converted in the future, the 
applicant shall comply with the necessary Engineering Division requirements. 

 
c. If landscape reserve parking is required to be converted in the future, the 

applicant shall comply with the City’s Parking Stall Design Guidelines and 
other applicable requirements of the Transportation Division.   
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Report prepared by: 
Kyle Perata 
Associate Planner 
 
Report reviewed by: 
Thomas Rogers 
Senior Planner 

 

 

PUBLIC NOTICE & APPEAL PERIOD 
 
Public notification consisted of publishing a legal notice in the local newspaper and 
notification by mail of owners and occupants within a 300-foot radius of the subject 
property. Planning Commission action will be effective after 15 days unless the action is 
appealed to the City Council, in which case the outcome of the application shall be 
determined by the City Council. 

 

ATTACHMENTS 
 
A.  Location Map 
B.  Project Plans 
C.  Project Description Letter 
D.  Arborist Report prepared by McClenahan Consulting, LLC, dated received May 5, 

2014 
 

Note: Attached are reduced versions of maps and diagrams submitted by the 
applicants. The accuracy of the information in these drawings is the responsibility of the 
applicants, and verification of the accuracy by City Staff is not always possible. The 
original full-scale maps, drawings and exhibits are available for public viewing at the 
Community Development Department. 
 

EXHIBITS TO BE PROVIDED AT MEETING 
 
Color and Materials Board 
 
 
 
V:\STAFFRPT\PC\2014\051914 - 2800 Sand Hill Road.doc 
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PLANNING COMMISSION 

STAFF REPORT 

FOR THE PLANNING COMMISSION 

MEETING OF MAY 19, 2014 

AGENDA ITEM D1 
 

LOCATION: 129 Bay Road 

 

 APPLICANT 

AND OWNER: 

 

Robert Steinmetz 

EXISTING USE: Single-Family 

Residence 

 

   

PROPOSED USE: 

 

Single-Family 

Residence 

 

 APPLICATION: Use Permit 

ZONING: 

 

R-1-U (Single Family Urban Residential) 

 
 PROPOSED 

PROJECT 

EXISTING 

DEVELOPMENT 

ZONING  

ORDINANCE 

Lot area 5,481 sf 5,481 sf 7,000.0 sf min. 

Lot width 50.0  ft. 50.0  ft. 65.0 ft. min. 

Lot depth 109.6  ft. 109.6  ft. 100.0 ft. min. 

Setbacks       

 Front 20.6 ft.  20.6 ft.  20.0 ft. min. 

 Rear 23.3 ft. 27.8 ft. 20.0 ft. min. 

 Side (left) 4.3 ft. 4.3 ft. 5.6 ft. min. 

 Side (right) 6.1 ft. 6.1 ft. 5.6 ft. min. 

Building coverage 1,812.5 
33.1 

sf 
% 

1,664.9 
30.4 

sf 
% 

1,918.3 
35.0 

sf max. 
% max. 

FAL (Floor Area Limit) 2,797.8 sf 1,584.1 sf 2,800 sf max. 

Square footage by floor 1,253.7 
1,145.4 

398.7 
160.1 

 

sf/1st 
sf/2nd 
sf/garage 
sf/porches 
and fireplace 

1,186.6 
397.5 

80.8 
 

sf/1st  
sf/garage  
sf/porches 
and fireplace 

  

Square footage of building 2,957.9 sf 1,664.9 sf   

Building height 25.0 ft.    15.4 ft.    28.0 ft. max. 

Parking 1 covered 1 covered 1 covered/1 uncovered 

 Note: Areas shown highlighted indicate a nonconforming or substandard situation. 

       

Trees Heritage trees 1* Non-Heritage trees 1 New Trees 0 

 Heritage trees 
proposed for removal 

0 Non-Heritage trees 
proposed for removal 

0 Total Number 
of Trees 

2 

  *One heritage tree is located on the adjacent property to the left (125 Bay Road). 
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PROPOSAL 
 
The applicant is requesting use permit approval for interior remodeling and the 
construction of first- and second-floor additions to an existing single-story, 
nonconforming single-family residence on a substandard lot in the R-1-U (Single Family 
Urban) zoning district. The proposed expansion would exceed 50 percent of the existing 
floor area limit (FAL) and is considered equivalent to a new structure, which requires 
approval of a use permit by the Planning Commission.  Additionally, the proposed work 
would exceed 50 percent of the existing replacement value in a 12-month period for a 
nonconforming structure, which would also require approval of a use permit. 
 

ANALYSIS 

 
Site Location 
 
The subject property is located on the north side of Bay Road frontage road, between 
Hedge Road and Greenwood Drive.  The frontage road is separated from the main 
portion of Bay Road by a row of mature landscaping.  The subject property is 
surrounded by a mix of one- and two-story single-family residences with attached 
garages, all of which are likewise zoned R-1-U.  The surrounding area contains 
residences featuring a variety of traditional architectural styles. 
 
The subject parcel is substandard with respect to lot area and a lot width, with a lot area 
of 5,481 square feet where 7,000 square feet is required, and a lot width of 50 feet 
where 65 feet is required.  Most parcels in the immediate vicinity, including all of the 
parcels on the subject block, are also substandard and would require use permit 
approval for construction of certain large additions or new two-story residences.   
 
Project Description 
 
The applicant is proposing to remodel the existing single-story, single-family residence 
and construct first- and second-story additions.  The existing nonconformity on the left 
side setback is proposed to remain; however, all areas of new construction would 
comply with current setbacks and other development standards.  
 
The applicant proposes a small addition at the front of the first floor to create a more 
functional living room and front entry areas, and to accommodate a new expanded front 
porch.  The new second floor would include four bedrooms and a laundry area.  The 
existing three-bedroom, one-bathroom residence is proposed to become a five-
bedroom, three-bathroom residence with a larger kitchen and living areas.  The 
modified residence would have a FAL (Floor Area Limit) of approximately 2,798 square 
feet, which is slightly below the maximum of 2,800 square feet.  The building coverage 
would be 33.1 percent, below the two-story maximum of 35 percent. The maximum 
height of the residence would 25 feet, below the maximum permissible height of 28 
feet.  The applicant has submitted a project description letter, which discusses the 
proposal in more detail (Attachment C). 
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The existing residence is nonconforming with regard to the left side setback, which has 
a setback of four feet, three inches where five feet is required.  All new construction 
would comply with the setback and daylight plane requirements.  The proposed addition 
would not expand the nonconformity of the left side wall, which is proposed to remain in 
its current location, and the new second floor walls would meet the required setbacks.  
Structural elements (i.e., foundation, stud walls, and roof framing) in the nonconforming 
area would remain, and could not be rebuilt in their current locations if demolished.  The 
roof structure over the garage would be reconfigured from a hip roof to a gable roof, but 
would not affect the existing nonconforming eaves. 
 
The property currently has an oversized one-car attached garage as it does not meet 
the required dimensions for a two-car garage.  The property would remain 
nonconforming with regard to parking with only one covered parking space, although 
the uncovered area between the property line and garage would continue to provide 
flexibility with additional “unofficial” parking spaces.  Options to add additional 
conforming parking appear limited in the absence of redevelopment of the entire site. 
 
Design and Materials 
 
The existing structure features a single-story, ranch-style residence with hipped roof 
forms and horizontal wood siding.  The proposed residence would be in the craftsman 
style, with mix of hip and gable roof forms clad in composition shingles, decorative 
wood vents under the gables, and wood trim.  The existing horizontal wood siding on 
the first story is proposed to remain.  The proposed second story would be clad in fiber 
cement shingles, with the exception of the bay windows and staircase window pop-out, 
which would be clad in horizontal wood siding.  The proposed mix of shingle and wood 
siding for the second story addition would complement the texture of the horizontal 
wood siding on the first story.  The new front porch would help deemphasize the garage 
as a design feature. 
 
The proposed windows would consist of true-divided light windows with interior and 
exterior grids with spacer bars between the glass.  All existing windows would be 
replaced to ensure a consistent window design throughout the structure.  Second story 
windows along the side elevations are generally minimized, with higher sill heights to 
promote privacy.  While the bay window on the right side elevation features a two-foot, 
10-inch sill height, this window would serve as a bedroom egress window, and would be 
located approximately 12 feet from the side property line.  Additionally, frosted glass is 
proposed in the lower panes of the large staircase window on the left side elevation to 
help preserve privacy. 
  
The applicant has taken measures to help reduce the appearance of building massing 
with measures such as setting back the second story, and providing articulation with 
pop-outs, bay windows, and a prominent front porch.  Decorative elements such as the 
tapered columns, wood corbels, gable vents, and mix of wall cladding textures would 
further add to the structure’s architectural interest.  Staff believes that the scale, 
materials, and style of the proposed residence are in keeping with those of the greater 
neighborhood. 
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Valuation 
 
To calculate the replacement and new construction costs on which the 50 percent limit 
is based, the City uses standards established by the Building Division.  The City has 
determined that the replacement cost of the existing structure would be $265,125 
meaning that the applicants would be allowed to propose new construction and 
remodeling at this site totaling less than $132,562 in any 12-month period without 
applying for a use permit.  The City has determined that the value of the proposed work 
would be approximately $355,897.  Based on this estimate, the proposed project 
exceeds 50 percent of the replacement cost of the existing structure, and requires use 
permit approval by the Planning Commission. 
 
Trees and Landscaping 
 
There is one non-heritage tree on the subject property, and one heritage pine tree on 
the adjacent property to the left (125 Bay Road), both of which are proposed to remain.  
The proposed addition should not adversely affect the heritage pine tree since there 
would be no increase in building footprint towards the rear, closest to the tree.   
Standard tree protection measures will be required through recommended condition 3f. 
 
Correspondence 
 
The applicant has reached out to their immediately abutting neighbors on all sides, and 
received comments from the neighbors at 132 Dunsmuir Way (adjacent neighbor to the 
rear), and 125 and 133 Bay Road (adjacent neighbors to the left and right, 
respectively).  Changes to the roofline were incorporated to address daylight plane 
encroachment concerns expressed by the neighbor at 125 Bay Road, such that the 
proposal would no longer include a daylight plane encroachment on the left side.    
According to the applicant, the neighbors have been supportive of the proposed design.  
These emails are included as part of the project description letter (Attachment C). 
 
Conclusion 
 
Staff believes that the scale, materials, and style of the proposed residence are 
compatible with those of the greater neighborhood.  The second story would be set 
back towards the rear of the residence, and pop-outs and bay windows would further 
reduce the perception of building massing.  Windows on the second story have been 
designed with higher sill heights and frosted glass to limit the potential for privacy 
impacts.  The overall height would be within the maximum that could be permitted in 
this zoning district, and the new structure would be within the daylight plane 
requirements.  Staff recommends that the Planning Commission approve the proposed 
project. 
 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 
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The project is categorically exempt under Class 1 (Section 15301, “Existing Facilities”) 
of the current California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines. 
 

RECOMMENDATION 

 
1. Make a finding that the project is categorically exempt under Class 1 (Section 

15301, “Existing Facilities”) of the current CEQA guidelines. 
 

2. Make findings, as per Section 16.82.030 of the Zoning Ordinance pertaining to the 
granting of use permits, that the proposed use will not be detrimental to the health, 
safety, morals, comfort and general welfare of the persons residing or working in the 
neighborhood of such proposed use, and will not be detrimental to property and 
improvements in the neighborhood or the general welfare of the City. 
 

3. Approve the use permit subject to the following standard conditions: 
 

a. Development of the project shall be substantially in conformance with the 
plans prepared by Metropolis Architecture, consisting of seven plan sheets, 
dated received on May 12, 2014, and approved by the Planning Commission 
on May 19, 2014, except as modified by the conditions contained herein, 
subject to review and approval by the Planning Division. 
 

b. Prior to building permit issuance, the applicants shall comply with all Sanitary 
District, Menlo Park Fire Protection District, and utility companies’ regulations 
that are directly applicable to the project. 
 

c. Prior to building permit issuance, the applicants shall comply with all 
requirements of the Building Division, Engineering Division, and 
Transportation Division that are directly applicable to the project. 
 

d. Prior to building permit issuance, the applicant shall submit a plan for any 
new utility installations or upgrades for review and approval by the Planning, 
Engineering and Building Divisions. All utility equipment that is installed 
outside of a building and that cannot be placed underground shall be properly 
screened by landscaping. The plan shall show exact locations of all meters, 
back flow prevention devices, transformers, junction boxes, relay boxes, and 
other equipment boxes. 
 

e. Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the 
applicant shall submit plans indicating that the applicant shall remove and 
replace any damaged and significantly worn sections of frontage 
improvements.  The plans shall be submitted for review and approval of the 
Engineering Division.  
 

f. Heritage trees in the vicinity of the construction project shall be protected 
pursuant to the Heritage Tree Ordinance.  
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Report prepared by: 
Jean Lin 
Associate Planner 
 
Report reviewed by: 
Thomas Rogers 
Senior Planner 

 
 

 

PUBLIC NOTICE & APPEAL PERIOD 
 
Public notification consisted of publishing a legal notice in the local newspaper and 
notification by mail of owners and occupants within a 300-foot radius of the subject 
property.  Planning Commission action will be effective after 15 days calendar days 
unless the action is appealed to the City Council, in which case the outcome of the 
application shall be determined by the City Council. 

 

ATTACHMENTS 
 
A.  Location Map 
B.  Project Plans 
C.  Project Description Letter 

 

Note:  Attached are reduced versions of maps and diagrams submitted by the 
applicants. The accuracy of the information in these drawings is the responsibility of the 
applicants, and verification of the accuracy by City Staff is not always possible.  The 
original full-scale maps, drawings and exhibits are available for public viewing at the 
Community Development Department. 
 

EXHIBITS TO BE PROVIDED AT MEETING 

 
None 
 
V:\STAFFRPT\PC\2014\051914 - 129 Bay Road.doc 
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PLANNING COMMISSION 

STAFF REPORT 

FOR THE PLANNING COMMISSION 

MEETING OF MAY 19, 2014 

AGENDA ITEM D2 
 

LOCATION: 634 Creek Drive 

 

 APPLICANTS: Flury Bryant Design 

Group, Inc.  

EXISTING USE: Single-Family 

Residence 

 

 OWNER: Christie and 

Thomas Connaghan 

PROPOSED USE: 

 

Single-Family 

Residence 

 

 APPLICATION: Use Permit 

ZONING: 
 

R-2 (Low Density Apartment District) 

 
 PROPOSED 

PROJECT 

EXISTING 

DEVELOPMENT 

ZONING  

ORDINANCE 

Lot area 6,859.0 sf 6,859.0 sf 7,000 sf min. 

Lot width 60.0  ft. 60.0  ft. 65 ft. min. 

Lot depth 109.8  ft. 109.8  ft. 100 ft. min. 

Setbacks       

 Front 20.4 ft.  20.4 ft.  20 ft. min. 

 Rear 36.7 ft.  36.7 ft. 20 ft. min. 

 Side (left) 4.9 ft. 4.9 ft. 6 ft. min. 

 Side (right) 10.3 ft. 10.3 ft. 6 ft. min. 

Building coverage 1,607.0 
23.4                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                           

sf 
% 

1607.1 
23.4 

sf 
% 

2,698.5 
35 

sf max. 
% max. 

FAL (Floor Area Limit) 2,577.8 sf 2,057.0 sf 2,743.6 sf max. 

Square footage by floor 1,356.1 
1,004.7 

217.0 
21.4 
12.5 

sf/1
st
 floor 

sf/2
nd

 floor 
sf/garage 
sf/porch 
sf/fireplace 

1,573.1 
483.9 

21.4 
12.5 

    

sf/1
st
 floor 

sf/2
nd

 floor 
sf/porch  
sf/fireplace 

  

Square footage of building 2,611.7 sf 2,090.9 sf   

Building height 24.5 ft.    20.1 ft.    28 ft. max. 

Parking 1 covered 0 1 covered/1 uncovered 

 Note: Areas shown highlighted indicate a nonconforming or substandard situation. 

 Heritage trees 11* Non-Heritage trees                           4**        New Trees 0 

Trees Heritage trees 
proposed for removal 

0 Non-Heritage trees 
proposed for removal 

0 Total Number 
of Trees 

15 

* Two heritage trees are located on neighboring properties and three are located in 
the public right-of-way. 

** One non-heritage tree is located in the public right-of-way. 
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PROPOSAL 

 
The applicant is requesting use permit approval to exceed 50 percent of the 
replacement value of the existing nonconforming structure in a 12-month period. The   
proposal includes the addition of an upper level, as well as a remodel of the main and 
lower levels. The subject parcel is located in the R-2 (Low Density Apartment) zoning 
district.  
 

ANALYSIS 

 
Site Location 
 
The project site is located at 634 Creek Drive, between Cornell Road and El Camino 
Real, in the Allied Arts neighborhood. The property is located across the street from the 
San Francisquito Creek, which serves as the southern boundary with the City of Palo 
Alto. The surrounding properties to the left, right and rear of the subject site are all also 
in the R-2 (Low Density Apartment) zone. The R-2 designation allows for the 
development of two residential units per parcel on parcels at least 7,000 square feet in 
size. The adjacent property to the left of the subject parcel is developed with two 
residential units and the property to the right is developed with a single-family home. 
The property to the rear of the project site is developed with a combination of residential 
units. Both the properties to the left and right of the project site are developed with two-
story structures. The surrounding area is a mixture of single-family and multi-unit 
developments consisting of one or two stories. 
 
Project Description 
 
The site is currently developed with a single-family residence that is considered to be a 
legal non-conforming structure, with a left side setback of four feet, 11 inches, where a 
minimum of six feet is required. This non-conformity extends along the depth of the 
house for 33.3 feet. The subject parcel’s width falls below the minimum for the R-2 
zoning district, making the parcel substandard.  
 
The current proposal includes the addition of an upper level and a remodel of the main 
and lower levels of the existing residence, and would exceed 50 percent of the 
replacement value of the existing nonconforming structure in a 12-month period. A one 
car garage was at some point illegally converted to a storage room and master closet. 
The current proposal would convert the space back to an attached, one-car garage. 
Because the house was originally permitted with only one required parking space, once 
the garage is restored, the building will be considered legal non-conforming in terms of 
parking and the left side setback. The existing driveway would continue to provide 
unofficial parking spaces within the front setback, which would not meet the off-street 
parking requirement but which would provide some flexibility. 
 
The applicant seeks to add a master suite on a new upper level, as well as remodel the 
main and lower levels on the 6,859-square-foot project site. With the addition, the 
residence would have a total floor area of 2,577.8 square feet where 2,743.6 is the floor 
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area limit (FAL) for the lot. The second-story FAL within the R-2 zone is limited to 15 
percent of the lot square footage. The proposed second story would be 1,004.7 square 
feet or 14.6 percent of the lot square footage. The proposed building coverage would 
be 23.4 percent, where 35 percent is the maximum permissible. Approximately 50 
percent of the lot would be occupied by landscaping, where a minimum of 40 percent is 
required.  
 
The remodeled residence would have three bedrooms and three bathrooms, with the 
master bedroom and bathroom on the upper level, two bedrooms and one bathroom on 
the main level, and a bathroom on the lower level. One balcony is proposed adjacent to 
the master bedroom and another balcony is proposed adjacent to the upper-level office. 
Both balconies would be set back 10.3 feet from the right side property line. The 
maximum height of the residence would be 24 feet, six inches, below the maximum 
permissible height of 28 feet, and the proposed structure would comply with daylight 
plane requirements. 
 
There is an existing wood picket fence along the front of the property and an adjacent 
auto gate and pedestrian gate. A small portion of the fence, as well as the entire auto 
gate and the entire pedestrian gate, is located in the public right-of-way. The property 
owners have indicated that they would like to keep the gates and the fence in their 
current locations. The City Engineering Division has indicated that this existing condition 
may remain provided that the property owners execute an Encroachment Permit 
Agreement that is recorded against their property. The agreement would require the 
property owners to agree to provide access to the City and to public utility companies 
requesting access to utilities within the enclosed portion of the right-of-way. In addition, 
the property owners would be required to remove the facilities that encroach within the 
right-of-way, at their expense, upon receipt of a 60-day advance notification from the 
City. Execution of the agreement would be required prior to issuance of a building 
permit through recommended condition 4.a.The applicant has provided a project 
description letter, which discusses the proposal in more detail (Attachment C).   
 
Design and Materials 
 
The existing residence was designed in a Spanish Eclectic style. The applicant 
indicated that the existing materials consist of a tar and gravel roof, clay cap and pan 
parapet walls, and stucco wall finishes. The additions would be clad with cement plaster 
to match the existing and new barrel tile roofing would be used to match the existing 
roofing along the front and rear elevations. The new windows would be wood clad, 
painted to match the existing, with interior and exterior muntin bars and an internal 
spacer bar. Three skylights are proposed. 
 
The proposed upper level windows on the left side would have sill heights of four feet 
eight inches and the proposed upper level windows on the right side would have sill 
heights between three feet and three feet eight inches. The right side of the existing 
building, located 10.3 feet from the right side property line and approximately 26 feet 
from the residence to the right, would include two balconies, one wrapping around to 
the front of the residence and one wrapping around to the rear of the residence. 
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Because the property is not adjacent to any single-family zones, balconies are 
permitted up to the building setback line. Due to the distances to the neighboring 
residences, as well as the location of large trees along the right and rear side property 
lines, no significant privacy issues are anticipated.  
 
The proposed two-story project is adjacent to two-story homes on both sides. The 
applicant proposes varying projections and articulations to reduce massing. The 
immediate area is a mixture of one and two-story homes. Staff believes the scale, 
materials and style of the proposed residence are compatible with the neighborhood.  
 
Valuation 
 
To calculate the replacement and new construction costs on which the 50 percent limit 
is based, the City uses standards established by the Building Division. The City has 
determined that the replacement cost of the existing structure would be $397,680, 
meaning that the applicant would be allowed to propose new construction and 
remodeling at the site totaling less than $198,840 in any 12-month period. The City has 
determined that the value of the proposed work would be $219,712. Based on this 
estimate, the project requires use permit approval by the Planning Commission for 
exceeding 50 percent of the replacement cost. 
 
Trees and Landscaping 
 
The applicant has submitted an arborist report (Attachment D) detailing the species, 
size, and condition of the trees on the subject site. No heritage trees are proposed for 
removal. 
 
Six heritage size trees are located on the subject parcel. Two heritage redwood trees 
and a heritage avocado tree are located near the rear property line. Two heritage coast 
live oak trees are located along the left property line and a blue atlas cedar tree is 
located to the front right side of the residence. Two heritage coast live oak trees and a 
heritage Spanish fir tree are located in the right-of-way in front of the subject parcel. A 
heritage walnut tree is located just past the right side property line and a heritage coast 
live oak tree is located just past the rear right corner of the lot. In addition, three non-
heritage trees are located on the subject parcel and one is located in the right-of-way in 
front of the parcel. The proposed site improvements should not adversely affect the 
surrounding trees as standard tree protection measures will be required through 
recommended condition 3.g. An updated arborist report with more detailed analysis of 
the potential impacts to heritage trees, due to necessary foundation work, will also be 
required at the building permit stage through recommended condition 4.b. 
 
Correspondence 
 
The applicant indicated that the property owners spoke with the surrounding neighbors 
who did not express any concerns about the proposal. Staff has not received any 
correspondence.  
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Conclusion 
 
Staff believes that the scale, materials, and style of the proposed residence are in 
keeping with those of the neighborhood. The applicant proposes varying projections 
and articulations to reduce massing. The immediate area is a mixture of one and two-
story homes. Staff believes the scale, materials and style of the proposed residence are 
compatible with the neighborhood. Staff recommends that the Planning Commission 
approve the proposed project. 
 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 
 
The project is categorically exempt under Class 1 (Section 15301, “Existing Facilities”) 
of the current California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines. 
 

RECOMMENDATION 

 
1. Make a finding that the project is categorically exempt under Class 1 (Section 

15301, “Existing Facilities”) of the current CEQA Guidelines.  

2. Make findings, as per Section 16.82.030 of the Zoning Ordinance pertaining to the 
granting of use permits, that the proposed use will not be detrimental to the health, 
safety, morals, comfort and general welfare of the persons residing or working in the 
neighborhood of such proposed use, and will not be detrimental to property and 
improvements in the neighborhood or the general welfare of the City. 

3. Approve the use permit subject to the following standard conditions: 

a. Development of the project shall be substantially in conformance with the 
plans prepared by Flury Bryant Design Group, Inc., consisting of 12 plan 
sheets, dated received April 30, 2014, and approved by the Planning 
Commission on May 19, 2014, except as modified by the conditions 
contained herein, subject to review and approval by the Planning Division. 

b. Prior to building permit issuance, the applicants shall comply with all Sanitary 
District, Menlo Park Fire Protection District, and utility companies’ regulations 
that are directly applicable to the project. 

c. Prior to building permit issuance, the applicants shall comply with all 
requirements of the Building Division, Engineering Division, and 
Transportation Division that are directly applicable to the project. 

d. Prior to building permit issuance, the applicant shall submit a plan for any 
new utility installations or upgrades for review and approval by the Planning, 
Engineering and Building Divisions. All utility equipment that is installed 
outside of a building and that cannot be placed underground shall be properly 
screened by landscaping. The plan shall show exact locations of all meters, 
back flow prevention devices, transformers, junction boxes, relay boxes, and 
other equipment boxes. 
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e. Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the 
applicant shall submit plans indicating that the applicant shall remove and 
replace any damaged and significantly worn sections of frontage 
improvements.  The plans shall be submitted for review and approval of the 
Engineering Division.  

f. Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the 
applicant shall submit a Grading and Drainage Plan for review and approval 
of the Engineering Division.  The Grading and Drainage Plan shall be 
approved prior to the issuance of grading, demolition or building permits. 

g. Heritage trees in the vicinity of the construction project shall be protected 
pursuant to the Heritage Tree Ordinance.  

4. Approve the use permit subject to the following project-specific condition: 

a. Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the 
applicant shall submit an encroachment permit application for the existing 
fence and gates within the public right-of-way, subject to review and approval 
of the Engineering Division. The encroachment permit agreement shall be 
executed and recorded against the property prior to building permit issuance. 

b. Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the 
applicant shall submit an updated arborist report with more detailed analysis 
of possible construction impacts to heritage trees. 

 
Report prepared by: 
Corinna Sandmeier 
Contract Planner 
 
Report reviewed by: 
Thomas Rogers 
Senior Planner 

 

PUBLIC NOTICE & APPEAL PERIOD 
 
Public notification consisted of publishing a legal notice in the local newspaper and 
notification by mail of owners and occupants within a 300-foot radius of the subject 
property.  Planning Commission action will be effective after 15 calendar days unless 
the action is appealed to the City Council, in which case the outcome of the application 
shall be determined by the City Council. 
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ATTACHMENTS 
 
A.  Location Map 
B.  Project Plans 
C.  Project Description Letter 
D.  Arborist Report, prepared by Kielty Arborist Services, dated December 1, 2013 

 

Note:  Attached are reduced versions of maps and diagrams submitted by the 
applicants. The accuracy of the information in these drawings is the responsibility of the 
applicants, and verification of the accuracy by City Staff is not always possible.  The 
original full-scale maps, drawings and exhibits are available for public viewing at the 
Community Development Department. 
 

EXHIBITS TO BE PROVIDED AT MEETING 

 
None 
 
 
 
V:\STAFFRPT\PC\2014\040714 - 634 Creek Drive.doc 
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PLANNING COMMISSION 

STAFF REPORT 

FOR THE PLANNING COMMISSION 

MEETING OF MAY 19, 2014 

AGENDA ITEM E1 
 

LOCATION: 721-851 Hamilton 

Avenue (777 Hamilton 

Avenue) 

 

APPLICANT:  Greenheart Land 

Company LLC 

EXISTING USE: Light Industrial and 

Vacant 

 

OWNER: Bayfront Investments 

LLC 

PROPOSED 

USE: 

Multi-Family Residential 

Apartment Complex 

with Associated 

Resident-Serving On-

Site Amenities 

 

APPLICATION: Study Session for 

Compliance with the 

R-4-S Design 

Standards and 

Guidelines  

ZONING: 

 

 
 

R-4-S - High Density  

Residential, Special  

 

PROPOSAL 
 
The applicant is requesting a study session as part of the R-4-S compliance review 
process for a 195-unit, multi-family residential development located at 721-851 Hamilton 
Avenue. The purpose of the study session is to review the proposed residential 
development relative to the development regulations and design standards of the R-4-S 
(High Density Residential, Special) zoning district.  
 
The study session will provide the Planning Commission and members of the public an 
opportunity to provide feedback on the proposal’s compliance with the R-4-S design 
standards, which are mandatory as well as the design guidelines, which serve to 
encourage features and principles of good design, but are more qualitative in nature and 
are not mandatory.  The Planning Commission's review is advisory only and will be taken 
into consideration as part of the Community Development Director's determination of 
whether the proposal is in compliance with the R-4-S development regulations and design 
standards. 
 
Following the study session, the applicant and staff will take into consideration the 
comments provided by the Planning Commission and members of the public, and the 
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plans may be adjusted to address comments.  Unless there are substantial changes to the 
architectural design of the building, the plans would not return to the Planning Commission 
for additional review.  TheR-4-S compliance determination of the Community Development 
Director is final and not subject to appeal.  
 

BACKGROUND 
 
On May 21, 2013, the City Council adopted the Housing Element of the City’s General 
Plan for the planning period between 2007-2014. To implement the Housing Element and 
create housing opportunities for all income levels, the City Council also adopted a new 
residential zoning district called R-4-S (High Density Residential – Special).  The subject 
site, along with an adjacent .67-acre site owned by Mt. Olive Apostolic Church, and three 
other sites were rezoned with the new R-4-S zoning designation.  
 
The R-4-S zoning district includes development regulations as well as design standards 
specific to the zoning district. Multiple family dwelling units are permitted uses and not 
subject to discretionary review if all of the development regulations and design standards 
are met. Instead, the project is reviewed for compliance and a determination is made by 
the Community Development Director.  As indicated previously, the purpose of the May 19 
study session is to provide the Planning Commission and members of the public a forum 
to provide input prior to the compliance determination.   

 

ANALYSIS 
 
Site Location 
 
The subject site is located in the Belle Haven neighborhood and totals 6.5 acres. The 
subject site is surrounded by the rail corridor to the north with the Facebook West Campus 
(under construction) immediately adjacent on the other side of the railroad corridor, a 
commercial shopping center with the new Neighborhood Service Center to the east, 
single-family, R-1-U zoned residential properties across Hamilton Avenue to the south, 
and an apartment, a church, and small lot single-family residential, zoned R-4-S, R-3 and 
R-3-X, respectively, to the west.  
 
As former M-1 (Light Industrial) zoned property, the subject site is comprised of light 
industrial uses, which are currently unoccupied, as well as 2.1 acres of vacant land that 
was purchased from the City’s Community Development Agency (Redevelopment Agency) 
through a competitive bid process in 2012.  Since being selected as the purchaser of the 
Community Development Agency land, the applicant has worked with multiple M-1 
property owners to purchase their property in order to aggregate the parcels to create a 
cohesive development for the area. On May 12, 2014, the City approved a lot merger to 
combine 21 parcels into one legal lot.  The applicant is proposing to address the site 777 
Hamilton Avenue.  
 
In addition to the lot merger, the applicant intends to abandon all of the existing public 
utility easements (PUE) on the property that are no longer necessary due to the proposed 
project, maintain the existing reciprocal access easement shared with Mt. Olive Church at 
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the western end of the site at the terminus of Windermere Avenue, and create a new 
easement for Pacific Gas & Electric’s high pressure gas line that bisects the middle of the 
property. The PUE abandonments would be reviewed through a three-step process, 
requiring 1) notification of intent to abandon the PUEs by the City Council, 2) review by the 
Planning Commission for General Plan consistency, and 3) the adoption of a resolution to 
abandon the PUEs by the City Council. The Planning Commission will be reviewing the 
proposed abandonments, and providing a recommendation on its General Plan 
consistency, at a separate meeting in the future. The lot merger and easement 
abandonments are required prior to issuance of building permits.  
 
Project Description 
 
The proposed project is comprised of a 195-unit, multi-family residential development, 
consisting of one-, two-, and three-bedroom apartments, approximately 4,500 square feet 
of resident amenity space and management offices, and a variety of common open 
spaces, including outdoor dining and lounge areas, a spa, and dog park. All of the 
proposed units on the subject property will be market rate housing.  The plans are 
included as Attachment B. As part of the proposal, all of the existing buildings would be 
demolished and six heritage trees would be removed. Because the site is located within 
the flood zone, fill will be imported to raise the site approximately three feet to comply with 
FEMA (Federal Emergency Management Agency) requirements.  
 
Below is a summary of the mix of unit types and the range of square footages. 
 

Unit Type Mix Summary 

Number of 
Bedrooms 

Number of 
Units 

Square Footage 
Range 

One Bedroom 117 703-782 sf 

Two Bedroom 52 977-1,090 sf 

Three Bedroom 26 1,375-1,569 sf 

 
The data table on the next page compares the proposed project with the development 
regulations of the R-4-S zoning district. As proposed, all of the development regulations 
would be met and would not trigger additional use permit review for a modification to a 
development standard.  In addition, the proposed development meets many of the design 
guidelines established in the R-4-S zoning district, including the use of varied colors and 
materials, the installation of attractive landscaping throughout the site, and the 
incorporation of distinctive entryways. The design guidelines are different than the design 
standards in that the guidelines suggest means for enhancing building design, 
attractiveness and neighborhood fit, as well as residential comfort and usefulness where 
the standards are objective and measurable rules required for new development. 
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 R-4-S Regulation
1 Proposed Project  

Development 

Minimum Lot Area 20,000 sf 
284,164 sf 
(6.5 acres) 

Minimum Lot Width 100 ft. Approx. 1,419 ft. 

Minimum Lot Depth 100 ft. Approx. 217 ft. 

Density  

minimum 20 du/ac 

195 units (30 du/ac) 
maximum 30 du/ac 

Minimum 

Yards 

Front 

 
10 ft. 18 ft. 

Interior Side 
10 ft., except may be reduced to 5 ft. abutting a 

private access easement 

Left - 10 ft. (from edge of 
easement) 

Right – 73 ft.  

Corner Side 10 ft. N/A 

Rear 10 ft. 53 ft. 

Maximum 

Floor Area Ratio 

 

Increase on an even gradient from 60% for 20 
du/ac to 90% for 30 du/ac 

73.6% 

Maximum Building Coverage 40% 37.2% 

Minimum Open Space 

(Landscaping) 
25% 33% 

Height 

Maximum 

building 

height 

40 ft. 34 ft., 6 in. 

Building Profile 

Starting at a height of 25 feet, a 45-degree building 

profile shall be set at the minimum setback line 

contiguous with a public right-of-way or single-

family zoned property. 

Complies 

Parking 

Vehicular 

2 spaces for units w/ 2 or more bedrooms; 1.5 
spaces for 1 bedroom unit; 1 space per studio.  
Spaces cannot be located in required front yard 

setbacks or in tandem (332 required). 

335 spaces  

Electric 

Vehicle 

A minimum of 3 percent of the required number of 

parking spaces shall provide dedicated electric 

vehicle/plug-in hybrid electric charging stations and 

a minimum of 2 percent of the required number of 

parking spaces shall be pre-wired for such 

equipment. 

Dedicated charging stations –  
10 spaces 

 
Pre-wired charging stations – 

 7 spaces 

Bicycle 

Long term – 1 space per unit where a private 
garage (per unit) is not provided 

 
Short term (visitor) – 1 space per every 10 units  

(20 required) 

Long term – 195 spaces/ 1 per 

unit 

Short term (visitor) – 30 spaces  

1
A development regulation, except for floor area ratio and density, may be modified subject to a use permit established in 

Chapter 16.82. 



721-881 Hamilton Avenue/Greenheart Land Co. PC/05-19-14/Page 5 

Site Layout and Design 
 
The development includes seven residential buildings (numbered 1-7 on the plans), four of 
which are situated along Hamilton Avenue.  The buildings are organized along a central 
pedestrian spine that extends in the east-west direction. The remaining three buildings are 
staggered in between the buildings fronting Hamilton Avenue and are located on the 
opposite of this internal “main street”.  Entrances to the building are located along the 
main street.  The separation of the dwelling units into multiple buildings helps break up the 
massing of the overall site and allows greater light and air through the buildings and 
visibility into the site. The buildings are shown numbered on Sheet L-1. Buildings 1, 3 and 
4 contain the same floor plan and, likewise, buildings 5, 6 and 7 contain the same floor 
plan.  Building 2 is differentiated from the rest of the buildings since the building provides 
the main entrance to the leasing office and amenity space, which is a focal point 
architecturally and intended to operate as the hub and gathering space for the residents.  
The amenity area will provide both indoor and outdoor experiences and include a number 
of features, including a fitness room, cyber café, dog wash area, and outdoor dining and 
lounge area.  A separate dog park and open space with turf is located separately at the 
western edge of the site. The amenities are available to residents and their guests only.  If 
the applicant desires, members of the general public could be permitted to use the 
amenities through approval of a use permit for ancillary neighborhood serving uses as part 
of a mixed-use development by the Planning Commission at a future point in time.   
 
Architecturally, the building includes contemporary, mid-century modern elements, which 
reflects the design of many of the homes in the Belle Haven neighborhood.  Each of the 
buildings is three-stories in height, but building modulation and accent features help break 
the massing of the buildings. The maximum height of the buildings is approximately 35 
feet, as measured from average natural grade (average of highest and lowest point of 
grade prior to the fill) to the top of the roof.  Each of the buildings has a parapet ranging in 
height, which could increase the overall height of the building to a maximum of 41 feet, 
two inches.  Design standard 4 (a)(1) allows vertical projections such as parapets to 
extend up to four feet beyond the maximum height, so long as it is architecturally 
integrated into the design of the building. The proposed parapets are integrated into the 
design of the elements to help provide varying rooflines.  
 
All of the buildings would be clad in stucco with smooth fiber cement lap siding as accent 
walls, which provides visual breaks and interest to the building design. Metal railings for 
the balconies and metal canopies over select doorways, ground floor patios and the 
storefront windows of the main Building 2 would be incorporated into the material palette.  
Vinyl windows, with a two-inch recess from the face of external finishes per design 
standard 5 (a)(4) would be included in the development. The color scheme includes 
neutral tones of grey, cream and tan.  
 
Facade Modulation 
 
Design standard 2(a)(2) requires a major building modulation at a minimum of every 75 
feet of façade length.  The modulation shall be a minimum of six feet in depth for a length 
of 20 feet or a minimum setback of six feet from the primary façade of the building for the 
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full height of the building. Sheets A6.0a and A6.0b provide the modulation diagrams for 
the buildings that face the public right-of-way.  Building 2 (Sheet A6.0b) contains a 
prominent entry feature, which serves as a major modulation. Although the southwest 
corner of Building 2 is greater than the required six foot depth offset from the primary 
façade, the building is angled from the primary facade, and therefore, does not provide a 
continuous depth of six feet of articulation. As designed, the angled feature/major 
modulation provides visual cues to denote access into the building, a sense of place, 
interest to the architectural design of the building.  Staff believes that the applicant has 
designed the buildings to meet the intent of the facade modulation requirement, but would 
welcome the Planning Commission’s input on the corner entry feature of Building 2.   
 
Parking and Site Circulation 
 
The project layout contains one primary vehicular access point along Hamilton Avenue, 
which is aligned with Sevier Avenue.  New pedestrian curb ramps and realignment of the 
crosswalks across Hamilton Avenue would be required as part of the project scope. A 
second vehicular entrance/exit would be located at the western edge of the site along the 
shared access easement with the apartment complex at the intersection of Hamilton and 
Windermere Avenues.  Both access points would be secured by automatic gates, with the 
latter intended for resident use only. The main vehicular entry gate would be setback 
approximately 80 feet from the front property line, and would be accented by planter walls 
to frame the entrance. The planter walls would be clad in siding to echo the materials of 
the buildings. A greenwall with decorative plantings set in modules would extend from the 
gates to connect to the two nearest buildings on opposite ends of the gate. The design not 
only signifies the main entrance to the development, but also complements the 
architectural style.  The vehicular gate off of the access easement would be located 
approximately 170 feet from the Hamilton Avenue and would generally not be visible from 
the right-of-way.   
 
The R-4-S zoning district has established required parking based on the number of 
bedrooms per unit.  The project contains 335 parking spaces where 332 are required, and 
includes a mix of covered parking, individual tuck-under garages, as well as uncovered 
parking spaces throughout the site. The proposed project will also meet the requirements 
for electric vehicle parking, providing 10 electric vehicle charging stations and another 7 
spaces pre-wired for chargers.  In addition, the R-4-S zoning district establishes short term 
and long term bicycle requirements.  Each dwelling unit provides a bicycle storage closet 
and short term bicycle parking is scattered throughout the site. A total of 30 spaces 
provided in three bicycle rack areas would be provided for short term and/or guest bicycle 
parking.   
 
Open Space, Outdoor Common Areas, and Landscaping 
 
The proposed plan includes the removal of six heritage threes, including one camphor, 
one blackwood acacia, one coast redwood, and three Hollywood junipers. The first three 
trees are in fair condition, and the junipers are in good condition. The City Arborist is 
tentatively recommending approval of the removal of these trees.  The proposed project 
consists of a well-developed landscape plan that incorporates a generous planting palette, 
including approximately 200 new trees with a minimum size of 15 gallons.  The trees 
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would serve as screening along the property perimeter as well as be planted within the 
parking lot and the common open space areas such as the “main street”, open turf area 
and dog park at the eastern edge of the site. The landscaping plan includes two 
pedestrian courtyard portals, which function as the main pedestrian entrances into the site 
from Hamilton Avenue. From the sidewalk, a pedestrian is drawn to the buildings through 
a dedicated pathway flanked by California fan palm trees.  Similar to the main vehicular 
entrance, the pedestrian portals would also be gated and framed by planter walls. These 
entrances are setback approximately 30 feet from the front property line along Hamilton 
Avenue, and therefore, would not be imposing or appear uninviting. Once through the 
pedestrian gate, the pedestrian’s experience with the tree lined walkway continues to the 
central pedestrian spine of the development.   
 
The landscaping plan also includes a variety of outdoor amenities areas in two main 
locations on the site. The proposed project meets both the landscaping requirement as 
well as common open space requirements without any modifications to the development 
regulations and design standards. Of the 195 units, 158 units meet the private open space 
requirement, which requires a minimum of 80 square feet and minimum dimensions of six 
feet by six feet per design standard 7(a)(1).  For the remaining units, the open space 
requirement is met by substituting private open space with a greater ratio of common open 
space.  
  
Correspondence 
 
Staff has not received any correspondence regarding the proposed project.  
 
Compliance Review and Next Steps 
 
Based on staff’s initial review of the plans, the proposed development complies with the R-
4-S requirements.  Attachment C contains a checklist of all of the R-4-S development 
regulations and design standards and summarizes the project’s compliance with each 
requirement.  Following the Planning Commission’s study session on the proposed 
development, the Community Development Director and the applicant will take the 
comments into consideration and make changes, if appropriate.  If no changes are made, 
it is the intent of the Community Development Director to issue the compliance review 
letter within two weeks. The decision of the Community Development Director is final. 
 
As mentioned earlier, the applicant will need to complete the easement abandonment 
process before any building permit can be issued for construction of the buildings. Building 
permits, however, can be submitted, and be reviewed concurrently with the abandonment 
process.  During the building permit stage, minor design and/or material changes are often 
requested to accommodate building code requirements, changes in market demand, 
availability of materials, and/or preference.  Unless the changes comprehensively modify 
the scale or look of the proposal, the changes would be reviewed at a staff level only and 
not return to the Planning Commission.   
 
The purpose of the study session is to receive input on the proposal’s compliance relative 
to the R-4-S design standards and guidelines. At the meeting, no formal action will be 
taken by the Planning Commission. The Planning Commission's review is advisory only 
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and will be taken into consideration as part of the Community Development Director's 
compliance determination.  
 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 
 
The proposed project was analyzed in the Housing Element Update, General Plan 
Consistency Update, and Zoning Ordinance Amendments Environmental Assessment, 
certified by the City Council on May 21, 2013. Because the compliance review process is a 
non-discretionary process, ministerial items, such as the R-4-S compliance review, are 
exempt from the requirements of the Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 

 

RECOMMENDED MEETING PROCEDURE 

 
Staff recommends that the meeting be conducted as follows: 

 
1. Project Presentation by Applicant 
2. Commission Questions on Project Proposal  
3. Public Comment on Project Proposal 
4. Commission Comments on Project Proposal  
 
Report prepared by: 
Deanna Chow 
Senior Planner 
 
Report reviewed by: 
Justin Murphy 
Development Services Manager 

 
 
 

 

PUBLIC NOTICE 
 
Public notification consisted of publishing a courtesy notice in the local newspaper and 
notification by mail of owners and occupants within a 300-foot radius of the subject 
property.  No action will be taken at the meeting.  The Community Development Director 
shall make the determination on the Compliance Review and the determination is final.  
 

ATTACHMENTS 
 
A.  Location Map 
B.  Project Plans 
C.  R-4-S Checklist 
 

 

Note: Attached are reduced versions of maps and diagrams submitted by the applicants. 
The accuracy of the information in these drawings is the responsibility of the applicants, 
and verification of the accuracy by City Staff is not always possible. The original full-scale 
maps, drawings and exhibits are available for public viewing at the Community 
Development Department. 
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EXHIBITS TO BE PROVIDED AT MEETING 
 
Colors and Materials Board 
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