
 

PLANNING COMMISSION 
AGENDA 

 
Regular Meeting 

September 8, 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 (Chair), Ferrick, Kadvany, Onken (Vice Chair), Strehl 
 
INTRODUCTION OF STAFF – Jean Lin, Associate Planner; Stephen O’Connell, Contract 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. Commonwealth Corporate Center – City Council – August 19 and 26, 2014 
b. General Plan – Workshops – September 11 and 17, 2014 

 
B. PUBLIC COMMENTS #1 (Limited to 30 minutes) 

Under “Public Comments #1,” 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 – None 
 
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 August 4, 2014 Planning Commission meeting  (Attachment) 
 
D. PUBLIC HEARING 

 
D1. Use Permit/Yonghua Zhang/143 Willow Road: Request for a use permit for interior 

remodeling and the construction of first- and second-floor additions to an existing single-
story, single-family residence on a substandard lot with regard to lot width in the R-1-U 
(Single Family Urban) zoning district.  The existing nonconforming residence will be brought 
into conformance as part of the proposed project. The proposed remodeling and expansion 
would exceed 50 percent of the existing floor area, and is considered equivalent to a new 
structure. (Attachment) 
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D2. Use Permit/Sarah Potter/236 Willow Rd: Request for a use permit to remodel and construct 

first- and second-story additions to an existing single-story, single-family residence on a 
substandard lot with respect to lot width, depth, and area in the R-1-U (Single Family Urban) 
zoning district. The proposed remodeling and expansion would exceed 50 percent of the 
existing floor area, and is considered equivalent to a new structure.  (Attachment) 

 
D3. Use Permit/Transcriptic Inc./3565 Haven Avenue, Suite 3: Request for a use permit for 

the storage and use of hazardous materials for the research and development (R&D) of 
testing and research processes located in an existing building in the M-2 (General Industrial) 
zoning district. All hazardous materials would be used and stored within the building.  
(Attachment) 

 
E. REGULAR BUSINESS 
 
E1. Use Permit/Benjamin T. Himlan, Off the Grid/1090 Merrill Street: Request for the six-

month review of a use permit for a recurring special event (weekly food truck market) on a 
portion of the Caltrain parking lot, at the corner of Merrill Street and Ravenswood Avenue in 
the SP-ECR/D (El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan) zoning district.  (Attachment) 

 
E2. Architectural Control/612 College, LLC/612 College Avenue: Request for architectural 

control to demolish a single-family residence and detached garage/warehouse building, and 
construct a total of four new residential units within two three-story structures in the SP-
ECR/D (El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan) zoning district. As part of the development, 
the following four heritage trees are proposed for removal: two cedar trees in poor condition 
in the front yard, one multi-trunk elm in poor condition along the Alto Lane frontage, and one 
coast live oak in good condition at the middle of the parcel. This item was continued from 
the Planning Commission meeting of August 18, 2014.  (Attachment) 

 
F. STUDY SESSION ITEMS 
 
F1. Study Session/David Claydon/555 Willow Road: Study Session/David Claydon/555 Willow 

Road: Request for a study session for the conversion of an existing nonconforming structure 
from office uses (currently vacant) to two residential units. The proposed project would 
include first and second floor additions to the existing structure. As part of the project, the 
existing restaurant building, which is a nonconforming use and structure, would remain. The 
project site is located in the R-3 (Residential Apartment) zoning district.  (Attachment) 

 
G. COMMISSION BUSINESS – None 
 
ADJOURNMENT 

Future Planning Commission Meeting Schedule 
 

Regular Meeting  September 23, 2014 
Regular Meeting  October 6, 2014 
Regular Meeting  October 27, 2014 
Regular Meeting  November 3, 2014 
Regular Meeting  November 17, 2014 
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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 650-330-6736.  (Posted:  September 3, 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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CALL TO ORDER – 7:03 p.m.  
 
ROLL CALL – Bressler, Combs, Eiref (Chair), Ferrick, Kadvany, Onken (Vice Chair), Strehl  
 
INTRODUCTION OF STAFF – Kyle Perata, Associate Planner; Justin Murphy, Development 
Services Manager; Thomas Rogers, Senior Planner 
 
A. REPORTS AND ANNOUNCEMENTS  
 
A1. Update on Pending Planning Items  
 

a. General Plan Advisory Committee (GPAC) – Call for At-Large Member Applications –   
 August 11, 2014 deadline  

 
Senior Planner Rogers asked the Commissioners to reach out to community members who 
might be interested in serving on the General Plan Advisory Committee (GPAC) as At-Large-
Members.  He said the Council would review the applications for selection of GPAC members.   
 
B. PUBLIC COMMENTS #1 (Limited to 30 minutes)  
 
There were none. 
 
C. CONSENT  

 

There were no consent items.   
 
D. PUBLIC HEARING  
 
D1. Use Permit/Kevin Clugage/1069 Cascade Drive: Request for a use permit for 

excavation (removal of more than 12 inches of dirt) within the required rear, and left-side 
setbacks associated with landscaping improvements, including a new sports-court, on a 
standard size lot in the R-1-S (Single-Family Residential Suburban) zoning district. The 
project also includes a request to increase the height of the fence along the rear property 
line to a maximum height of nine feet. (Attachment) 

  
Staff Comment: Planner Perata said staff had no additions to the written report. 
 
Public Comment:  Mr. Kevin Clugage, applicant, said the project was to install Astroturf to 
replace lawn.  He said the lawn had been replaced twice but did not thrive because it was 
located in a shaded area and had a lot of foot traffic.  
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Chair Eiref said it appeared they were moving one part of the yard to the other side of the yard.  
Mr. Clugage said the retaining wall at the top end of the property would create excavated dirt 
that they would use to fill in the bottom end where there would be another retaining wall. 
 
Chair Eiref closed the public hearing. 
 
Commission Comment:  Commissioner Onken said it was a straightforward project, and moved 
to approve as recommended in the staff report.   Commissioner Strehl seconded the motion.  
Chair Eiref said it appeared to be a reasonable proposal.   
 
Commission Action:  M/S Onken/Strehl to approve the item as recommended in the staff report. 
 

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 State 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 Yukon Landscape Design, consisting of five plan sheets, dated 
received July 22, 2014, and approved by the Planning Commission on August 4, 
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 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. Prior to building permit issuance, the applicant shall submit plans indicating that 
the applicant shall remove and replace any damaged and significantly worn 
sections of frontage improvements. These revised plans shall be submitted for 
the review and approval of the Engineering Division. 
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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. Prior to the building permit issuance, 
the applicant shall implement the tree protection plan and technique 
recommendations in the Arborist Report for all applicable heritage trees.  

h. Concurrent with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the 
applicant shall provide documentation indicating the amount of irrigated 
landscaping. If the project proposes more than 2,500 square feet of irrigated 
landscaping, then a detailed landscape plan documenting compliance with the 
Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance (Municipal Code 12.44) will be required, 
subject to review and approval of the Engineering Division. 
 

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 shall revise the plans to identify a grid pattern (vertical and horizontal 
strips) for the proposed lattice extension of the rear fence, subject to review and 
approval of the Planning Division.   

 
Motion carried 7-0. 
 
D2. Use Permit/Stem Cell Theranostics/1490 O’Brien Drive, Suite G: Request for a use 

permit for the storage and use of hazardous materials for the research and development 
(R&D) of cell based assays for drug screening and research applications in an existing 
building located in the M-2 (General Industrial) zoning district. All hazardous materials 
would be used and stored within the building. (Attachment) 

 
Staff Comment:  Planner Perata said there were no additions to the written report.   
 
Public Comment:  Mr. Ron Krietemeyer, Vice President of Operations for Tarleton Properties, 
said he was representing Menlo Business Park and the tenant, Stem Cell Theranostics.  He 
introduced Dr. Andrew Lee, one of the company’s founders.   
 
Mr. Lee said the company was founded by two Stanford School of Medicine faculty members.  
He said he was a MBP PhD candidate at Stanford. He said their technology turned blood into 
heart cells.  He said they had created a streaming process for heart cells without injecting 
anything into a patient.    
 
Commissioner Kadvany confirmed with the applicant that the materials of concern were carbon 
dioxide, liquid nitrogen, and a couple of gallons of waste containers.   
 
Chair Eiref asked about the cost and time to bring the application through the City process.  
 
Ms. Ellen Ackerman, Green Environment, said the cost for this simple application was about 
$5,000 with $1,500 to submit the application and additional costs for her to prepare drawings 
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and a detailed list of chemicals that typically was not required elsewhere.  Mr. Ron Krietemeyer 
said there were other expenses including architect fees.   
 
Chair Eiref closed the public hearing. 
 
Commission Comment:  Chair Eiref said for the record that he did not think the Planning 
Commission necessarily added value for these types of applications.  He said he supported the 
application noting that the other reviewing agencies had signed off on it.  He moved to approve 
as recommended in the staff report.  Commissioner Onken seconded the motion.  
Commissioner Ferrick said she agreed with Chair Eiref’s observations.  Commissioner Onken 
asked whether staff could provide the Commission with a comparison of processes for such 
applications in other municipalities as a future agenda item.  Senior Planner Rogers said he 
understood it was one of the topics in the General Plan update as that was focused on the M-2 
area.   
 
Commissioner Combs asked if there was an instance in which this process had deterred a 
business tenant from locating in Menlo Park.  Senior Planner Rogers said there were many 
variables that went into a tenant’s choice of location, including elements such as the proximity to 
venture capital financing in Menlo Park.  Mr. Krietemeyer agreed it was hard to pinpoint exactly 
why a prospective tenant might not follow through, but said their firm had lost two prospective 
startup companies to Redwood City because of the time and expense to go through Menlo 
Park’s use permit process for hazardous materials use and storage.  Ms. Ackerman noted that 
staff had been processing applications in a timely manner but there could be a lag in getting the 
item onto a Planning Commission meeting agenda, which was what she also communicates to 
prospective tenants.  
 
Commission Action:  M/S Eiref/Onken 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 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 

provided by DES Architects/Engineers, consisting of eight plan sheets, dated 
received July 18, 2014, and approved by the Planning Commission on August 4, 
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 applicant shall comply with all sanitary 

district, Menlo Park Fire Protection District, and utility companies regulations that 
are directly applicable to the project. 
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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. If there is an increase in the quantity of hazardous materials on the project site, a 

change in the location of the storage of the hazardous materials, or the use of 
additional hazardous materials after this use permit is granted, the applicant shall 
apply for a revision to the use permit.  

 
e. Any citation or notification of violation by the Menlo Park Fire Protection District, 

San Mateo County Environmental Health Department, West Bay Sanitary 
District, Menlo Park Building Division or other agency having responsibility to 
assure public health and safety for the use of hazardous materials will be 
grounds for considering revocation of the use permit.  

 
f. If the business discontinues operations at the premises, the use permit for 

hazardous materials shall expire unless a new business submits a new 
hazardous materials business plan to the Planning Division for review by the 
applicable agencies to determine whether the new hazardous materials business 
plan is in substantial compliance with the use permit. 

 
Motion carried 7-0. 
 
E. STUDY SESSION #1  
 
E1.  Use Permit/Michael and Judith Citron/955 Sherman Avenue: Request for a use  

permit to demolish an existing single-story, single-family residence and detached garage, 
and construct a new two-story, single-family residence and attached garage on a 
substandard lot with regard to lot width and lot size in the R-1-U (Single-Family Urban 
Residential) zoning district.  (Attachment) 
 

Staff Comment:  Senior Planner Rogers said there were no changes or additions to the staff 
report. 
 
Questions of Staff:  Commissioner Kadvany said he went by the site and noted that 
considerable excavation had occurred, which had been a concern expressed in one of the 
letters included with the agenda packet.  Senior Planner Rogers said the project had been 
handled by several different planners to date.  He said he understood that some work had 
occurred for which the applicant likely should have gotten a permit.  He said the applicant was 
notified of this and through the use permit process was working to get everything on track.   
 
Commissioner Strehl asked if any trees were removed because of the demolition.  Senior 
Planner Rogers said that no heritage trees were removed but he was not sure about non-
heritage trees. 
 
Public Comment:  Mr. Michael (“Sloane”) Citron, applicant, said he and his wife have lived in 
Menlo Park since 1996 in the Felton Gables area and had raised their four children there.  He 
said he and his wife owned businesses in downtown Menlo Park and tried hard to contribute to 
the community.  He said that they would not be selling this home, they were not keeping a wall 
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of the house in their design, this was a complete new home build, and they had not taken down 
any trees.  He said there were no trees of significance on the property and nothing to remove.  
He said they had before photos and an arborist report to substantiate that statement.  He said 
the home inspection report showed there was asbestos in the existing home and they hired a 
company to find and remove the asbestos.  He said they were as shocked as anyone when the 
company which had the permits to remove the asbestos finished as entire walls were removed.  
He said apparently the home was inundated with asbestos.  He said it was asbestos removal 
and not demolition that had occurred, and that the City had found that they had followed the 
rules for asbestos removal.   He said this was embarrassing for them and they hoped to get the 
project moving as soon as possible.   
 
Mr. Citron said they had spoken with many neighbors about their plans, and everyone they were 
able to talk to in person liked the plans.  He said three people had written to the Planning 
Department upon receiving the notice about this project.  He said one concern was the 
character of the home and that it was two-story with a front facing garage. He said they had 
lowered the height and worked to soften the appearance of the garage to create a smaller 
framed, pleasing home.  He said the most outspoken neighbor about their project lived in a 
home on the same block that was nearly the same design as what they were proposing.  He 
showed the next door neighbor’s two-story modern home, which neighbor he noted was also 
very outspoken about the proposed project.  He showed another home on the block that had, in 
his opinion, an awkwardly designed second story with a front facing garage.  He showed the 
rear neighbor’s home on Cloud Avenue that was also a two-story home.  He said these 
neighbors have expressed the opinion that he and his wife should build a one-car, detached 
garage at the rear as what was built in the 1940s.  He said the vast majority of homes in the 
surrounding vicinity were two-story with front-facing two-car garages.  He said their proposed 
design met code, was under the maximum height allowed by five feet, and was a traditional 
Menlo Park design.  He said they designed a cheerful family home in keeping with the 
neighborhood and Menlo Park.  He said Mr. Roger Kohler, the architect who designed the 
home, was a premier, award winning architect who had designed 40 homes in the Menlo Park 
area.  He said the design was classic and elegant and they would use only quality materials and 
high end windows and doors.  He said they redesigned the garage to make it more harmonious 
by using a wood paneled door and adding a trellis.  He said the home has a varied footprint and 
noted distances from the front property line for the garage at 20.5 feet, the living room at 27 
feet, and the entry door at 24 feet.   
 
Mr. Citron said the neighbor to the east had been very outspoken about their proposed home 
plan, and had written a dozen letters to the Planning Division.  He said they had tried to make 
several changes to accommodate this neighbor including lowering the roof line and raising the 
window height to the maximum allowable.  He said the neighbor had been highly critical of the 
windows on the wall that would face the neighbor’s home and yet the neighbor’s facing wall had 
only one high window and the side yards have vegetation screening.  He said the neighbor 
wrote that they had added two windows to the master bedroom.  He said actually they took one 
proposed large window and split it into two smaller windows.  He said the height and the 
location of those windows would have little impact on the neighbor’s property.  He said the 
neighbor wanted them to plant heavily on their side of the property and guarantee the type of 
plants, how high they would grow and in what time period.  He said they thought that was 
unreasonable.  He said they would be willing to build a fence on their side of the property as 
high as allowable if that would help.   
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Mr. Citron said three neighbors wrote to the City protesting their two-car garage.  He showed a 
picture of one of those neighbors front-facing two-car parking area.  He showed a photo of 
another of those three neighbors’ front-facing two-car garage.  He said City code would not 
allow the construction of a garage in the rear area in which the former garage was located and 
City planning staff had indicated it would be challenging to put a two-car garage in the rear.  He 
said having a long driveway increased the potential for a blind spot back-over incident, and 
shared statistics related to that.  He said within the vicinity of their property there were 31 homes 
with front-facing garages.   
 
Ms. Lea Stublarec, Menlo Park, said she supported the project.  She said she had known Ms. 
Judy Citron for many years and would attest to Ms. Citron’s integrity.  She said Ms. Citron had 
stated that they would keep the home in the family, and would not sell it.  She said the Citron 
family did high quality, beautiful work, and the home they proposed to build would be a great 
asset to the neighborhood and would increase the property value for all.  She said more 
importantly the Citrons were a great family that had done much for the community over the 
years.  She said the neighborhood should be embracing and welcoming them with open arms. 
 
Mr. Curtis Peterson, Yale Road, said he was a Menlo Park resident and voter.  He said the 
proposed project was a well designed home that would use high quality building materials and 
would be a great addition for the neighborhood and community.   
 
Mr. Dan Smith, Sherman Avenue, said he owned a home that was two doors down from the 
project site.  He said the demolished house on the site had been there for three years, and he 
questioned why there had not been consequences resulting from that to the property owner.  He 
said he would like to know the name of the asbestos company, and see the receipt and permit 
for the work they did.  He said the applicant had indicated that there were 31 two-story homes 
with two-car garages in a two-block radius, which he found disingenuous as the subject property 
was on the boundary of incorporated Menlo Park.  He said homes west of the project site 
homes were in unincorporated Menlo Park, which was under County building jurisdiction.  He 
said no houses on the project site’s side of the street had a front-facing two-car garage.  He said 
he opposed the project. 
 
Mr. Jeffrey Fenton, Sherman Avenue, said his home was located directly across the street from 
the project site.  He said it was mystifying to him how the eyesore was allowed to remain in the 
half-demolished, dinosaur-skeleton condition for as long as it had.  He suggested that leaving 
this eyesore so long might have been a strategy to wear down the immediate neighbors’ 
resistance to the proposed design, but the neighbors had long memories.    
 
Ms. Andrea Smith, Sherman Avenue, said the temporary fencing fell down whenever there was 
rain and wind.  She said she had never met Mr. Citron when she was out there with other 
neighbors trying to stabilize the fencing.  She said the home they were proposing was too large 
for the substandard lot.   
 
Ms. Maria Flaherty, Sherman Avenue, said she and her husband had never been approached 
by the Citrons about the proposed project.  She said it was great that they were developing the 
lot but the proposed design was out of character with the neighborhood.  She said all of the 
houses on that side of the street were stucco and this project would introduce wood.  She said 
all of the homes on that side also had single-car detached garages in the rear.   
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The neighbor on the right, said he had lived in his home nearly 25 years and that it was located
directly next to the project site.  He said the proposed design would fill most of the width of the 
lot with little setback on the sides.  He said the proposed home was larger and extended further 
front and back on its lot than any other home on the block.  He said he had a two-story and a 
two-car garage in the rear with a driveway from the front.  He noted the project site was not 
maintained and had tall weeds.  He said presently everyone had very private backyards as the 
garages were all in the rear of the properties.   

The neighbor on the right, said she was the neighbor to the east.  She said some of the 
comments attributed to her were fabricated.  She said the weeds were only cleaned up when 
she emailed the property owner.  She said she had to call the City multiple times about the 
debris left in the driveway after the demolition as it remained there from the summer through 
February of the next year.  She said they liked the garages in the back as it provided privacy.  
 
Mr. Jon Wolken, Sherman Avenue, said he was supportive of the Citrons’ proposed design.  He 
said however that he would like the front setback to match the rest of the block’s front setbacks.  
He said the fence on the project site fell over every couple of weeks or so.  He said the structure 
on the property was in a terrible state.  He said his home was burglarized a couple of years prior 
and the police had indicated they should talk to the applicant as the unsightly structure attracted 
bad elements. 

Mr. Walter Mooney, Sherman Avenue, said the neighborhood had a very charming uniform 
character with homes built post-WWII.  He said because the fence fell over, the house was 
derelict and an increase in robberies in the last six months that he and his wife had started 
locking all of their windows.  He said the project site had degraded the neighborhood.  He said 
the main issue was a very large house being proposed in a district that had smaller lots and a 
defining neighborhood character, which he would like to see preserved in Menlo Park.  

Chair Eiref closed the public hearing. 

Commission Comment:  Chair Eiref said there were comments on two-car garages in the rear. 
Senior Planner Rogers said there was nothing explicit in the regulations about that and that 
garages in the rear could be one-car garages.  He said the other side of the street had varied 
garage structures, but this project would have the only front-facing garage on the block.   

Commissioner Combs said the applicant and others had raised a question about whether the 
proposed new home would be sold or not, which he did not think should be part of the 
Commission’s consideration of the project.  Senior Planner Rogers said the Commission’s 
consideration should be focused on the substance of the proposal itself and not assumptions 
about who might live there. 

Commissioner Kadvany confirmed with staff that the City did not require two-car garages but 
two parking spaces, one of which was required to the covered.   

Commissioner Strehl asked if they could park behind the garage if it was in the rear of the 
property.  Senior Planner Rogers said the second required parking space could not be located 
in an area that would block entry into the garage.  He said there had been instances where the 
second space was next to the garage and parallel to it.   He said there was also a semi-recent 
example of a project that had an area that could function both as a patio and a parking space.   
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Commissioner Kadvany asked where a garage could be located in the rear noting the applicant 
had indicated that it could be not located where the existing garage was.  Senior Planner 
Rogers said recent changes to the regulations for accessory structures meant it could be as 
close as three feet to the side and rear property lines.   
 
Chair Eiref said he went by the site twice over the weekend and he understood the urgency for 
the site to be improved.  He said he did not feel the urgency about where the garage should be 
located.  He said he was concerned that the design was massive.  He noted the number of 
changes of elevations and peaks and gables.  He said there had been another project recently 
for which the Commission had asked the applicant to pull the house forward noting neighbors’ 
concerns with how much farther back it was compared to other homes.  He said the applicant 
came back with a design that was revised through conversation with the neighbors and was 
approved. 
 
Commissioner Onken asked about the door and window materials proposed for use.  Senior 
Planner Rogers said those details were not included for the study session but when the project 
moved forward staff would recommend simulated divided light windows with internal and 
external grids, and a between-the-glass spacer bar.  He said the garage was noted as a wood 
carriage door.  He said moving forward they would get clarification on the materials for the entry 
door.  
 
Commissioner Strehl said she visited the project site and noted there were different styles of 
homes in the neighborhood except for the one side of the street where the project site was.  She 
said the project site was an eyesore.  She concurred with the Chair’s comments about the size 
of the proposed home.  She said she did not have a problem with the garage in front and 
thought the design looked good from the front but that it looked massive from the side.  She said 
she had seen in other locations in town where multiple cars were parked in driveways to a rear 
garage and noted that was an eyesore as well.  She suggested the applicant work with the 
neighbors and reduce the visual impact of the side elevations.  
 
Commissioner Kadvany said he often talked about front-facing two-car garages as they were 
frowned upon in many areas particularly on smaller sites as they dominated the front façade 
and changed the pedestrian character of the neighborhood.  He said stylistically they were 
frowned upon but pragmatically people built two-car garages in the front of homes.  He said in 
reviewing such structures that he considered the size of the lot and what neighbors had to say 
about it.   He said generally neighbors don’t comment on front facing garages but this time they 
did.  He said a two-car garage was not a requirement.  He said the proposed design needed 
adjusting so it would fit better with the neighborhood. 
 
Commissioner Bressler said the home appeared massive on the left side.  He said there were 
comments that the design was too busy but the Commission also tended to not want a 
monolithic look.  He said he was concerned about having the applicant talk to the neighbors as 
the relationships were very strained it seemed.  He said he felt the Commission should provide 
guidance to the applicant.  He said he would like less massing on the left side and a style that 
was more consistent with the neighborhood.  He said doing a single-car garage would give the 
applicant more options.   
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Commissioner Onken suggested as a compromise that the applicant design a one-car garage 
with another space adjacent to it but with a variance to allow parking in the setback.  He said 
that would greatly reduce the mass of the front façade.  He said the proposed design extended 
significantly to the rear of the lot to achieve a four-bedroom house.  He said they could push the 
garage back and lose the guest room to have the garage in line with the other houses adjacent 
to it.  He said he would prefer the guest room kept and suggested building a one-car garage and 
a parking space on the side through a variance.  He encouraged the applicant to use high 
quality materials and windows.    
 
Commissioner Ferrick asked about a variance request.  Senior Planner Rogers said that 
variance requests had different findings from use permit findings.  He said a hardship peculiar to 
the property had to be established.  He said it would take scrutiny and work and it might be 
successful or it might not.  Commissioner Ferrick said that she would not want to put the 
applicants on that path as it had a much higher bar for success.   
 
Commissioner Ferrick said her opinion was that the front-facing garage could be made to look 
very nice and less dominating.  She said she liked that a front garage greatly reduced the 
amount of paved area which was environmentally better.  She said the project, although 
designed nearly to the maximum allowed, followed the rules and met setback requirements.  
She recommended that it would help gain support to have the front setback match neighbors’ 
front setbacks.  She recommended that the applicant use an architectural style that would be 
more harmonious with the neighborhood although she would not consider that as a condition of 
approval. She also recommended that the applicant clean the lot sooner than later so that was 
not a sticky point when the project returned to the Commission for review.  She said she thought 
it would be a nice house and that the project should not be punished because it was designed 
nearly to the maximum allowable.  
 
Commissioner Combs noted the concern with a front-facing two-car garage but in considering 
both sides of the street he had noted there were quite a few different front elevations, so he did 
not think the front-facing two-car garage was an egregious request.  He said the area was not a 
historic district and he was not prepared to tell the applicant that his house needed to be stucco.  
He said the project as proposed would have his support.   
 
Commissioner Strehl asked whether the applicant had applied for a demolition permit so that 
the house could be demolished and the lot cleaned.  Senior Planner Rogers said when a project 
has discretionary review as this use permit does that CEQA typically did not allow segmenting 
of the project.  He said he was not sure what had transpired with this project as it had come to 
him very recently but suggested that there might be some action available if there was a safety 
risk, or potentially other unique factors.   
 
Chair Eiref said he was told by the Building Department that if a project was a new build that 
demolition could occur before the permit was issued for construction.  He thought it would be 
good to check on whether demolition could happen before winter. 
 
Commissioner Bressler said neighbor input was important in these hearings and he suggested 
that the applicant not come back with the exact same design.  He suggested the applicant work 
with the neighbors to the extent possible as that would aid in getting project approval.    
 
F.   
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT SCOPING SESSION  
 
F1.  Review and comment on the Notice of Preparation (NOP) to identify the content of the  
 Environmental Impact Report (EIR) to be prepared for the following project:  
 

Architectural Control, Lot Merger or Lot Line Adjustment, Heritage Tree Removal 
Permits, Below Market Rate (BMR) Housing Agreement, Environmental 
Review/Greenheart Land Company/1300 El Camino Real: Greenheart Land Company 
is proposing to redevelop a 6.4-acre site on El Camino Real and Oak Grove Avenue with 
up to 210,000 square feet of commercial uses and up to 220 dwelling units. The proposal 
requires approval of Architectural Control for the new buildings, including a Public Benefit 
Bonus to exceed the Base level Floor Area Ratio (FAR) and dwelling unit/acre thresholds. 
As part of the project, approximately 37 heritage trees are proposed for removal.  

 
Staff Comment:  Senior Planner Rogers said the front page of the staff report had a reference to 
the whole site having up to 210,000 square feet of non-residential uses and up to 220 dwelling 
units.  He referred to a table on page 7 of the report which correctly stated that residential use 
was 203,000 square feet and the retail, restaurant and office use would be 217,000 square feet.  
He said that change would not impact the report’s analyses.  He said three emails received over 
the last few days on the project had been distributed to the Commissioners and those related to 
the environmental impact report scoping session. 
 
Senior Planner Rogers said the scoping session was when input was collected from the 
reviewing agencies and the public on the specific topics they thought should be addressed in 
the environmental analysis.  He said the four areas projected for analysis in the NOP included 
air quality, particularly for construction, hazards and hazardous materials, noise and specifically 
truck noise, and transportation and traffic.  He said the NOP included intersections and roadway 
segments that were analyzed and some that would not as those had been particularly analyzed 
as part of the EIR for the Specific Plan.   
 
Ms. Kirsten Chapman, ICF International, said she was the Deputy Project Manager and 
introduced the Project Manager, Ms. Erin Efner.  She said the project was part of the Specific 
Plan area for which an EIR was certified in June 2012.  She said portions of the site were 
previously analyzed under certain CEQA documents.  She said the Derry Lane mixed use 
project EIR was certified in 2006 but the approvals were no longer valid.  She said the 1300 El 
Camino Real project EIR was certified in 2009.  She said because the proposed project was 
substantially different from the prior Sand Hill proposal that this CEQA analysis would consider 
the whole of the project and not rely on previous approvals.   
 
Ms. Chapman said the Greenheart Land Company was proposing to use the site for a mixed 
use development.  She said the proposed plan would demolish the structures in the southern 
part of the site and construct at least 420,000 square feet of mixed uses with three mixed-use 
buildings up to four stories in height, a surface parking lot, underground parking garages, onsite 
linkages, landscaping and a public park.  She said the project would have  from 188,000 to 
210,000 square feet of office space in two buildings, approximately 203,000 to 210,000 square 
feet of residential space with about 220 residential units in one building, and between 7,000 to 
29,000 square feet of retail and restaurant space throughout the ground floor of the proposed 
office and residential buildings.  She said the range of residential, office and retail uses were 
flexible to allow for market trends but in no case exceeded 420,000 square feet of development.  
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She said the environmental analyses they would do would use the worst case scenarios for 
these ranges.  She said the project was proposed within the parameters for development in the 
Specific Plan, the site was within the Specific Plan area, and the EIR certified for the Specific 
Plan would be applicable.  She said the CEQA analysis for the project would demonstrate 
consistency with Senate Bill (SB) 226, which was CEQA streamlining for infill projects.  She 
described other ways in which the proposed project met the threshold for SB 226.  She said as 
the project might have a significant effect on the environment that was not previously 
considered in the Specific Plan EIR that an in-fill EIR would be prepared.     
 
In response to a question from Commissioner Bressler, Ms. Erin Efner said SB 226 allowed a 
few streamlining features for EIRs such as specifically allowing fewer alternatives and not 
analyzing growth inducing impacts.  In response to a question from Chair Eiref, Ms. Efner said 
each topic analyzed in the EIR had an associated cumulative analysis and in this case would 
include other projects in the area of the proposed project.  She said CEQA asked whether the 
project itself contributed a substantial amount to that overall impact.  Responding to questions 
from Commissioner Kadvany, Ms. Efner said the project had a range of development for 
different uses and he was right that not all of the maximums of those ranges could be 
developed.  She said in this case their transportation consultant and the City would pick a 
combination of land uses that would be the worst case scenarios so the EIR would capture all 
the potential impacts but that the ultimate project would not reach that level of impacts.  
Commissioner Kadvany suggested using language such as may be as opposed to will be to 
make that clear.  He confirmed with staff that there would not be a driveway on Oak Grove 
Avenue.  In response to a question from Commissioner Onken regarding impacts to the future 
tenants of the site in being situated next to train tracks, Ms. Efner said in reference to noise that 
this was covered by the Specific Plan EIR and the only unique area with this project that was 
not covered by the Specific Plan EIR were additional traffic trips going different places than what 
was previously analyzed.  She said she would need to review the Specific Plan EIR to refresh 
her memory on the noise analyses.   
 
In response to a question from Commissioner Strehl regarding Caltrain response to the project 
and EIR, Ms. Efner said she did not think they would need or get any formal approvals from 
them but Caltrain and Caltrans had received the NOP and were asked to comment on the 
project.  In response to a question from Commissioner Ferrick, Ms. Efner said at this point they 
did not know what alternatives they would compare but those would come out of the scoping 
session.  Commissioner Ferrick said she had read several articles that development near quality 
transit such as this one having the Caltrans station in which the finding was made that traffic 
trips were considerably less with office use than residential use.  She said she would like to see 
an alternative where there was more residential and less office or more office and less 
residential to compare with what was being proposed in terms of trip generation.   
Commissioner Kadvany noted there was a limit on office space development in the Specific 
Plan area and it was near the limit.  Commissioner Ferrick noted that was a good point and 
suggested looking at more housing in terms of trip generation.   
 
Commissioner Strehl asked if the alternative project would also look at the flex space.  Ms. 
Efner said most likely it would be similar to what Commissioner Ferrick was suggesting and 
have a range of land uses.  In response to a question from Commissioner Bressler regarding 
SB 226 applying to areas of less traffic, Ms. Efner said they looked at vehicle miles traveled per 
capita (VMT), which was the type of metric for the low traffic area.  She said the zone this area 
was in had metric of 14.9 VMT per capita, and the region’s average was 15.1 so they were 
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under the average number.  Commissioner Bressler said he did not think that was the correct 
metric to use as there was much traffic and the streets were rated D, E, and F.  Ms. Efner said 
the VMT metric was suggested by SB 226 to make that determination.   
 
Commissioner Kadvany asked if the Specific Plan Initiative (Initiative) were to pass in November 
whether there would be an alternative plan, for instance, for 100,000 less square feet of office 
space.  Ms. Efner said in that instance they would need to work with the City and the applicant 
to see what could be built.  She said she noted the comment in one of the email comment 
letters.   
 
Public Comment:  Ms. Susan Grindley, Atherton, said she was concerned with having 220 more 
residential units and the possibility of having an additional 220 children needing school and 
other services.  She noted a trend of more children in Menlo Park and not having a sufficient 
number of schools.  She said culture and school impacts had to be included in the planning and 
asked if the Commission met with the school board.  She said perhaps a school should be built 
on this land.   
 
Commissioner Ferrick noted that area was of importance to her as well and referred to page 3-
95 that set the student generation rate for this project at .13 or 33 students. She said Hillview 
School could accommodate 11 of those anticipated middle school students at any one time.  
She said currently the school district could not accommodate this increase but O’Connor School 
would open before this project was built. 
 
Chair Eiref closed the public comment period. 
 
Commission Comment:  Commissioner Bressler said the Menlo Park School District 
Superintendent had come to the Commission during the Specific Plan development and 
indicated they were in a crisis situation, and asked that the City not add housing.  He said that 
they could not consider school impacts in the EIR.  Chair Eiref asked staff to address that 
statement.  Senior Planner Rogers said that school impact was considered in EIRs.  He said the 
state however finds that the payment of a school impact fee by a developer mitigates that 
impact.  Chair Eiref asked if there was data related to rental versus purchased residential units 
and the number of children and impacts on schools.  Senior Planner Rogers said they looked at 
that somewhat under the Specific Plan but noted it was a comment to be considered in the 
development of the EIR.  Commissioner Bressler said paying a fee did not really mitigate the 
impact and it was a problem. 
 
Commissioner Kadvany asked if they would get models on queuing at intersections.  Ms. Efner 
said they would do that as part of the traffic impact analysis (TIA).  She said the queuing studies 
were done at the access points of the proposed project and how it impacted traffic downstream.  
Commissioner Kadvany said queuing created the appearance of gridlock and that the roads 
were running out of queuing space.  He said it was a congestion area.  He asked if there was 
anything done specifically with this project design that would drastically improve energy 
efficiency.  He said that would be a large task and might be out of scope but thought 
suggestions to make larger investments now would pay off later.  He said it was a design 
alternative.   
 
Chair Eiref noted prior Commission discussions of LEED certification and suggested that it 
should be at least to LEED Gold standards.   
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Commissioner Onken referred to the handout and page D8 regarding the proposed traffic study. 
He said there were 27 intersections proposed for study but it did not include the new Garwood 
Way which would connect to Encinal Avenue, and suggested it be added.  He questioned why 
El Camino Real was not part of the proposed traffic study. Ms. Efner asked if Senior Planner 
Rogers could address the question, noting her traffic consultant was not present.  Senior 
Planner Rogers said his recollection was that the City did not have standards for state-
controlled highways, and El Camino Real is a Caltrans facility.  He said Caltrans had impact 
standards for freeways.  He said El Camino Real was not under the City’s control and he 
believed that Caltrans did not have impact standards for a highway like El Camino Real.  He 
thanked Commissioner Onken for the comment and said that it would be reviewed.  
Commissioner Onken said that if the traffic study did not include El Camino Real that many 
would protest. Senior Planner Rogers noted the Specific Plan did not analyze the El Camino 
Real segment either but considered many intersections and City-controlled roadway segments.  
Commissioner Onken suggested somehow considering El Camino Real under this proposed 
EIR.   
 
Commissioner Bressler asked if it was possible under the EIR to consider mitigations to make 
the project more pedestrian-friendly noting that people needed to use surface streets to reach 
the Caltrain station and the retail.  He said this was a heavily trafficked area with apartments on 
the other side of the railroad tracks and suggested an undercrossing and retail to serve the 
community would be great incentives for people to not use cars, which could be argued as 
mitigations, or reduction of the amount of traffic associated with the project.  He said these were 
relevant and would require creativity.   
 
G.  STUDY SESSION #2  
 
G1.  Review and comment on the following project:  
 

Architectural Control, Lot Merger or Lot Line Adjustment, Heritage Tree Removal 
Permits, Below Market Rate (BMR) Housing Agreement, Environmental 
Review/Greenheart Land Company/1300 El Camino Real: Greenheart Land Company 
is proposing to redevelop a 6.4-acre site on El Camino Real and Oak Grove Avenue with 
up to 210,000 square feet of commercial uses and up to 220 dwelling units. The proposal 
requires approval of Architectural Control for the new buildings, including a Public Benefit 
Bonus to exceed the Base level Floor Area Ratio (FAR) and dwelling unit/acre thresholds. 
As part of the project, approximately 37 heritage trees are proposed for removal.  

 
Applicant Presentation:  Mr. Steve Pierce, principal, Greenheart Land Company, said his 
colleagues, Ron Adachi, Bob Burke and David Israel were also present.  He said they would 
present a preview of a conceptual project plan.  He noted that later they would come back to the 
Commission for discussion on public benefit and design review.  He said Greenheart Land 
Company was locally owned and active in Menlo Park.  He said they had just created a joint 
venture with a tech incubator at 68 Willow Road and invited the Commission to join them for the 
ribbon cutting on August 12.  He said they were about to begin construction on 200 apartments 
near Facebook’s new building.  He talked about the former Cadillac site and a previously 
approved office and retail project that was never built.  He said a proposed condominium project 
on the Derry property was never built.  He said their proposal was for office, retail, residential 
and considerable open space uses. He said the two proposed office buildings, each about 



 
Menlo Park Planning Commission 
Draft Minutes 
August 4, 2014 
15 

100,000 square feet, were being designed flexibly to accommodate different tenant needs and 
to accommodate both large and small users.  He said the proposed residential building would 
face Garwood Way and along Oak Grove Avenue with 60% of the units being studio or one 
bedroom, about 37% two-bedroom units and about 3% three-bedroom units.  He said units 
would on average be about 800 square feet and their target tenant was the young professional.  
He said the proposed approximately 7,000 square foot of retail space would be located along 
Oak Grove Avenue and El Camino Real.  He said they were looking at a market hall with 
various vendors of foods and a café.  He said they hoped to have two major restaurants on 
each end of the El Camino Real frontage and other retail between those.  He noted open space 
features such as a plaza and the proposed Garwood Park.  He said there would also be a plaza 
amenity for the apartment tenants.  He said the minimum distance between buildings was about 
50 feet.  He said there would be underground parking underneath the whole project with two 
entries from Garwood Way and one entry from El Camino Real.   
 
Mr. David Israel, principal, BAR Architects, San Francisco, said the site was a textbook transit 
oriented site.  He said the project would not be a solid frontage on El Camino Real but would 
have permeability and more pedestrian-sympathetic street pattern and scale.  He said in the 
future they would present a more detailed parking plan and that residential and commercial 
parking would be differentiated and secure.  He noted that they had not placed residential 
parking contiguous with the street but kept the area green and open for a more pleasant 
pedestrian and bicycle experience.  He said they were targeting LEED Gold standards.  He said 
the first sustainability goal accomplished was the project’s proximity to transit.  He said they 
were considering solar harvesting with PVs and solar water for geothermal use for both heating 
and cooling.  He said with all their projects they looked at local sourcing for project materials to 
minimize trip generations and sustainable methods for construction including recycling and how 
waste was handled.  He said water efficiencies would be made through the landscape materials 
and systems chosen.  He said high efficiency lighting with sensors would be critical to the 
project. He said they would provide secured and convenient bicycle parking contiguous to 
elevators as well as vehicle charging stations and shared car service.   
 
Commissioner Strehl noted the description of Garwood Way having a pedestrian and bicycle 
friendly frontage because of the open space.  She asked about the entry from Garwood Way 
into the parking and how wide that entry would be.  Mr. Israel said they would work with the City 
engineers on that and that they had not studied in depth as to whether there would be a 
dedicated bicycle lane there or exactly how the road would be configured.    
 
Commissioner Combs asked if residential tenants would have direct entry access.  Mr. Israel 
said they had not studied that fully yet but had thought about it for the Garwood Way frontage.  
He said they would like the City’s input.  Commissioner Combs asked what features made the 
commercial space flexible.  Mr. Israel said one element was providing the proper ceiling height 
for quality retail space, a storefront design to accommodate flex use for either a single tenant or 
several tenants, and having circulation cores and vertical penetration for different retail uses.    
 
Commissioner Ferrick said that Caltrain planned to electrify their train service in the future and 
asked if the project allowed for any space that might be needed for that change.  Mr. Israel said 
the Caltrain right of way would remain intact.   
 
Commissioner Kadvany asked if the parking indicated in the left corner of the El Camino Real 
project side was for retail too.  Mr. Israel said it was at this time and that they had not yet done a 
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full scale evaluation of traffic circulation.  Commissioner Kadvany asked if it was a concern that 
there was no surface parking for a potential big retail space.  Mr. Israel said the important thing 
would be to provide active, available parking for retail uses with convenient access.  He noted 
the Specific Plan discouraged surface parking.  Commissioner Kadvany said he appreciated the 
goals but noted another project proposal for 1300 El Camino Real had parking on the side to 
bring people into the site and underground parking.  Mr. Israel said there would be some short-
term “teaser” parking.   
 
Chair Eiref said there were pockets of parking along Garwood Way and asked if the 
underground parking would be one large structure.  Mr. Israel said it would be but with 
separation of parking for the different uses and secured parking for residential tenants.   
 
Commissioner Kadvany asked if the underground parking could be expanded for businesses 
across the street.  Mr. Israel said there was more than one level but not two levels propose.  He 
said it was a physical possibility to expand the parking levels.  Commissioner Kadvany asked 
about the percentage of open space.  Mr. Israel said they were close to 40% with the minimum 
standard being 20%. Commissioner Kadvany asked if they were relying on the credit for balcony 
space.  Mr. Israel said it was almost 40% without including the balconies.  Commissioner 
Kadvany asked about the geothermal heating and cooling system.  Mr. Israel said the Bay Area 
was pretty well suited for geothermal but the important factor was the soil quality of the site 
which would need to be looked at from a geothermal perspective.  He said this was an emerging 
technology and it seemed there were now mechanisms that might make it viable.  He said it 
would be groundbreaking if they could make it work for multi-family use.  Commissioner 
Kadvany noted there was no elevation shown for Garwood Way.  Mr. Israel said there was not 
but that it would share the character, non-repetitive and non-stacking form of the El Camino 
Real elevation.   
 
Commissioner Onken noted that numerous energy efficiencies mentioned were required under 
Title 24, and questioned why they could not make this a “net zero” project.  Mr. Israel said it was 
difficult in housing to do that but they would look at all of the energy saving opportunities for the 
project and do what they could do.  He said there were cost implications and the reality in the 
current market place was a rapid escalation of construction pricing.  He said there were other 
challenges related to state law that restricts how developers were allowed to charge users for 
power.  Commissioner Ferrick asked rather than an overall project LEED Gold if it would be 
possible to do a LEED Platinum or “net zero” on the office use.  Mr. Israel said they would have 
to give that thought as the project was located on the same podium and whether LEED would 
require evaluation as a singular project.  He said the project from a building regulation 
perspective would be evaluated as a singular project.   
 
Chair Eiref asked if they had considered adding two nearby lots to this project site.  Mr. Pierce 
said considerable energy and effort were given to acquiring those two lots but it did not happen.  
Chair Eiref asked about the park design plan.  Mr. Pierce said they would be looking for input 
from the community on what features the park space might have.  He referred back to 
Commissioner Strehl’s question related to a bicycle path.  He said the Specific Plan called for 
Garwood Way to have a Level 3 bicycle path that would basically connect the train station and 
downtown to the residential areas to the north.  He said he thought the City’s Department of 
Public Works was working on a pedestrian crossing at Oak Grove Avenue.  Chair Eiref noted 
that the Marriott Hotel was being allowed to use parking along Garwood Avenue for a certain 
length of time and if the applicant was discussing possible parking strategies with the hotel.  Mr. 
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Pierce said that they had had conversations and the hotel was evaluating how much parking 
they actually needed, and they would continue those conversations.  He said their proposed 
project had a considerable amount of parking noting they had over-parked the residential 
because they thought that was the correct thing for the market.  He said they were maximizing 
potential uses of the parking.  Chair Eiref asked about the quantity of underground parking and 
possible pivot points in the realization of that.  Mr. Pierce said that brought up the question of 
the Initiative.  He said the office space was the economic driver that would support them in 
buying and doing good things.  He said of major importance for those good things was the 
underground parking as that opened the surface space so they could have 40% open space as 
opposed to the required 20% open space.  He said if 100,000 square feet were removed from 
the project proposal that the parking would be at surface level and in an above ground structure.  
He said it was two and a half times more expensive to go underground than do aboveground 
structures.  He said aboveground parking would mean the loss of open space.  He said if they 
had to remove the office space that would affect the retail too as the office employees would 
provide downtown retail business during the day.  He said it was not downtown walk-by retail.    
He said the office use supported the underground parking. 
 
Commissioner Strehl asked what programs they would use to capitalize on the proximity to 
transit.  Mr. Piece said they were trying to create visual connection between the project and the 
train station.  He said a recent Caltrans study indicated that within a third of a mile of Caltrain 
stations that the a.m. and p.m. peak hour traffic for offices declined by 50% and for residential 
about 27%.  He said that was their goal and they wanted to enhance those outcomes.  He said 
they were looking at Go-passes.  He said Caltrain said those were not available for residential 
tenants but for businesses to use as incentives.  He said they would employ a traffic demand 
management (TDM) program.   
 
Commissioner Bressler said it appeared that getting out of the project by vehicle at certain times 
of the day because of the street layouts would be similar to getting out of a sports stadium after 
the game.  Mr. Pierce said they had provided multiple points of access and egress but it would 
be analyzed as they looked at each of those intersections.  He said at this point they did not 
have that numerical analysis.  He said one of the benefits of mixed use was that residents would 
be leaving when office employees were arriving.  Commissioner Bressler asked whether the 
answer to the question of ingress and egress impacts might make the project not viable.  Mr. 
Pierce said he did not think so and that those pressures might influence more people to use the 
train.  Commissioner Bressler asked what over-parking the project meant.  Mr. Pierce said they 
were providing 1.25 parking spaces per residential unit.  He said based on past developments 
and particularly in this environment and price point that was needed to meet the expectations of 
the tenants.  He said that he expected these to be active cars and stored cars.   
 
Commissioner Combs asked about the flex nature of the commercial space and the observation 
that office was the more profitable use.  He asked whether they would come back and request 
office space instead after some time period of offering the retail space with no takers.  Mr. 
Pierce said retail was a lower rent but it was good for the development and both the office and 
residential tenants.  He said they did not control the retail market and if no one came forward or 
only personal services such as a nail salon then they would need to rethink the use.  He said 
their intent was a high quality development.   
 
Chair Eiref said the report indicated a range of retail use from 7,000 to 22,000 square feet which 
was a wide range.  Mr. Pierce said that was not for the entire site.  He said there was 7,000 
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square feet proposed for Oak Grove Avenue and 22,000 square feet proposed for the El 
Camino Real frontage.  He said the Oak Grove Avenue frontage was confined.  He said within 
the El Camino Real frontage there was an opportunity to go deeper and shallower and the retail 
square footage could shrink or expand based on the market interest.  Commissioner Kadvany 
said it was actually 7,000 square feet and up to 29,000 square feet.  Mr. Pierce said they had 
spoken with some restaurateurs who were interested in the El Camino Real frontage and at a 
minimum they would have one or two restaurants at the two corners of the frontage.   
 
Commissioner Ferrick asked if half of the proposed commercial office use was not allowed to be 
commercial office and there was a need to provide some other retail use or service what that 
would do to traffic impacts and other ability to provide underground parking.  Mr. Pierce said 
with the loss of the office space that the parking would need to be above ground, there would be 
less space, fewer patrons for the retail, and that they would have to completely re-examine the 
project.  He said they would probably need regional serving retail and that would have much 
more traffic.  He said going more heavily on residential they would have to look at more diversity 
in units and that would have the school impact conundrum.  He said he did not know if 
residential use would make use of the train as much as office workers.  Commissioner Ferrick 
asked about the ability to do a successful TDM program with a different project.  Mr. Pierce said 
people did not use the train to go to regional-serving retail stores.  He said employers can offer 
TDM program incentives but with residents that was quite a different situation and less incentive 
driven. 
 
Commissioner Kadvany asked about the possible use of the underground parking for the City 
and other area needs.  Mr. Pierce said physically it could be done but the studies indicated that 
people would not walk the distance from there to Santa Cruz Avenue.  Commissioner Kadvany 
suggested it could be employee parking.  Mr. Pierce said that would be more viable.  He said it 
was an opportunity that could be explored. 
 
Commissioner Combs said the comment was made that taking away 100,000 square feet of 
office would make the underground parking unreasonable financially.  He said right now the 
floor area ratio (FAR) was at a bonus level.  He said if the FAR was reduced to the lower limit 
whether the underground parking would be financially possible.  Mr. Pierce said it would be very 
tight.  He said the bonus level made it very clear that they could do the underground parking.  
He said they initially looked at base FAR and structured parking and did not like how that 
looked, and decided they wanted to do something that was politically hard to do and that was 
use the bonus FAR zone in part to make it a better project.  He said without the bonus FAR they 
would probably remove the underground parking feature.   
 
Commissioner Strehl asked if that also would affect or stop discussions with the City regarding 
public benefit.  She asked for instance if the Initiative passed and they were only allowed to 
develop 100,000 square feet of office what the impact would be.  Mr. Pierce said that would 
impact the economics dramatically.  
 
Public Comment:  Ms. Fran Dehn, Menlo Park Chamber of Commerce, said that the City had 
waited a long time to see a resolution of the vacancy along El Camino Real.  She said the 
project proposal used the specific design guidelines developed under the City’s Specific Plan.  
She said it brought solutions to the City’s housing deficiencies and would qualify as quality 
transit-oriented development.  She said the mixed uses and generous open space, the below 
market rate (BMR) housing accommodation, and the public benefit to be negotiated made the 
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project a win for the City.  She noted the project met the criteria of a seven-year planning 
process in which everyone participated and provided a balanced solution for housing, retail, 
commercial, transit, parking, flex space and open space considerations.  She said the Chamber 
supported the process and the project.   
 
Mr. Sam Wright, Menlo Park, said this was the type of project that residents had in mind when 
they went through the Specific Plan process.  He said the underground parking would be a great 
addition and would open up the public plazas.  He said Café Borrone demonstrated thriving 
retail with parking underground.  He said a question was asked about the Chevron and old A&W 
site and he thought the major disappointment with this project was it did not include those 
parcels as they were very visible from downtown.  He said perhaps in the future they might be 
developed more in keeping with this project proposal.   
 
Chair Eiref closed the public comment period. 
 
Commission Comment:  Commissioner Onken said looking at the intention of the Specific Plan 
in terms of massing and design and in reviewing the BAR drawings that this proposal met the 
Plan’s intention exactly.  He said the massing on the El Camino Real frontage was exactly what 
was intended by the development guidelines.  He said the intention of the retail related to the 
street and sidewalk widths on El Camino Real and Oak Grove Avenue was fantastic.  He said 
he hoped the retail would flourish noting the retail along those two streets had been spotty.  He 
said related to Specific Plan design that they were looking at four-story buildings at the back 
because of the below market rate (BMR) housing, and he thought it was appropriately tucked 
away in the back but possibly threatening to others.  He said they should be very happy to get 
BMR housing integrated within the rest of the housing and not noticeably different.  He said he 
wondered about the Mediterranean Santa Barbara design look.  He said BAR does wide and 
varied versions of this design and requested something a bit more forward looking and less like 
Stanford development.  He urged the developer to allow the architects to do what they do best 
and that was new and innovative design.  He noted recent bad versions of Mediterranean 
design along El Camino Real.  He suggested that the developer add in measurable real green 
targets and get to net zero as much as possible, and advertising that to the community.  He said 
the project needed to sell itself to the community.  He said exiting Garwood Way at either end 
and the tactic of entering the opposite lane with the bisection of the railroad tracks meant there 
would be backups for left turns onto Oak Grove Avenue and Encinal Avenue.  He said one 
school of thought said limit the parking and everyone would use the train and the other school of 
thought was to put as much parking as possible to keep the parking pressures off the residential 
areas.  He said he thought the latter was preferable for the City’s needs.  
 
Commissioner Ferrick said she liked that the housing units were rental and the majority of them 
were smaller units.  She thought the future tenants would likely not have cars and she was not 
concerned about the 1.25 parking ratio allowing for one parking space for each smaller unit and 
potentially two spaces for a larger unit.  She said she like the idea of having restaurants anchor 
the retail space along El Camino Real as that would be attractive and activate vibrancy.  She 
said it was great there were two acres of plaza, landscaped and open space which she thought 
showed the Specific Plan got it right with the bonus levels because the developer was able to 
add in the underground parking and put in the open space and plaza.  She said she liked the 
25-foot setback along El Camino Real and the forward thinking with bicycle parking, charging 
stations, and car share.  She asked if there were bicycle path improvements along Oak Grove 
Avenue as that was one of the City’s east-west connectivity pinch points.  She said it was a 
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critical school route until an undercrossing at Middle Avenue was built.  She said she loved Mr. 
Wright’s idea of building next to the two sites with the thought that those properties would be 
part of this kind of project in the future.   
 
Mr. Pierce suggested the question about the bicycle circulation might be better asked of staff as 
the Garwood piece was part of a larger City plan.  He said he did not know if that larger plan 
had something planned for Oak Grove Avenue or if there was something they could do to 
facilitate anything there.  Commissioner Ferrick said they had done something by removing the 
entry from Oak Grove Avenue.  Senior Planner Rogers said the Specific Plan identified Oak 
Grove Avenue as a Class 2 bicycle lane improvement noting that parking would likely need to 
be removed from one side of the street to implement the improvement.  He said they looked at 
all large projects for possible streetscape improvements or mitigation measures so closely 
linked to the project that the developer should implement it, such as the example of extending 
Garwood Way for this proposal.  He said they would look at the Oak Grove Avenue bicycle lane 
goal and see whether there was a connection to the proposed project. 
 
Commissioner Ferrick said she liked the Mediterranean design but agreed with Commissioner 
Onken that the design could be made more modern.  She said it was a very pretty development 
however and she was pleased as she thought this was the type of development they had in 
mind with the Specific Plan. 
 
Commissioner Kadvany said there was no overnight car parking in Menlo Park on residential 
streets and with that a condition was built in to prevent that particular parking overflow.  He said 
regarding the architecture that when he saw the schematics in the newspaper in November he 
was fearful it would be kitschy and over-articulated.  He said what he saw here was that the 
architect knew how to avoid that and this proposal had much detail interest.  He said regarding 
connectivity that he did not see much to draw pedestrians and bicyclists to the site.  He said 
they would want people to come from Garwood Way and through to the project from the back.  
He said that the retail space on El Camino Real was based on market conditions when the 
project was built.  He said without retail there would just be two large office buildings on El 
Camino Real and that did not benefit the City, and it behooved the City to look at a range of 
public benefit and valuation studies.  He asked if there would be a consultant to do that.  Senior 
Planner Rogers said an independent consultant would be asked to look at what the value was to 
the developer with the incremental increase and if there was more profit from the building, and 
what the benefit was to the City including revenue and other intrinsic value such as a public park 
that needed consideration.  He said that information would be presented to the Commission.  
Commissioner Kadvany said it was important to get that information for negotiations. 
 
Chair Eiref said he liked the design.  He said he liked the building at 1600 El Camino Real, 
which had a similar design.  He said his personal preference agreed with putting the taller four 
story buildings back toward the railroad tracks.  He asked about the second story setback as he 
did not see that happening.  He said regarding traffic on Garwood Way that there might need to 
be one-way traffic at certain times of the day.  He said underground parking was significant and 
he liked all of the open space that provided.  He said it would be very important to draw out and 
showcase the features.  He said the retail should be baked into the proposal and the applicant 
should showcase an interactive, retail supportive proposal. 
 
Commissioner Strehl said it was an attractive project and it could attract people into the area.  
She agreed with underlining the positive aspects of the project. 



 
Menlo Park Planning Commission 
Draft Minutes 
August 4, 2014 
21 

 
Commissioner Onken noted this proposal had a high degree of human scale which another 
large project which had moved from boxy modern forms to a somewhat Mediterranean design 
did not.  He suggested requiring the human scale at the outset.   
 
Commissioner Combs said he liked Santa Barbara Mediterranean architecture very much.  
Commissioner Ferrick said she supported high quality architecture well done. 

 
H. COMMISSION BUSINESS 
 
There was no Commission business. 
 
ADJOURNMENT  
 
The meeting adjourned at 11:05 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 SEPTEMBER 8, 2014 

AGENDA ITEM D1 
 

LOCATION: 143 Willow Road 

 

 APPLICANT 

AND OWNER:  

 

Yonghua Zhang 

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 9,904 sf 9,904 sf 7,000 sf min. 

Lot width 50.0  ft. 50.0  ft. 65 ft. min. 

Lot depth 198.1  ft. 198.1  ft. 100 ft. min. 

Setbacks       

 Front 50.6 ft.  56.6 ft.  20.0 ft. min. 

 Rear 33.4 ft. 83.5 ft. 20.0 ft. min. 

 Side (left) 5.0 ft. 2.0 ft. 5.0 ft. min. 

 Side (right) 7.2 ft. 14.0 ft. 5.0 ft. min. 

Building coverage 3,083.6 
31.1 

sf 
% 

1,349.1 
13.6 

sf 
% 

3,466.4 
35.0 

sf max. 
% max. 

FAL (Floor Area Limit) 3,501.9 sf 1,324.1 sf 3526.0 sf max. 

Square footage by floor 2,232.4 
850.7 
418.8 
432.4 

sf/1
st
 floor 

sf/2
nd

 floor 
sf/garage 
sf/porches 
and fireplace 

1,098.6 
225.5 

25.0 
 

sf/1
st
 floor 

sf/garage 
sf/porch 

  

Square footage of building 3,934.3 sf 1,349.1 sf   

Building height 26.8 ft.    17.3 ft.   28 ft. max. 

Parking 1 covered/1 uncovered 1 covered 1 covered/1 uncovered 

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

       

Trees Heritage trees 3* Non-Heritage trees 0 New Trees 0 

 Heritage trees 
proposed for removal 

0 Non-Heritage trees 
proposed for removal 

0 Total Number 
of Trees 

3 
 

 * Two heritage trees are located on the adjacent property to the right (151 Willow 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, single-family 
residence on a substandard lot with regard to lot with in the R-1-U (Single Family 
Urban) zoning district.  The existing nonconforming residence will be brought into 
conformance as part of the proposed project.  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. 
 

ANALYSIS 

 
Site Location 
 
Using Willow Road in a north-to-south orientation, the subject property is located at 143 
Willow Road, on the west side of Willow Road between Clover Lane and Blackburn 
Avenue.  The subject property is surrounded by a mix of residential and commercial 
uses, including single-family residences to the north, east, and west, and an office 
building to the south.  The surrounding area contains a mix of one- and two-story 
structures featuring a variety of architectural styles. 
 
The subject parcel is substandard with respect to lot width, with a lot width of 50 feet 
where 65 feet is required.  Most residential parcels in the immediate vicinity are also 
substandard and would require use permit approval for construction of certain large 
additions or new two-story residences.   
 
Plan Line 
 
The subject property contains an approximately 13-foot wide plan line along Willow 
Road.  Per Chapter 13.12 of the Municipal Code, which provides regulations for plan 
lines, a “plan line” means: 
 

the boundaries and limits of a planned right-of-way, including the future right-of-
way of an existing street as it is proposed to be widened and including all lands 
necessary for the building, widening or maintenance of any road, street, highway 
or any other type of public way, which planned right-of-way is based on the 
comprehensive plan for the city; 
 

The west side of Willow Road north of Middlefield Road contains a plan line that is 
varying in width.  Zoning Ordinance Section 16.66.010 indicates that whenever an 
official plan line has been established for any street abutting property zoned other than 
single-family residential, the City may require as a condition of granting a building 
permit for the property, the improvement or dedication of any portion of the property 
between the plan line and the existing property line.  Staff does not recommend any 
improvement or dedication of the plan line as part of the proposed project, as the City 
does not currently have plans to widen the right-of-way along this portion of Willow 
Road.  Given that a plan line dedication is not recommended, the FAL and building 
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coverage would not be affected by the plan line.  However, the front setback would be 
measured from the 13-foot plan line per the Zoning Ordinance.  
 
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 be brought into conformance, and all areas of new 
construction would also comply with current setbacks and other development 
standards.  As part of the proposed project, the existing one-car detached garage is 
proposed to be demolished, and a new one-car attached garage would be constructed.  
The applicant has submitted a project description letter, which discusses the proposal 
in more detail (Attachment C). 
 
The applicant proposes an addition on the first floor to accommodate more functional 
living areas, an attached garage, and expanded front and rear porches.  The new 
second-floor addition would include three bedrooms and two bathrooms.  The existing 
two-bedroom, one-bathroom residence is proposed to become a five-bedroom, four-
and-a-half bathroom residence.  The modified residence would have a FAL (Floor Area 
Limit) of approximately 3,502 square feet, which is slightly below the maximum of 3,526 
square feet.  The building coverage would be 31.1 percent, below the two-story 
maximum of 35 percent. The maximum height of the residence would be 26.8 feet, 
below the maximum permissible height of 28 feet.   
 
The existing residence is nonconforming with regard to the left side setback, which has 
a setback of two feet where five feet is required.  The applicant is proposing to demolish 
the nonconforming wall in order to bring the structure into conformance to meet the 
required left side setback of five feet. 
 
Design and Materials 
 
The existing residence features a single-story, ranch-style residence with gable roof 
forms and a mix of wood and vinyl horizontal siding.  The proposed first- and second-
story additions would modify the exterior by replacing the existing siding with smooth 
stucco, and would feature a mix of hip and gable roof forms.   
 
The applicant has taken measures to help reduce the appearance of building massing 
by setting the second story towards the rear.  The second story is also set back on all 
sides with no unbroken first- and second-story walls.  The left side gable would intrude 
into the daylight plane by approximately five feet, four inches where 10 feet is the 
maximum permitted intrusion when the required side yard setback is five feet.  The 
length of the gable intrusion into the daylight plane would be 29 feet, 11 inches where 
30 feet is the maximum permitted.  The proposed daylight plane intrusion meets all of 
the criteria for allowing daylight plane intrusions.  Given that the proposed daylight 
plane intrusion would occur on the left side, any impacts would be minimal as it would 
only affect the surface parking lot on the adjacent commercial property.  In addition, this 
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intrusion would be on the south side of the subject property, so it would not affect the 
predominant light direction for the adjacent property. 
  
The proposed windows would consist of aluminum-clad windows.  All existing windows 
would be replaced to ensure a consistent window design throughout the structure.  To 
help promote privacy, the second story is pulled towards the left side, resulting in a 
greater setback with the adjacent residence to the right.  Although the majority of the 
second-story windows feature sill heights of two feet, six inches, these windows would 
be set back approximately 12.7 feet and 53 feet from the right and rear property lines, 
respectively, and none of these windows would look directly into any living spaces of 
adjacent residences to the right and rear.  Additionally, second-story windows on the 
right side elevation would feature taller sill heights for the bathroom and staircase 
windows, with tinted glazing for the bathroom window to further improve privacy. 
 
Due to the constraints of designing around the existing heritage redwood tree in the 
front yard, the front entry is recessed along the right side of the residence.  A gable roof 
over the entry porch and decorative tapered porch columns help to make the front entry 
a more prominent feature.  Additionally, the applicant proposes a brick pedestrian 
walkway to contrast with the concrete driveway, which would help emphasize the path 
leading to the front entry. 
 
Staff believes that the scale, materials, and style of the proposed residence are in 
keeping with those of the greater neighborhood. 
 
Flood Zone 
 
The subject property is located within the “AE” zone established by the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA).  Within this zone, flood-proofing techniques 
are required for new construction and substantial improvements of existing structures. 
The Public Works Department has reviewed and tentatively approved the proposal for 
compliance with FEMA regulations.  The applicant is proposing to elevate the existing 
structure and proposed addition to be above the base flood elevation in order to comply 
with FEMA standards. 
 
Parking and Circulation 
 
The property currently has a detached one-car garage in the right side yard that would 
be demolished and replaced with a one-car attached garage along the front of the 
residence.  A vehicle turnaround area would be provided in the front yard to enable the 
vehicle to more safely exit onto Willow Road without backing out.  The applicant also 
proposes an uncovered parking space in the front yard adjacent to the vehicle 
turnaround area since there are no on-street parking spaces along the property’s 
frontage.  The uncovered parking space and vehicle turnaround area are visually 
screened by an existing low fence as well as a row of bushes along the property’s 
frontage.  The surrounding neighborhood features a mix of one- and two-car garages, 
mostly detached.  Staff believes that the proposed parking configuration, including the 
relocation of covered parking to the front and the provision of an uncovered parking and 
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vehicle turnaround area would improve the functionality of on-site parking and 
circulation. 
 
Trees and Landscaping 
 
The applicant has submitted an arborist report (Attachment D) detailing the size, 
species, and condition of all the trees on or near the subject property.  The report 
determines the present condition, discusses the impacts of the proposed 
improvements, and provides recommendations for tree preservation.  Three heritage 
trees are located on or near the subject property, including a 46-inch heritage redwood 
(tree #1) in the front yard of the subject property, and a 43-inch oak (tree #2) and an 18-
inch redwood (tree #3) on the adjacent property to the right.  The applicant proposes to 
preserve all three trees, in particular, the project has been designed around tree #1 in 
the front yard.  According to the project arborist, the proposed addition should maintain 
a tree protection zone (TPZ) of nine feet from tree #1, which is largely achieved in the 
proposed development, with the exception of a small portion of the proposed garage 
that would encroach approximately one foot into the recommended TPZ.  Trimming 
may be required for tree #2 in order to raise its canopy to accommodate the proposed 
second-story addition, although the trimming is not anticipated to constitute more than 
25 percent of its canopy.  Given the distance to the proposed construction, the 
proposed development should not adversely affect tree #3.  Standard tree protection 
measures would be ensured through recommended condition 3f. 
 
Correspondence 
 
The applicant has reached out to their neighbors.  According to the applicant, the 
adjacent neighbors have been supportive of the proposed design.  Staff has not 
received any correspondence on the proposed project. 
 
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.  The overall height would be within the 
maximum that could be permitted in this zoning district, and the new structure would 
comply with the daylight plane requirements.  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. 
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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 Michael Design, consisting of 10 plan sheets, dated 
received on September 2, 2014, and approved by the Planning Commission 
on September 8, 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.  

 
 
 
Report prepared by: 
Jean Lin 
Associate Planner 
 
Report reviewed by: 
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Thomas Rogers 
Senior Planner 

 

PUBLIC NOTICE  
 
Public notification consisted of publishing a notice in the local newspaper and 
notification by mail of owners and occupants within a 300-foot radius of the subject 
property.  

 

ATTACHMENTS 
 
A.  Location Map 
B.  Project Plans 
C.  Project Description Letter 
D.  Arborist Report, prepared by Juan Davila, dated received September 30, 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\090814 - 143 Willow Road.doc 
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PLANNING COMMISSION 
STAFF REPORT 

FOR THE PLANNING COMMISSION 
MEETING OF SEPTEMBER 8, 2014 

AGENDA ITEM D2 
 

LOCATION: 236 Willow Road 
 

 APPLICANTS:  Sarah Potter 

EXISTING USE: Single-Family 
Residence 
 

 OWNERS: Jean-Philippe and 
Anne-Sophie Loose 

PROPOSED USE: 
 

Single-Family 
Residence 
 

 APPLICATION: Use Permit 

ZONING: 
 

R-1-U (Single-Family Urban Residential) 

 
 PROPOSED 

PROJECT 
EXISTING 

DEVELOPMENT 
ZONING  

ORDINANCE 
Lot area 5,481.0 sf 5,481.0 sf 6,000.0 sf min. 
Lot width 60.0  ft. 60.0  ft. 65.0 ft. min. 
Lot depth 91.3  ft. 91.3  ft. 100.0 ft. min. 
Setbacks       
 Front 21.0 ft.  24.0 ft.  20.0 ft. min. 
 Rear 20.3 ft. 29.8 ft. 20.0 ft. min. 
 Side (left) 6.2 ft. 15.0 ft. 6.0 ft. min. 
 Side (right) 9.5 ft. 9.5 ft. 6.0 ft. min. 
Building coverage 1,763.5 

32.2 
sf 
% 

1,480.6 
27.0 

sf 
% 

1,918.4 
35.0 

sf max. 
% max. 

FAL (Floor Area Limit) 2,733.5 sf 1,416.3 sf 2,800.0 sf max. 
Square footage by floor 1,553.5 

970.0 
210.0 

56.3 
8.0 

sf/1st 
sf/2nd 
sf/att. garage 
sf/porches 
sf/fireplaces 

1,164.9 
0.0 

251.4 
56.3 

8.0 

sf/1st 
sf/2nd 
sf/det. garage 
sf/porches 
sf/fireplaces 

  

Square footage of building 2,733.5 sf 1,416.3 sf   
Building height 23.8 ft.    16.2 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 1 
 Heritage trees 

proposed for removal 
0 Non-Heritage trees 

proposed for removal 
0 Total Number 

of Trees 
3 
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PROPOSAL 
 
The applicants are requesting use permit approval to remodel and construct first- and 
second-story additions to an existing single-story, single-family residence on a 
substandard lot with respect to lot width, lot depth, and lot area in the R-1-U (Single 
Family Urban) zoning district. The proposed remodeling and expansion would exceed 
50 percent of the existing floor area, and is considered equivalent to a new structure. 
 
ANALYSIS 
 
Site Location 
 
The subject site is located at 236 Willow Road between Gilbert Avenue and Blackburn 
Avenue. The subject parcel is surrounded by other residences that are also in the R-1-
U zoning district. The site is located close to the Middlefield Road and Willow Road 
intersection that contains retail and office uses. There is a mix of single-story and two-
story structures in the vicinity of the subject site.  
 
Project Description 
 
The project site is developed with an existing 1,164.9 square-foot, single-story, single-
family house and a detached 251.4 square-foot, one-car garage for a Floor Area Limit 
(FAL) of 1,416.3 square feet. The applicants are proposing to demolish the garage and 
353 square-feet of living area and to construct a new two-story addition with an 
attached one-car garage. The existing parking is legal non-conforming with one covered 
space in the detached garage, and the proposal would continue the non-conforming 
parking condition with an attached one-car garage. The lot is substandard with regard 
to parking, lot depth and lot area, and the proposed project requires approval of a use 
permit.  
 
The proposed residence would have a floor area of 2,733.5 square feet where 2,800 
square feet is the maximum FAL, and building coverage of 32.2 percent where 35 
percent is the maximum permitted. The proposed residence would have five bedrooms 
and three full bathrooms, with three of the bedrooms and two full bathrooms on the 
second floor. The first floor would have two bedrooms and a full bathroom. The house 
is proposed to be 23.8 feet in height, below the maximum permissible height of 28 feet. 
The proposed structure would comply with daylight plane requirements, including a 
small gable intrusion on the left-hand side (which may be permitted on lots of this size). 
The applicants have submitted a project description letter, which discusses the proposal 
in more detail (Attachment C). 
 
Design and Materials 
 
The existing house is post-war ranch style with a cement plaster finish on the exterior 
walls and a composition tile roof. The proposed addition would be cottage in style. It 
would substantially continue the use of cement plaster walls with the addition of hardi-
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shingle siding on the second floor with a bellyband beneath the siding. Wood shutters 
would be included on front façade windows.  
 
The windows would be simulated true divided light (with interior and exterior grids, and 
a between-the-glass spacer bar) with painted wood trim. All existing windows would be 
replaced, for a consistent window style. They would be predominantly casement 
windows. The garage door would be a natural stain wood. The existing front door would 
be replaced by a wood door matching the garage door. The driveway would consist of 
pavers placed on sand. The roof would include a mixture of gables and shed roof 
forms. There would be a new composition roof. 
 
The two-story addition would be located to the left of the existing one-story residence. 
At the center of the house is a sloping roof element created by the truncating of the 
existing roof, resulting in a roof form that unifies the one story element with the new 
second story mass and providing architectural interest. The applicants have taken 
measures to address the massing by limiting the height of the addition to 23.8 feet 
where 28 feet is allowed. Decorative elements such as the siding, the shutters, natural 
wood doors, simulated true divided light windows, and a box bay window have also 
been employed to add some articulation to the addition.  
 
Both the shallow depth of the property, 91.3 feet where 100 feet is required, and the 
location of the existing one-story element contribute to the siting of the addition. The 
applicants desire to maintain the right side of the one-story element. The depth of the 
lot, less the front and rear required setbacks, limit the buildable area to 51.3 feet in 
depth. The buildable depth on a conforming property would be a minimum of 60 feet. 
The proposed depth of the home would be 50 feet. This results in the provision of a 
relatively small space to provide articulation of the addition while maintaining the one-
story element.  
 
The design attempts to limit the privacy impacts of the second floor windows. The 
properties on both sides of the project site are developed with single-story homes. On 
the right side elevation the second floor windows would be set back 33.6 feet from the 
right side property line. There would be one clerestory window and a relatively small 
casement window with a sill height of two feet. On the left, views from the proposed 
second floor windows would be limited to over the roof of the house with a partial view 
into the rear yard. Clerestory windows would be placed in locations where the view into 
the yard would not be possible. Two casement windows would have sill heights of two 
feet. These sill heights do not appear necessary for emergency egress purposes, as 
one would be located within a hallway, and one would be in the master bedroom, which 
already features front-facing windows with a two-foot sill height.  
 
Most of the residences in the area are varied between single and two-story and 
represent various styles. The addition may be seen as lacking articulation, but its 
appearance is helped by the material variation between the floors, and by being well 
detailed, especially at the front façade. Staff believes that the scale, materials, and style 
of the proposed residence are compatible with the neighborhood. 
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Trees and Landscaping 
 
There is one Heritage tree on the project site, a deodor cedar at the right front of the 
property. It would not be affected by construction. There is a Heritage tree on the 
adjacent property to the right with a canopy overhanging the project site. It too would 
not be affected by construction activity.  
 
There is a hedge in the public right-of-way in front of the house that is approximately 
ten feet in height. The Transportation Division requires that the hedge be trimmed to a 
height of three feet for a significant portion of the frontage to allow for sight line visibility 
for exiting onto Willow Road from the driveway. This change is shown on the site plan 
and would be enforced through the building permit inspection process.  
 
Correspondence 
 
The applicants have stated that they have reached out to the adjacent neighbors 
regarding the proposed project, and have submitted signatures from neighbors at 232, 
240, and 244 Willow Road (Attachment D). Staff has not received any other 
correspondence from neighbors at the time of writing this report.  
 
Conclusion 
 
Staff believes that the scale, materials, and style of the proposed residence are in 
keeping with those of the greater neighborhood. The second story addition is not 
particularly articulated, but it contains material variation, and is well detailed and blends 
with the existing one-story element. Staff recommends that the Planning Commission 
approve the proposed project. 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 
 
The project is categorically exempt under Class 3 (Section 15303, “New Construction or 
Conversion of Small Structures”) of the current California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) Guidelines. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
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. 
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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 Green Cottage Homes, Inc., consisting of five plan sheets, 
dated received August 26, 2014, and approved by the Planning Commission 
on September 8, 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.   

 
Report prepared by: 
Stephen O’Connell 
Contract Planner 
 
Report reviewed by: 
Thomas Rogers 
Senior Planner 
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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 
D.  Neighbor Outreach 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\2013\080513 - 236 Willow Road.doc 
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PLANNING COMMISSION 
STAFF REPORT 

 FOR THE PLANNING COMMISSION 
MEETING OF SEPTEMBER 8, 2014 

AGENDA ITEM D3 
 
LOCATION: 
 

 
3565 Haven Avenue, 
Suites 3 & 5 
 

 
APPLICANT:  

 
Transcriptic, Inc. 
 

EXISTING USE: 
 

Vacant  
 

PROPERTY 
OWNER: 
 

MP Haven LLC 

PROPOSED 
USE: 
 

Research and 
Development 
 

APPLICATION: Use Permit  

ZONING: M-2 (General Industrial District)  
 
PROPOSAL 
 
The applicant is requesting a use permit for the storage and use of hazardous materials 
for the research and development (R&D) of testing and research processes located in 
an existing building in the M-2 (General Industrial) zoning district. All hazardous 
materials would be used and stored within the building. 
 
ANALYSIS 
 
Site Location 
 
The subject site is located at 3565 Haven Avenue. The site is accessed from a private 
cul-de-sac that provides access to the buildings addressed 3565 through 3603 Haven 
Avenue (a total of five buildings). The applicant proposes to occupy two suites within 
the building, addressed Suites 3 and 5. The building contains a total of five units within 
the building. The building is currently vacant, but was recently renovated and divided 
into five tenant spaces. The building has historically been used by office and research 
and development (R&D) uses. 
 
The immediately adjacent parcels along Haven Avenue are also part of the M-2 zoning 
district, and are occupied by a variety of warehouse, light manufacturing, R&D, and 
office uses. Using Haven Avenue in a north to south orientation, parcels across Haven 
Avenue to the west are located in the City of Redwood City and are occupied by light 
manufacturing, open storage, and warehouse uses. To the south of the subject site are 
two multi-acre sites planned for redevelopment as two multi-building apartment 
complexes.  
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Project Description 
 
Transcriptic recently relocated from a location within unincorporated Menlo Park to 
3565 Haven Avenue. The company works to improve throughput, accessibility, and 
reproducibility of basic biological research to help enable more efficient research groups 
and companies. Transcriptic has developed an on-demand life science research 
platform for pharmaceutical companies and academic researchers. The platform is 
intended to allow researchers to use equipment without any upfront costs. The 
company allows researchers to configure a protocol online and Transcriptic performs 
the research in its labs. The company was founded in 2012 and has grown to 
approximately 15 employees. The applicant has submitted a project description letter 
(Attachment C), which describes the project proposal in more detail.  
 
Proposed Hazardous Materials 
 
Proposed hazardous materials include combustibles, compressed gases, corrosives, 
cryogenics, flammable liquids, and toxics. A complete list of the types of chemicals is 
included in Attachment F. The project plans, included as Attachment B, provide the 
locations of fire extinguishers, emergency eyewash stations, spill kits, waste containers, 
and the general location of the storage and use of hazardous materials. All hazardous 
materials would be stored and used inside the building.  Only trained personnel would 
handle the hazardous materials. Except for the amounts in daily use, all materials would 
be stored properly in containers that are compatible with the contents. Liquid waste 
containers would be secondarily contained.  
 
The Hazardous Materials Business Plan (HMBP), included as Attachment D, provides 
the types and quantities of chemicals that would be used and stored, and includes an 
emergency response plan, an employee-training plan, and a record keeping plan. The 
applicant also submitted a Supplemental Spill Prevention, Emergency Response, 
Training, and Closure Plan, which is based on the narrative style of the previous San 
Mateo County HMBP (Attachment E). The applicant has submitted a comprehensive 
chemical inventory (Attachment F) that identifies the requested storage quantities for 
the proposed chemicals. Staff has included conditions to the approval that would limit 
changes in use of hazardous materials, require a new business to submit a HMBP to 
seek compliance if the existing use is discontinued, and address violations of other 
agencies in order to protect the health and safety of the public. 
 
Agency Review 
 
The Menlo Park Fire Protection District (MPFPD), City of Menlo Park Building Division, 
West Bay Sanitary District, and San Mateo County Environmental Health Services 
Division were contacted regarding the proposed use and storage of hazardous 
materials on the project site. Their correspondence has been included as Attachment 
G. Each entity found the proposal to be in compliance with all applicable standards and 
has approved the proposal. Although the subject parcel is located in close proximity to 
future residences, there would be no unique requirements for the proposed use, based 
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on the specific types and amounts of chemicals that are proposed. Additionally, no 
industrial discharge to the sewer is planned.  
Correspondence 
 
Staff has not received any correspondence on this project.  
 
Conclusion 
 
Staff believes that the proposed operations would comply with all industry standard 
precautions to protect personnel and the environment.  No extraordinary measures are 
required for the proposed operations.  Staff believes that the proposed use and 
quantities of hazardous materials would be compatible and consistent with other uses in 
this area. The HMBP has been approved by the relevant agencies, and includes a 
training plan and protection measures in the event of an emergency. The proposed use 
permit would allow a new business to locate within Menlo Park. 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 provided by the applicant, consisting of nine plan sheets, dated 
received August 12, 2014, and approved by the Planning Commission on 
September 8, 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 applicant 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 applicant shall comply with all 

requirements of the Building Division, Engineering Division, and 
Transportation Division that are directly applicable to the project.  
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d. If there is an increase in the quantity of hazardous materials on the project 

site, a change in the location of the storage of the hazardous materials, or the 
use of additional hazardous materials after this use permit is granted, the 
applicant shall apply for a revision to the use permit.  

 
e. Any citation or notification of violation by the Menlo Park Fire Protection 

District, San Mateo County Environmental Health Department, West Bay 
Sanitary District, Menlo Park Building Division or other agency having 
responsibility to assure public health and safety for the use of hazardous 
materials will be grounds for considering revocation of the use permit.  

 
f. If the business discontinues operations at the premises, the use permit for 

hazardous materials shall expire unless a new business submits a new 
hazardous materials business plan to the Planning Division for review by the 
applicable agencies to determine whether the new hazardous materials 
business plan is in substantial compliance with the use permit. 

 
  
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 1,320-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.  Hazardous Materials Business Plan 
E.  Supplemental Spill Prevention, Emergency Response, Training, and Closure Plan 
F.  Chemical Inventory 
G.  Hazardous Materials Agency Referral Forms: 

 Menlo Park Fire Protection District 
 San Mateo County Environmental Health Department 
 West Bay Sanitary District 
 Menlo Park Building Division 
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EXHIBIT TO BE PROVIDED AT MEETING 
 
None 
 
Note: Attached are reduced versions of maps and diagrams submitted by the applicant. 
The accuracy of the information in these drawings is the responsibility of the applicant, 
and verification of the accuracy by City Staff is not always possible. The original full-
scale maps and drawings are available for public viewing at the Community 
Development Department. 
 
 
V:\STAFFRPT\PC\2014\090814 - 3565 Haven Avenue (Transcriptic).doc 
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PLANNING COMMISSION 
STAFF REPORT 

 FOR THE PLANNING COMMISSION 
MEETING OF SEPTEMBER 8, 2014 

AGENDA ITEM E1 
 
LOCATION: 
 

 
1100 Merrill Street 
(Portion Closest to 
Ravenswood Avenue) 
 

 
APPLICANT:  

 
Benjamin T. Himlan, 
Off the Grid 
 

EXISTING USE: 
 

Caltrain Parking Lot 
 

PROPERTY 
OWNER: 
 

Peninsula Corridor 
Joint Powers Board 

PROPOSED USE: 
 

Weekly Food Truck 
Market 
 

APPLICATION: Use Permit (Six-
Month Review) 

ZONING: SP-ECR/D (El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan) 
- SA E (Station Area East) 

 

 
PROPOSAL 
 
The applicant is requesting that the Planning Commission conduct the six-month review 
of the use permit for a recurring special event (weekly food truck market) on a portion of 
the Caltrain parking lot, at the corner of Merrill Street and Ravenswood Avenue in the 
SP-ECR/D (El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan) zoning district.  
 
BACKGROUND 
 
On January 13, 2014, the Planning Commission reviewed a request for a use permit for 
a weekly food truck market at 1100 Merrill Street. At this meeting, the Commission 
considered a number of comments from members of the public, asked questions of the 
applicant, and ultimately voted to approve the use permit per the staff recommendation 
(which included a one-year term), with an additional requirement for an initial review six 
months after the commencement of operations. The approved conditions are included 
for reference as Attachment A. The first event was held on February 19, 2014, and the 
market has operated every Wednesday evening since then.  
 
The requirement for the six-month review did not include specific instructions for the 
content of this session, but staff generally understood it to take the form of a public 
meeting, at which the applicant, staff, the public, and/or the Planning Commission 
would have an opportunity to consider and comment on the operations to date. No 
specific Planning Commission action is required at the six-month review (in contrast to 
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the one-year term, which requires the Planning Commission to proactively approve a 
use permit revision, in order to extend the operations of the market). 
 
ANALYSIS 
 
Applicant Comments 
 
The applicant (“Off the Grid”) has submitted a letter describing their view of the 
operations to date (Attachment B). The applicant states that Off the Grid is proud of the 
event and experience, and that the market has typically drawn between 600-800 people 
per week. The applicant reports receiving positive feedback from social media, the truck 
operators, and the public at the events themselves. 
 
The applicant states that they have worked with the Tan Group, owners of the adjacent 
Menlo Center (1010 El Camino Real), in order to minimize the potential impacts on that 
development, including unique signage to direct patrons accordingly. The applicant 
does note that an Off the Grid staff transition did result in a need for additional training 
to meet their commitments to the Tan Group. The applicant states that they have not 
received any concerns from Caltrain, the event’s landlord. 
 
Based on some individual Commissioner comments at the January 13 meeting, the 
applicant has surveyed attendees at multiple events, in order to get a better sense of 
the characteristics of the event’s customers (e.g., gender, age, how they got to the 
market, etc.). The applicant’s submittal includes a summary of these surveys, as well as 
their associated conclusions, including: 
 

 Off the Grid is encouraging people to stay in Menlo Park; 
 Off the Grid is additive to the existing Menlo Park businesses; 
 Off the Grid is drawing a specific demographic that is typical for their events; and 
 Off the Grid believes they are creating a community experience that their 

customers value. 
 
Overall, the applicant states that the market provides a unique eating experience, and 
hopes to continue to build on their existing successes. 
 
Correspondence 
 
Staff has received two letters of support, one from a nearby business tenant (Jennifer 
Cray, 1100 Alma Street) and one from a nearby resident (Elan Dagenais, 1019 Noel 
Drive), included as Attachment C. Both state that they believe the event is a positive 
community experience. Staff has also received five support postcards, distributed by 
Off the Grid and signed by residents of Menlo Park and nearby communities 
(Attachment D). Any additional correspondence received after the printing of the staff 
report will be distributed at the Planning Commission meeting.  
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Staff Observations 
 
The Planning Division has not undertaken any systematic analyses of the event, but 
individual staff members have been able to observe the operations informally. In 
general, staff believes the events have run relatively smoothly, and the market does 
appear to offer a unique dining experience. The customer base is relatively diverse, but 
staff has observed that it seems particularly popular at times with families, as it 
represents a less formal eating experience, at which children can be active. 
 
Staff has not received any formal Code Enforcement complaints regarding the event. 
With regard to some public comments received before the use permit’s January 
approval: staff has not observed any consistent issues with the live music or other event 
noise, automobile parking, the portable restroom, or railroad safety. Staff has observed 
that bicycle use has been fairly high, with bikes chained to the railroad fencing and 
other stationary objects not explicitly designed for that purpose. Installation of additional 
bike racks may be considered with an extension request, although staff is not making 
any recommendations for changes at this point. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission use the September 8 meeting to 
review a short presentation from the applicant, receive public comment, and provide 
feedback for the consideration of the applicant.  
 
 
Report prepared by: 
Thomas Rogers 
Senior Planner 
 
Report reviewed by: 
Arlinda Heineck 
Community Development Director 
 
PUBLIC NOTICE  
 
Public notification consisted of publishing a notice in the local newspaper and 
notification by mail of owners and occupants within a 300-foot radius of the subject 
property.  
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ATTACHMENTS 
 
A.  Use Permit Conditions of Approval - Reference 
B.  Applicant Letter 
C.  Correspondence 

 Jennifer Cray, 1100 Alma Street, dated August 5, 2014 
 Elan Dagenais, 1019 Noel Drive, dated August 13, 9, 2014 

D.  Support Postcards 
 
 
EXHIBITS TO BE PROVIDED AT MEETING 
 
None 
 
 
 
V:\STAFFRPT\PC\2014\090814 - 1100 Merril Street (Off the Grid) - 6-month check-in.doc 
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PLANNING COMMISSION 
STAFF REPORT 

FOR THE PLANNING COMMISSION 
MEETING OF AUGUST 18, 2014 

AGENDA ITEM E2 
 

LOCATION: 612 College Avenue 
 

 APPLICANT 
AND OWNER:  

612 College, LLC 

EXISTING USE: Single-Family 
Residence (Partially 
Demolished) and 
Commercial 
Warehouse 
 

   

PROPOSED USE: 
 

Four Residential Units 
 

 APPLICATION: Architectural 
Control 
 

ZONING: 
 

SP-ECR/D (El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan) 
- ECR SW (El Camino Real South-West) 

 
 PROPOSED 

PROJECT 
EXISTING 

DEVELOPMENT 
ZONING  

ORDINANCE 
Lot area 7,807 sf 7,807 sf n/a sf min. 
Setbacks       
 College Avenue 7.0 ft.  32.0 ft.  7-12 ft. min.-max. 
 Alto Lane 7.0 ft. 6.0 ft. 7-12 ft. min.-max. 
 Interior Side 5.0 ft. 4.0 ft. 5-25 ft. min.-max. 
 Rear 20.0 ft. 3.5 ft. 20 ft. min. 
Density 4.0 

22.3 
dwelling units 
du/acre 

1.0 
5.6 

dwelling unit 
du/acre 

4.5 
25.0 

dwelling units 
du/acre 

FAR (Floor Area Ratio) 7,214.0 
92.4 

sf 
% 

2,845.0 
36.4 

sf 
% 

8,587.7 
110.0 

sf max. 
% max. 

Square footage by floor 1,314.0 
3,020.0 
2,814.0 
1,432.0 

sf/1st  
sf/2nd 
sf/3rd 
sf/garages 

1,225.0 
1,620.0 
 

sf/residence  
sf/warehse. 
 

  

Square footage of building 8,514.0 sf 2,845.0 sf n/a sf 
Open Space 4,074.0 

52.2 
sf 
% 

4,152.0 
53.2 

sf 
% 

2,342.1 
30.0 

sf min. 
% min. 

Building height 31.3 ft.    18.5 ft.   38.0 ft. max. 
Facade height 30.0 ft.    18.0 ft.   30.0 ft. max. 
Parking 4 covered/2 uncovered 1 covered/1 uncovered 1.85 spaces per unit  
 Note: Areas shown highlighted indicate a nonconforming or substandard situation. 
       
Trees Heritage trees 5* Non-Heritage trees 0 New Trees 12 
 Heritage trees 

proposed for removal 
4 Non-Heritage trees 

proposed for removal 
0 Total Number 

of Trees 
13* 
 

 *Includes one College Avenue street tree. 



612 College Avenue/612 College, LLC PC/09-08-14/Page 2 

PROPOSAL 
 
The applicant is requesting architectural control to demolish a single-family residence 
and detached garage/warehouse building, and construct a total of four new residential 
units within two three-story structures in the SP-ECR/D (El Camino Real/Downtown 
Specific Plan) zoning district. As part of the development, the following four heritage 
trees are proposed for removal: two cedar trees in poor condition along College 
Avenue, one multi-trunk elm in poor condition along the Alto Lane frontage, and one 
coast live oak in good condition at the middle of the parcel. 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
On August 18, 2014, the Planning Commission reviewed a request for architectural 
control for a new four-unit residential development at 612 College Avenue. At this 
meeting, the Planning Commission considered one item of correspondence submitted 
in advance of the meeting (Attachment G), reviewed a presentation from the applicant 
(Attachment H), discussed the proposal, and made the following action: 
 

COMMISSION ACTION: M/S Onken/Eiref to continue the item with the following 
direction; 4-2, with Commissioners Combs and Strehl in opposition and 
Commissioner Kadvany absent: 

 The proposed FAR (Floor Area Ratio), massing, site plan, height, and scale 
are generally acceptable, but the Planning Commission requests revisions to 
the project, focusing on fenestration, materials, and detailing. 

 
In response to this direction, the applicant has revised the project plans (Attachment B), 
and provided a continuance response letter (Attachment I). Select plan sheets from the 
original proposal are included as Attachment J, for comparison. In particular, the 
applicant has revised the plans to: 
 

1. Reconfigure windows along Alto Lane to address the appearance of the smaller 
windows;  

2. Enhance the privacy of the adjacent single-family residence; 
3. Match the roof of Units 1 and 2 to the simpler roof form of Units 3 and 4; 
4. Improve the rendering tone for the façade materials so that it reads more 

realistically (additional material samples will also be provided at the September 8 
meeting); and 

5. Show landscaping along Alto Lane to demonstrate the softer edge that is 
planned. 

 
No changes to elements such as the proposed FAR, height, or site plan have been 
made, in keeping with the Planning Commission’s direction. In order to enable 
comprehensive consideration and action, this report includes all previous analysis and 
attachments, with areas of particular change highlighted for quick reference.  
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ANALYSIS 
 
Site Location 
 
The subject site is located at 612 College Avenue, at the intersection of Alto Lane, a 
narrow service road. A location map is included as Attachment A. The parcels to the 
north, south, and east are likewise part of the SP-ECR/D district, and are occupied by 
commercial uses (including retail and personal service businesses, and a gas station) 
and townhomes. The Specific Plan parcels are part of the ECR SW (El Camino Real 
South-West) sub-district, and are within the El Camino Real Mixed Use land use 
designation. To the west, properties are part of the R-1-U (Single-Family Urban) zoning 
district, and are occupied by single-family residences in a variety of one- and two-story 
scales.  
 
Within the Specific Plan, areas like the ECR SW sub-district feature the largest 
setbacks on the rear of the Plan area, where it adjoins existing single-family and 
smaller-scale multi-family residential districts, in order to provide a transition. For the 
subject parcel, the rear setback is thus applied on the longer of the two internal sides, 
adjacent to 620 College Avenue. 
 
At the time of the application submittal, the parcel was occupied by a single-family 
residence and a commercial warehouse serving the businesses across Alto Lane. The 
above-ground portions of the residence were subsequently demolished without the 
proper permitting, but the applicant has worked to address these requirements, and 
would be required to adhere to any remaining Building Division procedures if the 
redevelopment is approved (condition 4a). 
 
Project Description 
 
The applicant is proposing to demolish all remaining structures on the parcel, and 
construct four new residential units. Residential dwelling units are a permitted use in the 
El Camino Real Mixed Use land use designation. The residences would be located in 
two buildings of two units each, with both structures having three levels. The 
development would feature a townhome-style layout, although the applicant is not 
proposing a condominium subdivision at this time. The proposal would meet the 
Specific Plan’s Base level standards, which were established to achieve inherent public 
benefits, such as the redevelopment of underutilized properties, the creation of more 
vitality and activity, and the promotion of healthy living and sustainability. As specified 
by the Specific Plan, the development would be required to achieve LEED Silver 
certification (condition 4b). 
 
The development would have a residential density of 22.3 dwelling units per acre, in 
compliance with the limit of 25 dwelling units per acre. The project would have a FAR 
(Floor Area Ratio) of 0.92, below the 1.10 maximum. Both buildings would also adhere 
to the façade height (30 feet) and building height (38 feet) limits. Above the façade 
height limit, a 45-degree building profile would apply, limiting the building mass along 
the public rights-of-way and the rear (similar to the daylight plane requirement in many 
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Menlo Park residential districts). As permitted by the Specific Plan, portions of the 
building eave would intrude into the building profile, but the main building structure 
would not.  
 
Along Alto Lane, the two structures would be separated by a required building break, 
which is intended to provide for additional street edge modulation, variety and visual 
interest, and help avoid long, continuous façades along streets. Along this frontage, 
each building would also be broken up at the center by a minor vertical façade 
modulation, providing for additional visual interest.  
 
The revised project plans are included as Attachment B. The applicant’s original project 
description letter discusses the overall proposal in more detail and is included as 
Attachment C. Staff has also prepared a detailed Standards and Guidelines 
Compliance Worksheet (Attachment D), which discusses all relevant Specific Plan 
Chapter E (Land Use and Building Character) requirements in detail. While the project 
plans have been revised to address the Planning Commission’s direction, changes 
were not required to the other attachments, except for a small edit to a reference about 
roof forms in Attachment D. 
 
Design and Materials 
 
The applicant states that the design uses simple, contemporary forms to provide a 
transition between the single-family residential district to the west, and the more active 
and diverse commercial district along El Camino Real. The two buildings would share a 
common design theme, although each structure would feature unique colors, materials, 
and window patterns (as required by the Specific Plan when a project has a building 
break). In response to the Planning Commission’s direction, the applicant has 
increased the sizes of a number of windows along Alto Lane, in order to enhance the 
aesthetics and create a more open relationship between the buildings and this frontage. 
Some smaller windows that are located in powder rooms have been kept at the same 
size. In addition, while the original proposal featured differing roof forms (Units 1 and 2 
had a unique “V”-shaped roof, while Units 3 and 4 had a more typical shed roof), the 
revised proposal would feature a consistent, and simpler, shed roof form on both 
buildings. As noted above, the two buildings would continue to feature color, material, 
and window pattern differentiation, as required by the Specific Plan. 
 
The primary materials would be cement composite panels (with porcelain tiles as an 
alternate material), accented by a warmer wood veneer that would differ by structure. 
Zinc-colored window frames and bay windows would provide an additional contrast, and 
the windows themselves would feature distinct glass tints. Both the garage and entry 
doors would be wood-stained, with accompanying glazing (upper horizontal bands for 
the garages and vertical sidelights for the entries). A full color and materials board will 
be available at the Planning Commission meeting. The applicant has not modified the 
proposed materials from the previous iteration, but has improved the graphical 
rendering in order to more accurately show the quality of the surfaces. In addition, the 
applicant has provided photographs (Attachment J) of the materials in actual use in 
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other projects, and at the meeting will provide larger samples of the resin-impregnated 
wood than were previously submitted. 
 
The design would feature varying planes and projections to break up the massing of the 
buildings. At the top level, a subtle offset would accompany the change of materials, 
helping reduce the sense of scale. On the Alto Lane, College Avenue, and rear 
facades, bay window and balcony projections would also serve to vary the perception of 
mass and create visual interest. The orientation of vehicular access to the service-
oriented Alto Lane would help emphasize College Avenue as the primary, pedestrian-
oriented façade.  
 
Although the Planning Commission direction did not specifically request revisions to the 
rear façade (adjacent to 620 College Avenue), the applicant has modified a number of 
windows on the third level to have slightly higher sill heights, in order to provide mutual 
privacy protection. The applicant has also modified the railings for the proposed “Juliet” 
balconies on this level, to enhance the perception of enclosure. As before, this 
elevation would also feature five Chinese pistache trees, for privacy screening.  
 
The previously-cited Standards and Guidelines Compliance Worksheet (Attachment D) 
addresses a number of design guidelines. Overall, staff believes that the scale, 
materials, and style of the proposed development would be attractive and well-
proportioned. Staff also believes that the design would serve as a positive transition 
between the more active and moderate-scale El Camino Real corridor, and the quieter 
and lower-scale adjacent residential district. Staff believes that the proposed Alto Lane 
window revisions address the Planning Commission’s direction, and that the rendering 
and material sample enhancements more accurately relay the quality of these 
elements. In addition, the roof revisions would create a consistent and simple building 
form, and the window changes on the rear elevation would help enhance the perception 
of privacy. 
 
Parking and Circulation 
 
As noted previously, the proposal would continue to utilize Alto Lane for vehicle access. 
As required by the Specific Plan, a minimum of 1.85 spaces per unit would be provided 
for the four units (the 7.4-space requirement is rounded up to eight spaces). Units 2 and 
4 would each have two-car garages, while Units 1 and 3 would each have a one-car 
garage and one uncovered space located in the central building break. The uncovered 
spaces would be enhanced visually with concrete pavers. Per the Specific Plan, a 
minimum of one parking space is required to be provided with an electric vehicle 
charger, but the applicant is proposing to outfit all four garages with such equipment. 
 
In addition to automobile parking, the Specific Plan requires bicycle parking for all new 
developments, for both short-term and long-term use. For residential projects with 
private garages, the long-term requirement is addressed by each unit’s garage. For the 
short-term requirement, the applicant is proposing to locate an outdoor bicycle rack next 
to the uncovered parking spaces, at the middle of the parcel.  
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An address sign and mailbox at the College Avenue pedestrian entrance would help 
orient pedestrian visitors to the site. The entries to each unit’s private garden areas 
would feature a decorative gate to signal the route, and pavers would be used on the 
walkway for visual interest. 
 
In this area, the Specific Plan specifies that sidewalks should have a 12-foot total width, 
made up of a four-foot furnishings zone and an eight-foot clear walking zone. For this 
project, the Public Works Department (which has jurisdiction over the public right-of-
way) has determined that implementation of the full sidewalk width along College 
Avenue is not warranted at this time, given the parcel’s location at the edge of the 
Specific Plan boundary, separated from El Camino Real by an alley and a property that 
was redeveloped relatively recently, prior to the adoption of the Specific Plan. However, 
some sidewalk upgrades would be required, including the installation of truncated 
domes at the crossing of Alto Lane, in compliance with accessibility regulations. As an 
access alley, no sidewalk improvements are required along Alto Lane itself. 
 
Trees and Landscaping 
 
The applicant has submitted an arborist report (Attachment E) detailing the species, 
size, and conditions of the significant trees on or near the site. The report determines 
the present condition, discusses the impacts of the proposed improvements, and 
provides recommendations for tree preservation. All recommendations identified in the 
arborist report would be ensured through condition 3g. 
 
The applicant is proposing the following four tree removals: 
 

Tree 
Number 

Tree Type Diameter Location on 
Property 

Condition Basis for Removal 
Request 

#2 Incense 
cedar 

20 inches Right side of 
College 
Avenue 
frontage 

Poor Severe structural problems 
due to past “topping” 

#3 Incense 
cedar 

30 inches Left side of 
College 
Avenue 
frontage 

Poor Severe structural problems 
due to past “topping” 

#4 Elm 15 inches 
(multi-stem) 

Middle of Alto 
Lane frontage 

Poor Structural problems 

#5 Coast live 
oak 

12 inches Middle Good Construction 

 
The City Arborist has tentatively granted approval for the removals of the three trees 
with structural problems. The construction-related removal of Tree #5 would be 
approved if the overall redevelopment is approved by the Planning Commission, as this 
tree conflicts with the proposed building footprint. 
 
The applicant is proposing 12 new trees, which would well exceed the heritage tree 
replacement guideline for replanting at a 1:1 ratio. Along the rear, a row of five Chinese 
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pistache trees would provide screening to the adjacent residence. Along Alto Lane and 
College Avenue, seven Japanese maple and swamp myrtle trees would serve as more 
decorative/ornamental plantings. In other areas, shrubs and low ground cover would 
provide visual interest. New fencing would be added on the sides adjacent to the 
nearby residential properties, while the College Avenue and Alto Lane front setbacks 
would be open and landscaped. The revised renderings now more accurately show the 
proposed landscaping along Alto Lane, which would help provide a transition between 
that service alley and the building form. A heritage elm street tree on College Avenue 
would be retained and protected during construction. 
 
Correspondence 
 
As previously referenced, the August 18, 2014 letter from the neighbors at 620 College 
Avenue was distributed directly to the Planning Commission, and is included as 
Attachment G. Staff has not received any additional letters in reference to the proposed 
project.  
 
Conclusion 
 
The proposal would adhere to the extensive standards and guidelines established by 
the Specific Plan, as verified in detail in the Standards and Guidelines Compliance 
Worksheet. Overall, staff believes that the scale, materials, and style of the proposed 
development would be attractive and well-proportioned. The buildings would have a 
shared design theme, but would have distinctions and variation that would provide 
visual interest. Staff also believes that the design would serve as a positive transition 
between the more active and moderate-scale El Camino Real corridor, and the quieter 
and lower-scale adjacent residential district. The orientation of vehicular access on Alto 
Lane would help emphasize College Avenue as the primary, pedestrian-oriented 
façade. Staff believes that the proposed Alto Lane window revisions accurately address 
the Planning Commission’s direction, and that the rendering and material sample 
enhancements more accurately relay the quality of these elements. In addition, the roof 
revisions would create a consistent and simple building form. The heritage tree 
removals are justified by structural problems and construction conflicts, and new 
plantings would exceed the replacement requirements. A heritage street tree would be 
protected in compliance with the Heritage Tree Ordinance. Staff recommends that the 
Planning Commission approve the proposed architectural control. 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 
 
The Specific Plan process included detailed review of projected environmental impacts 
through a program Environmental Impact Report (EIR), as required by the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). In compliance with CEQA requirements, the Draft 
EIR was released in April 2011, with a public comment period that closed in June 2011. 
The Final EIR, incorporating responses to Draft EIR comments, as well as text changes 
to parts of the Draft EIR itself, was released in April 2012, and certified along with the 
final Plan approvals in June 2012. 
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The project is categorically exempt under Class 3 (Section 15303, “New Construction or 
Conversion of Small Structures”) of the current California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) Guidelines. As such, no additional environmental analysis is required above 
and beyond the Specific Plan EIR. However, relevant mitigation measures from this EIR 
have been applied and would be adopted as part of the Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program (MMRP), which is included as Attachment F, and which would be 
ensured through recommended condition 4c. Mitigations include construction-related 
best practices regarding air quality and noise, payment of transportation-impact-related 
fees (condition 4d), and implementation of a Transportation Demand Management 
(TDM) program. The MMRP also includes two completed mitigation measures relating 
to cultural resources, which are required to be addressed at the application submittal 
stage. First, for Mitigation Measure CUL-1: due to the age of the structures being 
greater than 50 years, a historic resource evaluation was conducted by a qualified 
architectural historian and concluded that the structures are not historic resources and 
that the redevelopment project can proceed. Second, for Mitigation Measure CUL-2a: a 
cultural resources study performed by a qualified archaeologist/cultural resources 
professional determined that the proposed project will have no impact on cultural 
resources. Both studies are available for review upon request. 
 
In addition to transportation impact fees, the proposal would require payment of the El 
Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan Preparation Fee (condition 4e), which was 
established to account for individual projects’ proportional share of the cost of creating 
the Specific Plan, including the EIR. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
1. Make findings with regard to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) that 

the proposal is within the scope of the project covered by the El Camino 
Real/Downtown Specific Plan Program EIR, which was certified on June 5, 2012. 
Specifically, make findings that: 

a. 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. 

b. Relevant mitigation measures have been incorporated into the project 
through the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (Attachment F), 
which is approved as part of this finding. 

c. Upon completion of project improvements, the Specific Plan Maximum 
Allowable Development will be adjusted by three residential units and 
negative 1,620 square feet of non-residential uses, accounting for the 
project's net share of the Plan's overall projected development and 
associated impacts. 
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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 development is consistent with the El Camino Real/Downtown Specific 
Plan, as verified in detail in the Standards and Guidelines Compliance 
Worksheet (Attachment D). 

3. Approve the architectural control subject to the following standard conditions: 

a. Development of the project shall be substantially in conformance with the 
plans prepared by Mark K. Donahue Architect, consisting of 24 plan sheets, 
dated received September 3, 2014, and approved by the Planning 
Commission on August 18, 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. The Engineering Division has noted one particular 
revision to the initial submittal: the applicant shall revise the civil plans to 
relocate the longitudinal private water line outside of Alto Lane, subject to the 
review and approval of the Engineering Division. 

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 
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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. 

h. Concurrent with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the 
applicant shall provide documentation indicating the amount of irrigated 
landscaping. If the project proposes more than 2,500 square feet of irrigated 
landscaping, then a detailed landscape plan documenting compliance with 
the Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance (Municipal Code 12.44) will be 
required, subject to review and approval of the Engineering Division. 

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

a. Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the 
applicant shall address any remaining requirements relating to the demolition 
of the residence, subject to review and approval of the Building Division. 

b. Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the 
applicant shall submit an updated LEED Checklist, subject to review and 
approval of the Planning Division. Confirmation that the project conceptually 
achieves LEED Silver certification shall be required before issuance of the 
building permit. Prior to final inspection of the building permit, the project shall 
either submit verification that the development has achieved final LEED Silver 
certification, which may be confirmed by an outside auditor, if the City has 
established such a program. 

c. The applicant shall address all Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
(MMRP) requirements as specified in the MMRP (Attachment F). Failure to 
meet these requirements may result in delays to the building permit issuance, 
stop work orders during construction, and/or fines. 

d. Prior to issuance of the building permit, the applicant shall submit all relevant 
transportation impact fees, subject to review and approval of the 
Transportation Division. Such fees include: 

i. The citywide Transportation Impact Fee (TIF) is currently estimated at 
$2,812.05. This is calculated by multiplying the fee of $1,835.26 per 
multi-family unit by 4 units, with credit allowed for the single-family unit 
($2,989.99) and 1,620 s.f. of warehouse space ($0.95/s.f., or 
$1,539.00). This fee is updated annually on July 1st based on the 
Engineering News Record Bay Area Construction Cost Index.  
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ii. The Specific Plan EIR requires fair-share contributions for additional 
intersections not included in the citywide TIF. The detailed calculations 
for these improvements are not yet finalized, but preliminary estimates 
indicate that the cost to be considered for adoption is approximately 
$360 per P.M. peak hour vehicle trip, with credit for existing, occupied 
uses similar to 4.d.i. 

e. Prior to building permit issuance, the applicant shall pay the El Camino 
Real/Downtown Specific Plan Preparation Fee, which is established at 
$1.13/square foot for all net new development. For the subject proposal, the 
fee is estimated at $4,936.97 ($1.13 x 4,369 net new square feet).  

 
Report prepared by: 
Thomas Rogers 
Senior Planner 
 
Report reviewed by: 
Arlinda Heineck 
Community Development Director 
 
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.  Standards and Guidelines Compliance Worksheet 
E.  Arborist Report, prepared by Tree Shapers, LLC, dated June 17, 2014 
F.  Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) 
G.  Correspondence from Jasper and Connie Chan, 620 College Avenue, received 

August 18, 2014 
H.  Applicant Presentation from August 18, 2014 Planning Commission Meeting 
I.  Continuance Response Letter 
J.  Select Plan Sheets from Original Proposal 
K.  Photographs of Similar Materials in Use on Other Projects 
 
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 
 
Color and Materials Board 
Additional Material Samples 
 
V:\STAFFRPT\PC\2014\090814 - 612 College Ave - Continuance.doc 
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PLANNING COMMISSION 
STAFF REPORT 

FOR THE PLANNING COMMISSION 
MEETING OF SEPTEMBER 8, 2014 

AGENDA ITEM F1 
 

LOCATION: 555 & 557 Willow 
Road 
 

 APPLICANT:  David Claydon 

EXISTING USE: Restaurant and 
Vacant Office Building 
 

 OWNER: Reza Valiyee 

PROPOSED USE: 
 

Restaurant and Two 
Dwelling Units 
 

 APPLICATION: Study Session for 
Use Permit 

ZONING: 
 

R-3 (Apartment) 

 
 PROPOSED 

PROJECT 
EXISTING 

DEVELOPMENT 
ZONING  

ORDINANCE 
Lot area 18,455 sf 18,455 sf 7,000 sf min. 
Lot width 130.33  ft. 130.33  ft. 70 ft. min. 
Lot depth 123.4  ft. 123.4  ft. 100 ft. min. 
Setbacks       
 Front (plan line) 10.6 ft.  10.6 ft.  20 ft. min. 
 Rear  28.0 ft. 28.0 ft. 15 ft. min. 
 Side (left) 4.0 ft. 4.0 ft. 10 ft. min. 
 Side (right) 10.0 ft. 31.0 ft. 10 ft. min. 
Building Coverage 3,690 

20.0 
sf 
% 

2,498 
13.5 

sf 
% 

5,536.5 
30.0 

sf max. 
% max. 

Parking and Driveways 9,402 
51.0 

sf 
% 

12,684 
68.7 

sf 
% 

3,691.0 
20.0 

sf max. 
% max. 

FAR (Floor Area Ratio) 5,767  
31.3 

sf 
% 

2,498 
13.5 

sf 
% 

8,304.7 
45.0 

sf max. 
% max. 

Landscaping 4,406 
23.8 

sf 
% 

3,273 
17.7 

sf 
% 

9,227.5 
50.0 

sf min. 
% min. 

Building height 22.5 ft.    10.8 ft.   35 ft. max. 
Parking 2 covered/15 uncovered 20 uncovered spaces 2 covered/7 uncovered 
 Note: Areas shown highlighted indicate a nonconforming or substandard situation. 
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PROPOSAL 
 
The applicant is requesting Planning Commission review and input through a study 
session for the conversion and expansion of an existing nonconforming structure from 
office uses (currently vacant) to two residential units. The proposed project would 
include first and second floor additions to the existing structure. The proposed work is 
equivalent to a new structure. As part of the project, the existing restaurant building, 
which is a nonconforming use and structure, would remain. The project site is located in 
the R-3 (Residential Apartment) zoning district. 
 
ANALYSIS 
 
Site Location 
 
The subject site is located at 555 and 557 Willow Road, between Coleman Avenue and 
the Menlo Park Veteran’s Affairs Medical Center. Using Willow Road in an east to west 
orientation, the project site is located on the northern side of Willow Road. The subject 
site is located in the R-3 zoning district, but contains an existing restaurant (555 Willow 
Road) and vacant office building (557 Willow Road). The office building has been 
vacant for over 10 years. The subject site was rezoned from commercial to residential 
in the late 1980s as part of the Willow Road Land Use Plan. The subject parcel is 
surrounded by multi-family developments that are also in the R-3 zoning district. On the 
opposite side of Willow Road, the parcels are zoned C-4 (General Commercial) and R-
3(X) (Residential Apartment, Conditional Development) and are occupied by a service 
station, a medical clinic, and a multi-family development. 
 
Project Description 
 
The applicant is proposing to convert and expand the existing concrete masonry unit 
(CMU) office building into two residential units. The proposed project would retain the 
existing footprint of the building (which is currently nonconforming with regard to the 
required front setback), expand the ground floor toward the right-side property line, and 
add a second level to the existing building. The applicant is proposing to retain the 
front, left side, and the majority of the rear wall of the structure; however, the right side 
wall would be completely removed to allow for the ground floor addition. The proposed 
first and second level additions would comply with the required setbacks, while the 
existing nonconforming front wall would be retained. The main entrance for the front 
unit would be located along the left side of the building, accessed via the parking lot. 
The main entrance for the rear unit would be located near the rear, left corner of the 
building. The proposed site modifications would result in two dwelling units, each 
containing five bedrooms and five bathrooms. The applicant has not provided a 
structural analysis of the existing building to determine the feasibility of the proposed 
project. 
 
The required front setback is measured from the Willow Road plan line, which appears 
to have been partially dedicated along the project site’s frontage as part of the 1961 
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permit for the office building. The study session plans identify the general location of the 
plan line, which will need to be verified as part of a future formal use permit submittal. 
 
The existing restaurant is located to the left of the main driveway (as viewed from 
Willow Road). The existing restaurant, which is a nonconforming use and structure, is 
proposed to remain as part of the site redevelopment. To accommodate the proposed 
project, the exterior deck would be removed, eliminating most or all of the outdoor 
seating. Nonconforming uses may remain as long as they stay active, but cannot be 
enlarged, or demolished and rebuilt.  
 
The existing office building contains approximately 1,400 square feet of gross floor area 
and the restaurant building is approximately 814 square feet in size. As part of the 
conversion of the office building to residential use, the applicant proposes to add 
approximately 3,553 square feet of gross floor area to the building, for a total gross floor 
area of 4,953 square feet. Inclusive of the existing restaurant building, the total gross 
floor area at the site would be 5,767 square feet. The associated floor area ratio (FAR) 
would be 31.3 percent, within the R-3 maximum of 45 percent.  
 
The existing site development is nonconforming with regard to landscaping, containing 
only 17.7 percent, where 50 percent is required. The proposed project would increase 
the amount of landscaping to approximately 23.8 percent, although this would still be 
well below the R-3 landscaping minimum of 50 percent. Similar to the landscape 
requirement, the existing development is nonconforming with regard to the maximum 
driveway and open parking area, occupying 68.7 percent of the site where 20 percent is 
the maximum. The proposed project would reduce the area devoted to open parking 
and driveways to about 51 percent, which would improve the existing nonconforming 
situation, although it would remain well above the R-3 maximum of 20 percent.  
 
Since the proposal before the Planning Commission is a study session item, a number 
of aspects of the project are still being refined. A few items that would need to be 
further evaluated and/or documented as part of a formal submittal are: 

 The feasibility of the construction of the second floor additions; 
 Compliance with the Parking Stall and Driveway Design Guidelines; 
 Compliance with the site access requirements of the Menlo Park Fire District; 

and 
 The location and design of a trash enclosure for the restaurant. 

 
Design and Materials 
 
As part of the conversion and expansion of the existing office building to two dwelling 
units, the applicant is proposing to modify the overall architectural style. The applicant is 
proposing to clad the existing CMU walls in white and grey stucco. The second floor 
would have ipe (wood) siding in a diagonal pattern, horizontal cedar siding, and stucco. 
The proposed design would contain steel columns and metal railings, painted dark grey. 
In the project description letter, included as Attachment C, the applicant states that the 
proposed residential units would be designed in a contemporary style. The applicant 
has submitted a color and materials board, which will be provided at the Planning 
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Commission meeting. The applicant is not proposing any color or material changes to 
the existing restaurant building. 
 
Parking and Circulation 
 
The site is accessed from a driveway along Willow Road located between the 
restaurant building and office building. As part of the proposed project, the applicant is 
proposing to remove a second existing driveway, which is currently unused, located to 
the right of the office building. The existing site contains 20 parking spaces and the 
applicant is proposing to remove five paved parking spaces and incorporate two 
covered parking spaces into the apartment building for a total of 17 spaces. The 
covered parking space for the front unit would be accessed from the common drive 
aisle with the restaurant, while the covered parking space for the rear unit would be 
located in the back right corner of the building. The parking and circulation is effectively 
designed with a one-way entrance along Willow Road and an exit to Coleman Avenue. 
The existing circulation pattern would be maintained as part of the project. 
 
As stated previously, the proposed project would contain 17 parking spaces, consisting 
of two covered and 15 uncovered spaces. The proposed project would comply with the 
off-street parking requirement of 2 parking spaces, one of which must be covered, for 
each of the residential dwelling units. The Zoning Ordinance does not specify a parking 
standard for commercial uses in the R-3 district, since these uses are not permitted. 
However, other commercial uses along Willow Road are located in the C-4 (General 
Commercial) and C-2-A (Neighborhood Shopping District, Restrictive) zoning districts. If 
the C-4 and C-2-A parking standard of six spaces per 1,000 square feet of gross floor 
area is applied to the restaurant use, five parking spaces would be required. 
Additionally, the City’s Use Based Parking Guidelines recommend six spaces for 1,000 
square feet of gross floor area for restaurant uses, which is consistent with the C-4 and 
C-2-A zoning district standards. The site would have 17 parking spaces, with four 
required for the residential units and five required for the restaurant use. Therefore, the 
site contains eight additional parking spaces. The residential units are designed with 
five bedrooms and the surplus parking spaces could likely be utilized by the residences 
at night and the restaurant during the day.   
 
Trees and Landscaping 
 
As stated previously, the site contains limited landscaping and open space. However, 
the applicant is proposing to plant 11 coast redwoods and three evergreen pears along 
the Willow Road frontage. The coast redwoods would be located between the proposed 
apartment building and Willow Road. The flowering pears would be planted adjacent to 
the existing restaurant. Along the right side property line, the applicant is proposing to 
plant six honey locust trees. The project would contain a row of coast redwoods and 
liquid amber trees along the rear property line. The landscape plan would need City 
Arborist review to determine the appropriateness of the tree types, sizes, and location. 
The overall landscaped area would increase from approximately 17.7 percent of the site 
to 23.8 percent of the site.    
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Correspondence 
 
Staff has not received any correspondence on the proposal. 
 
Conclusion 
 
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission use the study session to consider a 
presentation from the applicant, receive public comment, and provide individual 
feedback on the proposal. In particular, staff recommends that Planning Commissioners 
provide clear direction on the following key items: 
 

 Is the proposed redevelopment generally acceptable, or should the 
applicant substantively revise the proposal to comply with the current land 
use regulations? (If comprehensively redeveloped, the maximum density for the 
site would be five dwelling units and no commercial uses.) 
 

 Is the repurposing of the three walls of the existing office building 
appropriate, or should the existing building be demolished to allow a new 
residential building that complies with the required front setback? A new 
residential building could be designed to allow for additional residential 
development in the future, if the restaurant was to cease operations. If the 
residential component is developed in a completely new building, the building 
could be shifted slightly toward the right side property line to facilitate the 
possibility of constructing additional residential dwelling units around a common 
driveway access in the future. This shift in the residential building wall would also 
enable the retention of the outdoor seating for the restaurant. 
 

 The proposed dwelling units would have entrances along or near to the common 
driveway. The proposed units could be oriented toward a new pedestrian 
pathway along the eastern property line, with covered parking accessed from the 
driveway. Should this possible redesign be pursued? 
 

 The project would increase the landscaping at the site and reduce the paving 
associated with parking and driveways, but each standard would be still be 
nonconforming. Should alternate materials to reduce the impervious surface 
area be utilized and/or should the project be redesigned to further reduce 
the overall amount of paved surfaces? 

 
 Are the proposed architectural style, materials, and general sense of scale 

appropriate for the project and the greater Willow Road corridor?  
 

 The maximum dwelling units per acre in the R-3 zoning district is 13, which 
would equate to five units for the subject site, based on its lot area. The applicant 
is not proposing to construct the maximum allowed gross floor area, nor is the 
applicant proposing the maximum density. Does the Commission believe that 
the proposed density (two dwelling units) is appropriate for the site? 
Should an increase in density be pursued? An increase in density does not 
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necessarily require the removal of the restaurant at this time. The applicant could 
pursue a phased approach with two to three units replacing the restaurant at a 
future date. Some possible design modifications to the site layout, as mentioned 
above, may be necessary to help facilitate future residential development at the 
site. 

 
 Is the general planting plan appropriate for the site? (The proposed trees 

between the street and the restaurant could impact visibility.) 
 

 Should the pole sign advertising the restaurant be allowed to remain as is? 
The existing sign is located in the plan line and a portion projects into the City 
right-of-way.  

 
Following the meeting, staff would continue to work with the applicant to refine the 
proposal, which could be considered for action at a future meeting. 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 
 
As a study session item, there is no action necessary and no need for environmental 
review. 
 
Report prepared by: 
Kyle Perata 
Associate Planner 
 
Report reviewed by: 
Thomas Rogers 
Senior Planner 
 
PUBLIC NOTICE  
 
Public notification consisted of publishing a notice in the local newspaper and 
notification by mail of owners and occupants within a 300-foot radius of the subject 
property.  
 
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. 
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EXHIBITS TO BE PROVIDED AT MEETING 
 
Color and Materials Board 
 
V:\STAFFRPT\PC\2014\090814 - 555 Willow Road - Study Session.doc 
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