CITY OF

Planning Commission

REGULAR MEETING AGENDA

Date: 7/31/2017
Time: 7:00 p.m.
City Council Chambers

MENLO PARK 701 Laurel St., Menlo Park, CA 94025
A. Call To Order

B. Roll Call

C. Reports and Announcements

E1l.

F1.

F2.

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.

Public Comment

Under “Public Comment,” the public may address the Commission on any subject not listed on the
agenda, and items listed under Consent Calendar. Each speaker may address the Commission
once under Public Comment for a limit of three minutes. Please clearly state your name and
address or political jurisdiction in which you live. The Commission cannot act on items not listed on
the agenda and, therefore, the Commission cannot respond to non-agenda issues brought up
under Public Comment other than to provide general information.

Consent Calendar
Approval of minutes from the June 19, 2017, Planning Commission meeting. (Attachment)
Public Hearing

Use Permit/William Smith/1105 Almanor Avenue:

Request for a use permit to determine the Floor Area Limit (FAL) of a lot with less than 5,000
square feet of area, in association with the partial demolition, remodeling, and addition of first- and
second-story additions to an existing nonconforming single-story, single-family residence in the R-
1-U (Single-Family Urban) zoning district. The proposed expansion and remodeling would exceed
50 percent of the existing replacement value in a 12 month period. The proposal would also
exceed 50 percent of the existing floor area and is considered equivalent to a new structure. (Staff
Report #17-049-PC)

Use Permit Revision/Steve Schwanke/824 Cambridge Avenue:
Request for a use permit revision for a first-floor addition to an existing two-story single-family
residence on a substandard lot with respect to width in the R-2 (low density apartment) zoning
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district. The previous use permit was approved in 1992. (Staff Report #17-050-PC)

Use Permit/Andrew Young/1060 San Mateo Drive:

Request for a use permit to construct a first-floor addition, and perform interior and exterior
modifications to an existing nonconforming, single-story, single-family residence in the R-1-S
(Single Family Suburban Residential) zoning district. The work would exceed 75 percent of the
existing replacement value in a 12-month period. The project previously received a building permit
for a more limited scope of work; however, the proposed revisions would exceed 75 percent of the
replacement value of the existing honconforming structure in a 12-month period and therefore,
require a use permit. (Staff Report #17-051-PC)

Regular Business

City of Menlo Park/Transportation Master Plan Oversight and Outreach Committee Nomination of a
Planning Commissioner to serve as a representative on the Transportation Master Plan Oversight
and Outreach Committee for potential Council appointment on August 29, 2017. (Staff Report #17-
052-PC)

Informational Items

Future Planning Commission Meeting Schedule — The upcoming Planning Commission meetings
are listed here, for reference. No action will be taken on the meeting schedule, although individual
Commissioners may notify staff of planned absences.

e Regular Meeting: August 14, 2017
Regular Meeting: August 28, 2017
Regular Meeting: September 11, 2017
e Regular Meeting: September 25, 2017

Adjournment

Agendas are 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 www.menlopark.org and can receive e-
mail notification of agenda and staff report postings by subscribing to the “Notify Me” service at menlopark.org/notifyme.
Agendas and staff reports may also be obtained by contacting the Planning Division at (650) 330-6702. (Posted:
07/26/17)

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 designated 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
public record (subject to any exemption under the Public Records Act) and is available for inspection at the City Clerk’s
Office, 701 Laurel St., Menlo Park, CA 94025 during regular business hours.

Persons with disabilities, who require auxiliary aids or services in attending or participating in Commission meetings, may
call the City Clerk’s Office at 650-330-6620.
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CITY OF

Planning Commission

DRAFT

Date: 6/19/2017
Time: 7:00 p.m.
City Council Chambers

MENLO PARK 701 Laurel St., Menlo Park, CA 94025

F1.

Call To Order
Chair Drew Combs called the meeting to order at 7:01 p.m.
Roll Call

Present: Andrew Barnes, Drew Combs (Chair), Susan Goodhue (arrived at 7:03 p.m.), Larry Kahle
(Vice Chair), John Onken, Henry Riggs, Katherine Strehl

Staff: Thomas Rogers, Principal Planner; Corinna Sandmeier, Associate Planner; Sunny Chao,
Assistant Planner; Yesenia Jimenez, Associate Planner; Tom Smith, Associate Planner

Reports and Announcements

Principal Planner Thomas Rogers reported that the City Council at its June 6, 2017 meeting held a
public hearing on the City’s annual budget, which was now scheduled for adoption at its June 20,
2017 meeting. He said at the Council’'s June 20 meeting they also would hold a study session on
an affordable housing project on Willow Road sponsored by MidPen Housing. He noted that
Commissioner Susan Goodhue had arrived at 7:03 p.m. He said additionally at the June 20
meeting, the Council would have a consent item to approve the Station 1300 project’s final map,
which was a subdivision related action.

Public Comment
None

Consent Calendar
None

Public Hearing

Use Permit/Isabelle Cole/318 Pope Street:

Request for a use permit to demolish an existing single-story, single-family residence and construct
a new two-story, single-family residence on a substandard lot with regard to lot width in the R-1-U
(Single Family Urban) zoning district. The property owner separately applied for a heritage tree
removal permit for a heritage redwood, although that removal permit was denied by the City
Arborist, and the Environmental Quality Commission (EQC) and City Council have upheld the City
Arborist’s action on appeal. An initial version of the proposed new residence was reviewed by the
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Planning Commission at the meeting of April 10, 2017. (Staff Report #17-038-PC)

Staff Comment: Associate Planner Corinna Sandmeier said after the staff report was finalized staff
received an email from John Kadvany regarding the heritage tree removal. She said as noted in
the project description the City Council denied the application for the heritage tree removal.

Applicant Presentation: Pearl Renaker, Tektive Design, said she was the project architect for the
property owners, Scott and Isabelle Cole. She apologized for not being able to attend the April 10,
2017 Commission meeting when the application was originally discussed. She said she watched
the hearing and would like to address come of the concerns raised by Commissioners and
neighbors. She said in response to Commissioner Kahle’s comment about the roof complexity that
they have changed the roof to be standing seam metal throughout. She said in response to his
request to have more articulation on the right side of the house they added two bay windows for
the bedrooms at the side of the second floor. She said another option they would be open to
instead would be to add a larger single bay window at the staircase in the middle of the right side.
She said a great deal of discussion at the prior hearing had focused on the redwood tree near the
southeast corner of the house. She said as noted by staff that tree would remain. She said the
tree’s continued good health was compatible with the protection measures. She said it was
supported by the project arborist and the preservation and protection plan was subject to the
review and approval the City’s arborist. She said the right side of the existing house had been next
to the tree for the last 90 years. She said the tree was accustomed to those conditions and its roots
had grown around the existing foundation. She said the footprint of the new house design for the
areas closest to that tree was within the footprint of the existing house with some extra space for
working clearance. She said they would use a pier and grade beam foundation as the grade
beams would be significantly shallower than the existing foundation. She said piers would be
drilled periodically and dug by hand near the redwood tree’s roots.

Ms. Renaker said the staff recommendation to move the corner of the house two feet away from
the tree was not meaningful as the tree roots could extend 80 t0100 feet around the tree. She said
also removing a slice of the house would disrupt the architectural design and make the media room
significantly less feasible. She said the two-story gables were a key element of the farmhouse style
the owners were seeking. She said regarding Commission comments to look at different sitings for
the house that they had done that earlier in the design process. She said they evaluated again
after the April hearing. She said the Commission should have a diagram overlaying the proposed
footprint of the new house with the existing house and to the modern house design that was
approved a couple of years prior. She said similarities to their project design were apparent such
as avoiding building on the south side of the lot because of the redwood and two heritage oaks
trees. She said building into the rear year was difficult as the lot there became much narrower. She
said also the owners would like to preserve that space for outdoor living and a private rear yard.
She said expanding the existing house to the north toward the alley and toward the front property
line ended as the most logical choice. She asked the Commission to approve the house in the
same site as presented in April.

Commissioner Larry Kahle asked about the size and profile of the siding and if the corners were
mitered. Ms. Renaker said that they were proposing siding with a little bit of a groove with blind
nails in between, and that the corners probably would be mitered.

Chair Combs opened and closed the public hearing as there were no speakers.
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Commission Comment: Commissioner Kahle said his previous comments were that the front
elevation was very attractive but he had concerns about the sides. He said personally he would
favor the single bay window gable at the side of the staircase rather than the two smaller gables.
He said he would also support the applicant’s request to not notch the corner of the house as it
would not reflect what would happen with the roof lines. He said his concern was not with the
length of the wall but how to break it up to make it more interesting. He said he was glad they now
had only one roof material.

Commissioner Henry Riggs said the project would fit with the neighborhood. He suggested the
applicants consider window dressing for the stairwell as he thought it might prove to be a privacy
issue for them. He said he tended to agree with Commissioner Kahle not to require the notching of
the home as additional protection for the redwood tree.

Commissioner Andrew Barnes said the staff report on page 4 talked about the tree and
redesigning that corner of the house to increase distance between it and the tree. Associate
Planner Sandmeier said the City’s arborist had approved the project’s arborist report as adequate
with the protection measures. She said that staff showed the City’s arborist the condition
Commissioner Barnes was referencing and he confirmed that it would probably be beneficial to the
tree to have the corner of the house further away from it. Principal Planner Rogers said that the
condition was added more to address the Commission’s direction about the monolithic perception
of the wall than tree protection and absent that direction, staff probably would not have added the
condition.

Commissioner Barnes said he was fine with the height noting the project was in the flood zone. He
said he appreciated the change in roof pitches and materials. He said the standard tree protection
measures would be adequate.

Commissioner John Onken said the house seemed large due in large part to the raised grade due
to the flood zone and the odd shape of the lot as it tapered to the rear. He said proper measures
were being taken to protect the redwood tree. He said regarding privacy concerns that the house
was far enough away from other houses to not be a problem. He moved to approve the findings
and approve the use permit as recommended by staff but without the project specific condition 4.a.

Commissioner Kahle said he would second the motion but asked if Commissioner Onken would be
willing to specify one large bay window at the stair landing rather than two smaller ones as
suggested by the architect. Commissioner Onken said he would if Commissioner Kahle felt
strongly about adding it as a condition. Commissioner Kahle said he did feel strongly about it and
suggested that the change be reviewed by staff, with the option to notify the Commission if
anything was questionable.

Commissioner Riggs said he would vote against the motion as he did not support designing from
the dais. He said he was not opposed to the project.

ACTION: Motion and second (Onken/Kahle) to approve the item as recommended in the staff

report with the following modifications; passes 5-0 with Commissioners Goodhue and Riggs
opposed.
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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 California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines.

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

3. 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
Tektive Design, consisting of 12 plan sheets, dated received June 2, 2017, and approved
by the Planning Commission on June 19, 2017, 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 and street trees in the vicinity of the construction project shall be protected
pursuant to the Heritage Tree Ordinance and the arborist report by Kevin Kielty Arborist
Services LLC, dated revised February 22, 2017, and the addendum report by Kevin Kielty
Arborist Services LLC, dated February 22, 2017. In addition, the following maintenance
shall be conducted prior to building permit issuance and on an on-going basis after
issuance:
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i. Install cables in upper 2/3 of canopy
ii.  During the dry season irrigate the tree with soaker hoses (especially during
construction)
iii.  Selectively prune branches to reduce end weight
iv.  Monitor the crotches and overall health of the tree
v.  Conduct a certified arborist inspection of the tree every 2 years

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 submit revised plans showing a single bay window at the stairs, along
the south elevation, subject to review and approval of the Planning Division.

b. If the existing detached garage is removed, it shall be replaced with two off-street parking
spaces, one of which must be covered, that meet all applicable regulations.

Use Permit/Scott Sattler/330 Nova Lane:

Request for a use permit to modify and add to an existing detached, non-conforming accessory
building (garage) on a lot in the R-1-U (Single Family Urban) zoning district. The value of the work
would exceed 75 percent of existing replacement value in a 12-month period. (Staff Report #17-
039-PC)

Staff Comment: Assistant Planner Sunny Chao said staff had no additions to the written report.

Applicant Presentation: Chris Kundinger said that his father-in-law owned the house and that he
and his wife lived there and wanted to add some additional space for their growing family.

Chair Combs opened the public hearing and closed it was there were no speakers.

Commission Comment: In response to a question from Commissioner Strehl, Mr. Kundinger said
the existing front home has three bedrooms and two bathrooms.

Replying to Commissioner Riggs, Assistant Planner Chao said that the applicant wanted the
additional space at this time for an office and a playroom and were aware that they could apply in
the future for a use permit revision for a secondary dwelling unit.

Commissioner Strehl asked if the parking requirement could be accommodated if they applied for a
use permit revision in the future for a secondary dwelling unit. Assistant Planner Chao said that if
they did apply they would have to provide an additional parking space for a secondary dwelling unit
and that could be a tandem space.
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Chair Combs said that initially the application was for additional storage and asked how the
transition to office and playroom space occurred. Mr. Kundinger said originally the project was
proposed as an office and playroom. He said that FEMA however would require 12-inch freeboard
above grade for that use but would not if the space was used for storage so they were applying to
use the space for storage and to accommodate the office and playroom in the house.

Commissioner Kahle said he was very unhappy with the proposed design as it looked like an
addition as its materials and roofline were not the same as the main house. He said he was
dubious that it would be storage since there was a full bathroom.

Commissioner Barnes said that the space would have a finished bathroom and shower but be
used for storage and those were incongruent uses.

Chair Combs said he was skeptical of the office and playroom use as the unit would have a full
bathroom but now having heard it was storage thought it was an illogical use of space.

Commissioner Strehl asked what the FEMA requirement would be for its use as a playroom and
office. Principal Planner Rogers suggested that the Commission consider the proposed design as
presented noting that if the existing building was conforming that this project would not have come
before the Commission. Replying to Chair Combs, Principal Planner Rogers said that a unit
needed a kitchen to be a living unit.

Commissioner Riggs moved to approve the project. Commissioner Strehl seconded the motion.
She said in the Willows that a number of accessory buildings were being used as secondary
dwelling units without going through the approval processes. She said it was important for
neighbors to bring to the City’s attention if the use changes in that way.

Commissioner Onken said he would not be able to support the project noting that they would be
endorsing a workaround.

Chair Combs said the Commission had received conflicting information about the use and the
Commission had a right to get validated information.

Commissioner Barnes said he was supportive of people using land appropriately and he had some
struggles with the conflicting use proposal but noted that if it was on a conforming lot it would have
been approved for a building permit.

ACTION: Motion and second (Riggs/Strehl) to approve the item as recommended in the staff
report; passes 5-1-1 with Commissioner Kahle opposing and Commissioner Onken abstaining.

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

2. Make findings, as per Section 16.82.030 of the Zoning Ordinance pertaining to the granting of
use permits, that the proposed use will not be detrimental to the health, safety, morals, comfort
and general welfare of the persons residing or working in the neighborhood of such proposed
use, and will not be detrimental to property and improvements in the neighborhood or the
general welfare of the City.
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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
Christopher Tripoli Architect consisting of seven plan sheets, dated received June 8, 2017,
and approved by the Planning Commission on June 19, 2017, 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 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

Use Permit/1000 Middle Ave Project LLC/1000 Middle Avenue:

Request for a use permit to demolish an existing two-story single-family residence and build two
new two-story single-family residences on a substandard lot with regard to lot width located in the
R-3 (Apartment) zoning district. The project includes a request to remove a heritage black oak tree
in the front yard as well as administrative review of a tentative parcel map to subdivide the project
into two condominium units. (Staff Report #17-040-PC)

Staff Comment: Associate Planner Yesenia Jimenez said staff had no additions to the written
report.

Questions of Staff: Commissioner Kahle asked what the maximum height was in this zoning
district. Associate Planner Jimenez said it was 35 feet. Commissioner Kahle confirmed that the
property was not in the flood zone.

Neelu Yadav introduced herself and Raj Yadav as the project architects with Yadav Design Group.
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She introduced Ravinder Sethi and Nadeem Zafar, the property owners. She said that they would
remove the existing two-story residence and replace it with two new modest sized two-story
residences on the R-3 lot.

Commissioner Kahle said the first floor grade elevation was two-feet and two inches above the
adjacent grade and asked if the grade could be lower. Mr. Yadav said it could be lower. He said it
was the comfortable level for this traditional size of house however.

Commissioner Goodhue said the bird’s eye view in schematic B2 showed that there was a wide
curb cut for the garage space and then a wider curb cut for the driveway. She said looking at
schematic 2, which was the view from the southeast corner, it appeared that a driver would have to
do a funny maneuver to park a car in front of the garage.

Ms. Yadav said the curb cut was 12 foot. She said where the curb met the property line it was
wider but otherwise it lined up with the edge of the building.

Commissioner Kahle noted a IPE siding on the front and asked if that was a screen applied to the
wall as it looked like there was a window behind that and a bathroom on the second floor. Mr.
Yadav said the idea was to make it into a screen type having a distance between the IPE wood
and the stucco behind to provide depth and screen the bathroom window. Commissioner Kahle
confirmed that it was the same siding used on the entry as there appeared to be an opening on the
sides with the screen.

Chair Combs opened the public hearing.

e Tom Rice, Menlo Park, said he was representing the property owners of the multi-family unit
next door and the people who live there. He said their concern was with the driveway line and
the fence as the fence extends the length of the driveway and into the backyard and was
shared with the Alice Lane properties. He said the whole driveway line that technically was on
the subject property was lined with trees that provide screening particularly to the neighboring
unit 3. He said the drawing showing the trees did not show much of the oleander shrubs that
were actually taller than many of the trees and provided a great deal of privacy. He asked that
the protection of privacy for the future owners of the subject property and current neighbors be
addressed. He said the use of the word modest to describe the two new buildings was not
accurate as currently there was only one home and there would be two large homes in the
future that would affect his property and Alice Lane backyards.

Chair Combs closed the public hearing.

Commission Comment: Commissioner Onken said a car backing out of the garage for unit 2 would
have to back up 100 feet and asked if that was seen as an issue. Associate Planner Jimenez said
the Transportation Division looked at the turning radius affirmatively. Commissioner Onken said
when cars were parked in the designated spaces there would be no turning radius.

Commissioner Goodhue noted correspondence from a neighbor about the fence that was recently
installed. She asked if prior to the fence the properties had shared asphalt. Mr. Sethi said the fence
was partial and came out of the back of the property about halfway. He said the front piece of the
fence was shared. He said half of their house was exposed to the right property, which was a four-
unit apartment building. He said after he bought the property he moved the fence forward following
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City’s advice to keep the fence back twenty feet from the property line. He said a fair amount of the
fence in the front was four foot high and that he had talked to the other property owners about the
fence. Replying to Commissioner Goodhue, Mr. Sethi said they intended to keep the fence and
provide privacy. Commissioner Goodhue asked if the driveway would be replaced. Mr. Sethi said
they would use pavers. Commissioner Goodhue asked if they would put landscaping along the
fence on their side. Mr. Sethi said they would.

Commissioner Kahle said the neighbor spoke about the plantings along the fence and asked if
those were proposed to stay. Mr. Sethi said they would keep the plantings and most likely add
some plants that were nicer than oleander to provide even more privacy. Commissioner Kahle
asked if there was enough room in the driveway. Mr. Sethi said he was referring to the west side
and not along the driveway. Ms. Yadav said along the driveway they could not do much planting
but would use vines. She said they would keep the sight view fence height in the front.

Commissioner Kahle said it was an attractive project. He said they had four materials facing the
street and he would prefer that it only be three and that he did not think the stone was really
necessary. He said he thought the project was tall and as the finished floor was two-feet above
grade he would like the grade lowered at least one foot. He said on the front perspective there was
a band on both sides that separated the finished materials and that stopped lower than the sloping
roof over the garage. He suggested raiding the band up so it aligned with the top of the sloping roof
on both sides. He referred to the middle top perspective drawing on sheet AL.0A. Mr. Yadav and
Ms. Yadav said they could work on that.

Commissioner Onken asked about the IPE siding on the front of the house. He said in the
perspectives and elevations it goes up along the gable ends as just a panel and a similar piece
was to the side of the stone entry. Mr. Yadav said the IPE was added to soften the exterior as was
not warm aesthetically with a lot of stucco, wood siding and stone. He said they had wanted to add
something natural on the front and the side, which was very prominent, but not to incur great
expense for the property owners. He said working with staff they decided to do the same treatment
on the balcony side and on all sides. Commissioner Onken said for the stairwell window the
material wrapped but not on the front entry door. Mr. Yadav said if they wrapped it as siding there
was no lightness to the visual effect. He said they were playing with application of the same
material to create lightness.

Commissioner Barnes said he liked the project and thought its design picked up the modern home
across the street. He asked if they would contemplate coming down to 28 foot rather than 29 foot
height.

Commissioner Goodhue said she liked the project and appreciated having two houses where there
was now only one. She said it was in the correct zoning for multiple units. She said she tended to
like the stone mixed with the wood and stucco. She said she was concerned with the other siding
on the stairwell as it popped out but the architect’s explanation about the use of that material
helped her understand somewhat better. She said it was a very nice project and would certainly be
an improvement over the current state of the property. She said she had concerns with people
trying to back their cars out onto Middle Avenue.

Commissioner Riggs said the project had brought up a variety of comments. He said usually he

recoiled from El Dorado stone being applied to one facade but that in this case it was well used.
He said on the elevation where the belly band came in under the garage roof it appeared the stone
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wrapped 12-inches and suggested it might be simpler to take the stone up to the soffit and stop the
belly band there. He suggested doing some test panels with the pinkish beige siding. He said the
details would matter on this project so that the wood panels including how the ends were cut clean,
the mitered joints on the bay window, the garage door materials and proportions including the
transom and the closed soffits needed to be carried through the construction process with thought
as it would make a difference between well done small homes (small for Menlo Park) and homes
that looked like builder homes. He said he would wait for other Commissioner comments before he
made a motion.

Commissioner Strehl questioned why Commissioners Kahle and Barnes wanted the height
reduced as the home as proposed at 29 feet was well below the 35-foot height maximum in the
zoning district.

Commissioner Onken said that the two windows in the second story bedrooms were probably not a
problem as they were located almost 30 feet away from neighbors. He said he was fine with the
mixed materials and thought the ipe screening on the front would be interesting. He said he was
happy to make a motion to make the findings to approve the use permit.

Mr. Yadav said the left side elevation showed that most of the building was 28-feet two-inches in
height and it was only toward the rear one-third of the building that the height became 29-feet two
inches.

Commissioner Riggs said he would like to second the motion. Chair Combs asked if there had
been a motion as he had heard Commissioner Onken said he would be happy to make a motion.
Commissioner Onken moved to approve the project as recommended in the staff report;
Commissioner Riggs seconded the motion.

Commissioner Barnes said regarding the height that it was well below the maximum height for the
zoning district but within the context of single-family residences in Menlo Park that 28-foot height
was the norm. He said it was a recommendation only.

ACTION: Motion and second (Onken/Riggs) to approve the item as recommended in the staff
report; passes 7-0.

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 California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines.

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

3. 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
Yadav Design Group, consisting of 22 plan sheets, dated received June 8, 2017, and
approved by the Planning Commission on June 19, 2017, except as modified by the
conditions contained herein, subject to review and approval of the Planning Division.
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F4.

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 and the recommendations in the arborist report by Mayne Tree
Expert Company, Inc. revised on February 9, 2017.

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

a. Prior to building permit issuance, the applicant shall pay the Transportation Impact Fee,
currently estimated at $3,139.49, as required by the Transportation Division.

b. Prior to the recordation of the parcel map, the applicant shall pay the Recreation-in-Lieu fee
of $78,400, as required by the Engineering Division.

Prezoning, Rezoning, General Plan Amendment, Tentative Map, Use Permit, Architectural Control,
and Environmental Review/Leland Stanford Junior University/2111-2121 Sand Hill Road:
Request for pre-zoning of a portion of a 15.8-acre parcel presently located in unincorporated San
Mateo County to the R-1-S (Single Family Suburban Residential) and C-1-C (Administrative,
Professional and Research District, Restrictive) zoning districts. In addition, rezoning of the
remaining portion of the parcel currently located in the R-1-S zoning district to the C-1-C zoning
district. Also, a General Plan amendment to establish Low Density Residential and Professional
and Administrative Offices land use designations for the portion of the parcel to be prezoned, and
to change the land use designation from Low Density Residential to Professional and
Administrative Offices for the portion of the parcel to be rezoned. Additionally, a request for a
tentative map for a two parcel subdivision, one parcel containing an existing residence, the other
containing an existing office building. In addition, a request for a use permit and architectural
control to construct a new approximately 39,800-square-foot, two-story office building in the
proposed C-1-C (Administrative, Professional and Research, Restrictive) zoning district, which
would be on the same parcel as the existing office building. The project includes a Below Market
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Rate (BMR) Agreement for compliance with the City’s Below Market Rate Housing Program. A
retaining wall would be constructed within the required rear setback. The project includes a request
to remove up to six heritage trees due to poor health and construction-related activities associated
with the proposed project. The Planning Commission is a recommending body to the City Council
who will be the final decision-making body on the proposed applications. The annexation of the
15.8-acre parcel into the City of Menlo Park is subject to approval by the Local Agency Formation
Commission (LAFCo). (Staff Report #17-041-PC)

Staff Comment: Associate Planner Tom Smith said that six pieces of correspondence had been
received since the publication of the staff report and were available at the dais. He said in general
the correspondences pointed to traffic conditions, speed limits, safety concerns related to Sand Hill
Road, Santa Cruz Avenue, Alpine Road, and other intersections in the vicinity, the value of park
and recreational uses on the site versus proposed office uses, safe routes to school and how traffic
might affect that, and the jobs and housing imbalance in the community and whether this project
fully addressed that.

Commissioner Onken said he needed to recuse himself due to a potential conflict of interest.

Questions of Staff: Chair Combs asked what a property tax exchange negotiation was. Associate
Planner Smith said Stanford recently filed an annexation application with LAFCo. He said one of
the first steps was an estimate made by the County Controller as to the total taxable revenue
generated within the proposed annexation area. He said after they have that amount the City and
County would discuss how that should be allocated to cover the different services required by the
annexation proposal.

Commissioner Strehl asked what services the County would provide and asked about the criteria
of how much would go to the City and how much to the County. Associate Planner Smith said he
was not sure but in general this was a very urbanized area and about 250 feet of Sand Hill Road
would be incorporated as a result of the project as well as about a third of the intersection of Sand
Hill Road and Santa Cruz Avenue which would make a couple of traffic lights the City's as well as
some pavement. He said negotiations would be about these relatively small areas that would be
annexed into the City but in addition there was police service, park and recreation and similar
things to consider.

Commissioner Strehl asked if Menlo Park Fire District already covered this area whether it was
annexed into Menlo Park or not. Associate Planner Smith confirmed that was correct.

Applicant Presentation: John Donahoe, Associate Director of Planning and Entitlement for Stanford
Real Estate, made a brief PowerPoint presentation. He said the project itself was a 39,000 square
foot office building. He said the site was a legal parcel running from Alpine Road along Sand Hill
Road, somewhat triangular that included the former Buck estate, which was now used as
Stanford’s Provost’s residence, and the Hewlett Foundation building developed several years ago
and zoned in the County as residential estate zoning. He said a PG&E gas easement was located
along the length of one segment of their property and adjacent to that was the Stanford Hills
Subdivision, originally constructed in 1959. He said the Stanford Hills park was also owned by
Stanford with a long term ground lease to the City of Menlo Park and had been constructed shortly
after subdivision construction.
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Mr. Donahoe said the annexation, general plan amendment and prezoning was needed because
they wanted to look at the development of the vacant portion of the property. He said there was an
existing memorandum of understanding between the County of San Mateo and the City of Menlo
Park that said in these kinds of areas that urban development should occur within urban
boundaries. He said they were looking at creating residential zoning for the Provost home and
commercial zoning for the remainder of the parcel.

Mr. Donahoe said that the existing access road off Sand Hill Road only went to the Hewlett
Foundation and no further. He said it did not go all the way to Alpine Road. He said the project
included a two-story class 1 office building and would have two-level below grade parking and
some above grade parking. He said they have been working with the Hewlett Foundation
administrators and the Stanford Hills Subdivision residents on this project. He said they would
provide two additional BMR units on another Stanford project within the City rather than do in-lieu
fees for this project. He said the project has generous setbacks and they would plant 91 more
trees. He said they designed the building to be compatible and complementary to the Hewlett
Foundation building. He said the Stanford Hills Homeowners Association (HOA) asked them to
delete the clerestory from this project although that was an aspect of the Hewlett Foundation
building. He said greatest physical constraint in assigning the commercial zoning to this parcel next
to an existing neighborhood was it must have 75 foot setback from the residential and that included
also a 35-foot PG&E easement and a 75-foot setback from Sand Hill Road. He said as mentioned
they would plant 91new trees including 46, 72-inch box giant sequoia trees along the rear but not
within the 35 foot PG&E easement. He said they would also plant seven water gum trees, also an
evergreen, closer to the building at the request of the HOA. He said they were discussing with
PG&E to put a solid fence around their vault and trees for screening.

Chair Combs opened the public hearing.

e Janet Davis said she has lived on Alpine Road for 50 years. She said her broad concern was
the jobs and housing imbalance in San Mateo County. She said Stanford had done a study and
had identified this area as a site for affordable housing for lower paid SLAC and Stanford
University employees who would be close enough to walk or bike to work. She said her local
concern was with traffic. She said the area of Sand Hill Road and Alpine Road was chaotic.
She said the traffic study done was just magical thinking and there was a particular problem
with the Alpine and Sand Hill Road intersection and was a death trap for bicyclists and cars.
She said construction trucks used Alpine Road as it has no traffic lights. She said public transit
was practically non-existent. She said there were inconsistent speed signs that needed
addressing. She asked what the $180,866 for transportation impact fees would be used for.

¢ Ron Snow, Stanford Avenue, said his understanding was that the Hewlett Foundation building
had been allowed to be developed but the rest of property could not be. He said he thought the
applicant was positioning to incorporate the land into Menlo Park to avoid that understanding.
He suggested looking at the original agreement for the use of the property. He said the traffic
study for the project was very flawed. He said the site had 163 parking spaces but apparently
only 30-40 cars adding to the volumes at peak hours. He said that there would be several
hundred cars leaving and going into that parking lot during the day. He said pedestrians cause
delays for autos turning from Sharon Heights and that a right hand turn light was needed to turn
right into the property. He said he met with the Mayor of Menlo Park and the County’s Board of
Supervisors about the need for traffic mitigation in this area. He said the area needed more
affordable housing and not more office space.
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¢ Molly Glennan, unincorporated Menlo Park, said that the increase in traffic referred to Alpine
and Sand Hill Roads but impacted Santa Cruz Avenue and the Alameda as well. She said that
there was a big disconnect between the traffic study and what was there. She said peopled
chose to live in that area for the small town life style and the quality of life was being impacted.
She said over the last five years residents had seen phenomenal traffic increases driven by
developments such as Stanford’s.

¢ Mark Trail, president, Stanford Hills HOA, said their association had 78 homes, 15 of which
border the development. He said they had two main concerns if the development went forward
and that was included in their April 23" letter, and that was mitigation of construction noise and
dust and what hours work would be conducted. He said the residents on Branner suffered from
construction fatigue due to PG&E’s 24/7 work to replace their pipeline that included the use of
stadium lights. He said people moved to the front of their houses to get away from the lights
and one elderly neighbor was so fatigued from the construction impacts that she stumbled and
died. He said they also wanted adequate privacy screening from the project. He suggested
seeing if the building could be moved further forward toward Sand Hill Road to allow for thicker
vegetation screening. He thanked Stanford for engaging with the HOA and conducting several
meeting.

e William Greenleaf, 2372 Branner Drive, said he lived in one of the closest houses to the
project. He said that Stanford has a conflict of interest as it owned the land upon which the
Stanford Hills residences were located and has expressed interest in acquiring houses when
they go on the market. He said they might be putting themselves ahead of the market through
extending the lease agreement. He said Stanford could be perceived to benefit from any
actions that might temporarily or permanently depress the market value of the Stanford Hills
residences. He said the project proposal needed careful review.

Chair Combs closed the public hearing.

Commission Comment: Commissioner Strehl asked if there was any understanding or agreement
on the designation of use for this property that existed at some point in the past. Associate Planner
Smith said the Hewlett Foundation development went through a use permit process with the
County and noted he was not familiar with the conditions that might have been attached. He said
the property was zoned for residential and he believed that there might be some requirement about
what types of office uses were permitted.

Mr. Donahue said this property was not part of the Stanford founding grant property but was owned
by the Buck and Meyer family for decades. He said when the last members of the family passed in
the late 1970s they dedicated the property to Stanford. He said the Hewlett Foundation was
developed based upon a particular zoning section in San Mateo County zoning that allowed for
philanthropic organizations to build within residential zoning. He said the lease with the Hewlett
Foundation required that they remain a philanthropic organization but that did not coincide with
their proposal. He said they could have developed a residential property on the vacant part of this
parcel. He said in 2012 the City in updating its Housing Element had looked at this site for potential
as high density residential but was ultimately rejected. He said they then came back with this
proposal.
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Commissioner Strehl confirmed with Mr. Donahoe that this project and the Hewlett Foundation did
not have access now and would not get through this development project access to Alpine Road
through the parcel. She confirmed with him also that the two BMR units for this project would be
above and beyond what was proposed for the other pending project. She asked what the estimate
was for employee count. Mr. Donahoe said they expected one employee per 300 square feet or
about 133 employees.

Commissioner Kahle noted for the record that he was friends with Mark Trail, one of the speakers,
and that they have a mutual friend who lived on the back side of Branner Drive. He said he had not
received the traffic study that other Commissioners seemed to have and referred to concerns
about the adequacy of the traffic study. Associate Planner Smith said based on the criteria the City
has for determining whether proposed development would worsen conditions at intersections that
there would be a very minimal increase in existing conditions and would not downgrade the
existing conditions at the site. He said that Transportation Division staff was present as well as a
representative from Hexagon, the consultants that had done the traffic analysis.

Commissioner Kahle asked Mr. Donahoe to pull up the slide showing the 75 foot setbacks. He
asked why the building could not be shifted more towards Sand Hill Road and away from the
PG&E easement and the residences behind that. Mr. Donahoe said that the Hewlett Foundation
had a ground lease over the property and already through discussion with Hewlett Foundation a
portion of Stanford’s project would go some distance over the other’s property. He said the
neighbors had said that they did not want to see parking in the setback area. He said also a 75 foot
turnaround for emergency services was needed so they were a little constricted in that area. He
said they figured out what they could do within the setbacks and worked with Hewlett Foundation
to push that as much as they could. Commissioner Kahle asked about the left side restriction for
the Hewlett Foundation building. Mr. Donahoe showed the lease line on a slide. Commissioner
Kahle asked what the limitations for moving the building over there were. Mr. Donahoe said that
the subject property would have two levels of underground parking but needed surface parking as
well. He said they also had to locate the trash enclosure in an appropriate location.

Commissioner Kahle said the trips generated for peak a.m. and p.m. hours did not equate with two
below parking floors and surface parking, and two ingresses and egresses. Mr. Donahoe said that
the project was meeting the parking requirement for the zoning. He said the Hewlett Foundation’s
vacant area to the left was their parking reserve, which was currently landscaped. Commissioner
Kahle asked why there were two accesses and two egresses. Mr. Donahoe said that if they had
more of a rectangular building and more efficient alignment of the two below grade parking levels
they might have been able to have one access and egress. He said they tried to configure one
access and one egress but found they would lose more parking spaces in doing that.

Commissioner Goodhue asked in reference to the County and the residential zoning allowance for
philanthropic organizations why the County had not kicked the Hewlett Foundation project over to
the City for annexation at that time as being in a more urban area. Mr. Donahoe said the Buck
Meyer estate was donated to Stanford but without any maintenance funds associated with it. He
said Stanford’s lease money from the Hewlett Foundation was used to renovate the estate.

Commissioner Goodhue asked for the record the number of employees at the Hewlett Foundation
currently. Mr. Donahoe said there were approximately 200 employees. Commissioner Goodhue
asked about their TDM program. Mr. Donahoe said that the Hewlett Foundation did not have a
TDM requirement but they offered TDM programs. He said Stanford has offered the use of surface
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parking to the Foundation as needed for certain events so the parking landscape reserve would be
kept as such. Commissioner Goodhue confirmed with Mr. Donahoe that this property’s use would
not impact trip counts for Stanford University.

Commissioner Barnes noted that the Hewlett Foundation produced no tax revenue. He asked
about tax revenue for the new development use and whether there would be a requirement to
lease to a company that would generate tax revenue. Mr. Donahoe said the project was viewed as
a net gain fiscally as it was an investment property for Stanford and not intended to be occupied by
Stanford. He said any tax revenues would ultimately go to the City once the annexation was
complete. Commissioner Barnes asked if there was anything memorializing that this project and
the Middle Plaza project would not be use used by Stanford and its affiliates. Mr. Donahoe said
they could not guarantee the future. He said Stanford owned a lot of property on Sand Hill Road
and did not occupy much of it. He said it makes more economic sense to lease property for income
purposes.

Commissioner Barnes asked how big the Sand Hill submarket from leasable square footage office
space was. Mr. Donahoe said he was told $1.3 million. Commissioner Barnes confirmed they were
talking about 40,000 to 1.3 million square feet. He asked why the first floor was seven feet below
grade on the back side. Mr. Donahoe said an average grade was calculated, and that the site was
relatively flat. He said they were not suppressing too much other than to go below two levels for a
garage. He said with that there would be some grading and a need immediately adjacent to that
area for some bio-infiltration areas. Mr. Barnes asked about the comment that upgrading the
pedestrian crossing from the project site to the Sharon Heights Plaza would cause impacts to
traffic flow. Mr. Donahoe said he would defer to the City.

Kristiann Choy, City of Menlo Park Transportation Division, Senior Transportation Engineer, said
they would look at the crosswalk design and whether to change the phasing there. She said the
intersection operated successfully currently and they didn’t expect to need to change the phasing
to operate very differently.

Chair Combs said Stanford owned the Stanford Hills development land and asked about a
comment that Stanford’s interest in developing the subject property might intersect with their long
term interest regarding the housing development. He asked if there was a connection between this
plan and long term plans for those homes.

Mr. Steve Elliott, Stanford Real Estate, said Stanford owned lands under the Stanford Hills
subdivision, and had entered into an agreement with all the property owners for a lease extension
some time ago. He said he disagreed with the claim that there was conflict or some economic
interest for Stanford regarding this project and that subdivision. He said the creation of this office
building would not only screen Sand Hill Road but also the operations of Sharon Heights plaza. He
said that was seen by many as an improvement. He said their landscape and tree screening would
not only screen their building but Sand Hill Road as well.

Commissioner Riggs suggested for the proposed crosswalk across Sand Hill Road that the
applicant research and provide a two-level timing one for able bodied pedestrians and bicyclists
and the other for disabled persons to not impede traffic flow. He said he appreciated the work that
went into the site planning and the architecture to complement the Hewlett Foundation building. He
asked if there would be exposed rafter tails on the new building similar to the Hewlett Foundation
building. He said the 11 by 17 rendering did not show any rafter tails but sheet A1.7 did. The
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project architect, Mr. Chow, said the building would have the same rafter tails as the Hewlett
Foundation building.

Commissioner Riggs asked if the driveway was the conflict with oaks 93 and 97. Mr. Donahoe said
there should be a tree disposition in the packet. Commissioner Riggs asked if that showed the
driveway superimposed. Mr. Donahoe suggested looking at the grading and drainage plan C4.1.
He said staff had recommended a condition to either redesign or transplant the tree. He said they
prefer to transplant the tree.

Commissioner Riggs suggested staffing that in Appendix F, sheet F12, requirement 51, the first
bullet for dust control requiring that exposed surfaces shall be watered two times a day that they
add a clause unless the area had already been watered by falling rain. Associate Planner Smith
said he believed that could be added to the clause.

Commissioner Riggs said the project proposal was a good design and that the applicant had made
good efforts to respond to neighbors. He said he was supportive of the project.

Commissioner Strehl asked if the applicants anticipated one or more tenants in the building. Mr.
Donahoe said the intent was one tenant but the building was flexible enough to accommodate two
tenants. Commissioner Strehl asked about tenant amenities such as eating facilities. Mr. Donahoe
said that would be part of the tenant improvements discussion; he noted that showers in the
parking garage were planned. Commissioner Strehl asked if large oak trees could be successfully
transplanted. Mr. Donahoe said these trees were not large trees compared to other trees that they
have successfully transplanted. He said he expected transplanting them to the triangular area of
the parcel.

Commissioner Strehl said the speed limit signs between Santa Cruz Avenue and the Alameda
should be consistent. Ms. Choy noted that Santa Cruz Avenue and the Alameda to the north were
all within the County jurisdiction. She said that the County recently lowered its speed limit on Alpine
Road and the City removed its sign that indicated a higher speed. She said she would request the
County remove conflicting speed signs.

Commissioner Strehl said she had asked the applicant about TDM and that they work with the
Hewlett Foundation to encourage carpooling, car sharing, bicycling and walking to minimize traffic
impacts on Sand Hill Road and Santa Cruz Avenue.

Chair Combs said that speakers indicated they understood that in the development of the Hewlett
Foundation through the County that any other development in the area would be properties within
the City’s jurisdiction. He said as this property was not within the City’s jurisdiction the residents’
sense was that it would not be developed. He said this proposal to annex the property into the City
for development seemed somewhat like a fast move to them. Mr. Donahoe said he did not think
this was true. He said the property was currently in the County’s residential zoning. He said his
comment earlier about urban area was a general description. He said the question was if
development occurred within which jurisdiction should it be done and not whether you could or
should not develop. He said the City when looking at its Housing Element considered the parcel for
high density housing which indicated there was no prohibition on development there. He said at
that time neighbors were concerned with R3 high density zoning on that parcel. He said he had
examined the lease information they have with the Hewlett Foundation and researched County
ordinances in place at the time of the Hewlett Foundation development. He said the zoning to
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permit development in residential zoning for philanthropic organizations remained. Chair Combs
said that to develop a commercial building here however that they needed to change the zoning.
Mr. Donahoe said they could have done the same process they were proposing through the City
through the County instead.

Chair Combs asked if the project had been developed with the County whether the City have had
any way to provide input and control. Principal Planner Rogers said the County does
environmental review for project development. He said notifications of that review are sent to the
City for properties with some adjacency. He said the City would basically have the same rights as
any other interested party but with no right of approval as the development was happening in
another jurisdiction.

Mr. Elliott said the Hewlett Foundation ground lease for their parcel was from Stanford. He said
with that they went forward about 20 years ago or so to work with the County to develop the
property. He said Stanford was not the developer of that property. He said the three and a half
acres for this proposal was not part of that other development discussion. He said there was no
discussion that this part of the parcel would never be developed.

Commissioner Barnes asked what mitigations for traffic impacts were being contemplated. Ms.
Choy said the traffic analysis was done according to the City’s Transportation Impact Guidelines
and followed the City’s standards of significance for traffic impacts. She said the project was found
to not have any significant traffic impacts. She said the only recommendation the City made was
about the crosswalk at Sand Hill Road and the Sharon Park project driveway intersection. She said
it did not have a fourth crosswalk leg and with this development there was an expected increase in
pedestrian traffic to and from the southeast and on the other side of the intersection.

Commissioner Barnes asked about TDM and alternates to auto travel for the project. Mr. Donahoe
said creating an alliance with the Hewlett Foundation on that was important as more mass was
needed for successful van and carpools. He said public transit up and down Sand Hill Road could
be better. He said Stanford has a Marguerite shuttle that served SLAC. Commissioner Barnes
asked if they would monitor trip counts from the site. Mr. Donahoe said they would not and that
was more of the City’s purview.

Commissioner Barnes said they had been tasked with making sure the project was aligned with the
General Plan. He said that Plan said that any new office use must make provisions for adequate
off street parking. He said this project with its underground parking did a good job of removing on
street parking needs. He said they had already talked about mitigating traffic impacts and
developing effective alternatives to auto commuting. He said in regards to adhering to acceptable
architectural standards that he liked the proposed building design and its reference to the
neighboring Hewlett Foundation building. He said regarding protecting adjacent neighbors from
uses with negative impacts that although neighbors here would prefer a one-story building the
proposed building was screened. He said the applicant had made changes to make it work for the
site and address neighbors’ concerns. He said he was inclined to support the project.

Commissioner Kahle said that the projected trip generation for the project did not seem believable
and asked how it was calculated. Ms. Choy said the City uses the Institute of Transportation
Engineer’s trip generation publication. She said because the size of the proposed project was on
the smaller side than a lot of the surveys done for the standard trip rate that they had their traffic
control team do surveys of office buildings of similar size in the area to determine the trip rate. She
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said the peak trip generation was for only one hour in the a.m. or one hour in the p.m. Replying to
Commissioner Kahle, she said they looked at an a.m. peak period of 7 to 9 a.m. and p.m. peak
period of 4 to 6 p.m. and arrived at the peak hour count. She said the team surveyed one site per
day and looked at three sites. Commissioner Kahle said that did not seem adequate.

Commissioner Kahle said the site plan and front elevation showed a gable on the left side but on
the left elevation in the section it looked like a hip. He said to match the Hewlett Foundation
building he wanted to make sure there was no gable. Mr. Chow, the project architect, said it was all
hip. Commissioner Kahle suggested they correct the site plan and front elevation.

Commissioner Kahle asked if the maximum height for the zoning was 35 feet above natural grade.
Associate Planner Smith said that was correct and the project height was 31 and half feet.
Commissioner Kahle asked about addressing concerns regarding noise and what were the
construction hours. Associate Planner Smith said the City’s construction hours were 8 a.m. to 6
p.m. Monday through Friday and there was a condition for the generation of a noise plan before
any construction or grading work began. He said a notice would be sent to neighbors that would
specify that affected residents should be contacted for development of that plan and to have a
manager as part of the project development that could be contacted in case of noise complaints
throughout the construction process. Commissioner Kahle said there was a request for a story pole
and asked if there was any value using those. Principal Planner Rogers said that was a fairly
regularly made request but the City has found that renderings had gotten to the point that they
were much more accurate and helpful than a frame like a story pole. He said how people related to
buildings was influenced by surface finish and materials. He said a frame only can give an
inaccurate representation of a building’s overall feel.

Commissioner Kahle said it was an attractive building and tied in well with the Hewlett Foundation
building. He said he would prefer that the building be sited away as much as possible from the
residences. He said the landscaping shared tonight was adequate. He said he would encourage
HOA and Stanford however to continue to work on that together so it was satisfactory.

Commissioner Riggs said he would like to make a motion but first asked the applicant if they would
be willing to look into a cross walk signal having two separate possible intervals and provide it for
this project. Mr. Elliott said they would be happy to look into it and if possible as a City requirement.

Commissioner Riggs moved to make the recommendation to the City to make the findings for the
zoning change, use permit and other recommendations to the City Council as drafted in the staff
report. Commissioner Strehl seconded the motion. She said she also would like to recommend to
the City Council that they make sure TDM measures were implemented when the building was
occupied. Commissioner Riggs suggested requesting a lease clause that would require TDM. Mr.
Elliott said they had not had that in previous approvals but it sounded like something the City was
moving towards. Commissioner Riggs said for tenant improvements there would be a building
application and that application was reviewed by staff. He asked if TDM would be requested at that
time for tenant improvements. Associate Planner Smith said not under current practice.
Commissioner Riggs asked what level of TDM Commissioner Strehl wanted. Commissioner Strehl
said comparable to other businesses of similar size.

Chair Combs asked what information Council received regarding the Commission’s

recommendation for approval. Principal Planner Rogers said as a general practice they try to get
the minutes prepared for such items but noted that the longer the discussion in the minutes they
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less likely Council would review it. He said if the Commission wanted to highlight something that it
should be part of the recommendation.

Commissioner Riggs said he thought they could also recommend to Council that TDM be required
as a tenant lease condition.

Commissioner Barnes said Stanford has a robust business park TDM program. He suggested to
not looking at this as an independent project with its own infrastructure to develop the TDM but to
roll it into the Stanford Business Park. Commissioner Strehl said that the Stanford Business Park
was some distance from this project and was too specific she thought. She said she would prefer
that the City Council address it for this development. Commissioner Riggs suggested
recommending that a TDM requirement be part of the tenant lease for the project.

ACTION: Motion and second (Riggs/Strehl) to recommend approval actions as recommended in
the staff report with one additional recommendation; passes 6-0 with Commissioner Onken
recused.

The Planning Commission recommends that the City Council take the following actions:

Environmental Review

1. Make the following findings relative to the environmental review of the proposal and adopt the
Mitigated Negative Declaration:

a. A Mitigated Negative Declaration has been prepared and circulated for public review in
accordance with current State CEQA Guidelines;

b. The City Council has considered the Mitigated Negative Declaration prepared for the
proposal and any comments received during the public review period; and

c. Based on the Initial Study prepared for the Mitigated Negative Declaration and any
comments received on the document, there is no substantial evidence that the proposed
project will have a significant effect on the environment.

2. Adopt a Resolution Adopting a Mitigated Negative Declaration and Adopting a Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program for the Properties Located at 2111 and 2121 Sand Hill Road
(Attachment B)

Prezoning

3. Introduce an Ordinance of the City of Menlo Park, Prezoning All That Certain Parcel of Land
Being the Whole of the Parcel at 2111 and 2121 Sand Hill Road and Additional Land, Situated
in the County of San Mateo, State of California, and More Particularly Described in Exhibit A
(Attachment C)

General Plan Map Amendments

4. Adopt a Resolution Amending the General Plan to Establish and Modify Land Use
Designations for Properties Located at 2111 and 2121 Sand Hill Road (Attachment E)
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Rezoning

5. Introduce an Ordinance of the City of Menlo Park, Rezoning Property with Assessor’s Parcel
Numbers 074-331-210 and 074-321-110 (Attachment D)

Use Permit

6. 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.

7. Approve the Use Permit for construction of a new office building in the C-1-C zoning district
(Attachment F) and add a new condition for TDM.

Architectural Control

8. 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 structures 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; and

e. The proposed project is not within any Specific Plan area, and as such no finding regarding
consistency is required to be made.

9. Approve the proposed design of the new building and site improvements (Attachment F).

Tentative Map

10. Make findings that the proposed tentative map is technically correct and in compliance with all
applicable State regulations, City General Plan, Zoning and Subdivision Ordinances, and the
State Subdivision Map Act (Attachment F).
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Below Market Rate Housing

11. Adopt a Resolution Approving a Below Market Rate Housing Agreement with Leland Stanford
Junior University for the Project at 2111 and 2121 Sand Hill Road (Attachment G)

Heritage Tree Removal Permit

12. Adopt a Resolution Approving Heritage Tree Removal Permits for the Properties Located at
2111 and 2121 Sand Hill Road (Attachment H).

G. Informational Items
G1. Future Planning Commission Meeting Schedule

Principal Planner Rogers noted that Commissioners Onken and Strehl would be absent for the July
17 meeting and reviewed the quorum requirements.

Regular Meeting: July 17, 2017
Regular Meeting: July 31, 2017
Regular Meeting: August 14, 2017
Regular Meeting: August 28, 2017

H. Adjournment

Chair Combs adjourned the meeting at 10:03 p.m.

Staff Liaison: Principal Planner Thomas Rogers

Recording Secretary: Brenda Bennett
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Community Development

STAFF REPORT

Planning Commission

Meeting Date: 7/131/2017
mOIF\ILO PARK Staff Report Number: 17-049-PC
Public Hearing: Use Permit/William Smith/1105 Almanor Avenue

Recommendation

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission approve a request for a use permit to determine the
Floor Area Limit (FAL) of a lot with less than 5,000 square feet of area, in association with the partial
demolition, remodeling, and addition of first- and second-story additions to an existing nonconforming
single-story, single-family residence in the R-1-U (Single-Family Urban) zoning district, at 1105 Almanor
Avenue. The proposed expansion and remodeling would exceed 50 percent of the existing replacement
value in a 12 month period. The proposal would also exceed 50 percent of the existing floor area and is
considered equivalent to a new structure. The recommended actions are contained within Attachment A.

Policy Issues

Each use permit request is considered individually. The Planning Commission should consider whether
the required use permit findings can be made for the proposal.

Background

Site location

The subject site is located at 1105 Almanor Avenue, an interior lot between Pierce Road and Newbridge
Street. A location map is included as Attachment B. The subject property is near buildings in the R-3
(Apartment) zoning district such as the Cummings Park Christian Methodist Episcopal Church, which is
opposite the subject property at the corner of Almanor Avenue and Pierce Road. The subject property is
also adjacent to many one-story and two-story, single-family ranch style residences that are also in the R-
1-U zoning district. The subject property is substandard with a lot area of 4,708 square feet where the
minimum lot area in the R-1-U zoning district is 7,000 square feet. The minimum lot width is also
substandard.

Analysis

Project description

The applicant is proposing to partially demolish and remodel an existing single-story residence. The left
side of the building encroaches into the required five-foot side setback, making it a nonconforming
structure with regard to the provisions of the Zoning Ordinance. The applicant would add floor area to the
rear of the first floor and construct a new second floor. The additions would comply with all setback
requirements, and the framing members of the nonconforming walls and roof would be retained.
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The proposal includes renovations to the interior of the residence by partially demolishing the two existing
bedrooms, hallway and bathroom at the rear of the house, and adding floor area to the first floor to create
a new stairway, master bedroom suite, office and dining area. The existing shed at the rear of the property
would be reduced in size to accommodate the proposed additional floor area without exceeding the
maximum allowed building coverage.

The subject parcel is 4,708 square feet in size. In the R-1-U zoning district, the FAL of lots with less than
5,000 square feet of area shall be determined by the use permit process. Within this zoning district, the
maximum FAL is 2,800 square feet for lots between 5,000 and 7,000 square feet of lot area. For such lots,
the maximum FAL represents between 56 and 40 percent of the lot area, respectively. For the subject
parcel, the proposed FAL of 2,291 square feet represents 48.7 percent of the lot area, almost exactly in
the middle of the FAL range allowed for lots that are between 5,000 and 7,000 square feet in size.

Lots with less than 5,000 square feet of area are considered substandard lots. The floor area of the
addition would represent more than 50 percent of the existing FAL on the parcel and would be considered
a new structure subject to use permit approval. The remodeling, demolition, and additions also would
exceed 50 percent of the existing replacement value in a 12-month period, as discussed in more detail in
the Valuation section.

The house is proposed to be 22 feet, seven inches in height, well below the maximum permissible height
of 28 feet, and the proposed structure would comply with daylight plane requirements. The second floor
would be inset 43 feet, 11 inches from the front property line and 31 feet from the rear property line. The
parking would remain nonconforming; however, the driveway would provide one usable, unofficial parking
space, and parking nonconformities may be permitted to remain on remodel/expansion projects. A data
table summarizing parcel and project attributes is included as Attachment C. The project plans and the
applicant’s project description letter are included as Attachments D and E, respectively.

Design and materials

The applicant proposes to maintain the existing style of the home while expanding and enhancing its
usability. The new second floor would feature stucco siding to match the existing siding of the first floor.
The new vinyl windows would have simulated divided lites and painted trim. As specified in the window
notes on the elevations, existing windows without grids would remain, and the existing windows with
between-the-glass grids would be replaced with a simulated divided lite windows to match the new ones.

The second floor windows facing the side yards would have sill heights of 40 or 64 inches. The second
floor would be inset on the right and the front elevations, which would reduce the perception of mass from
the street frontage. The overall aesthetic would be a modest traditional residential style, which would be
consistent with the existing residence and others in the vicinity. Staff believes that the scale, materials,
and design of the residence would be consistent with the architectural style of the surrounding
neighborhood.
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Trees and landscaping

There is one heritage oak and one heritage redwood tree in the front the subject property. The remaining
trees on the lot are non-heritage sized trees along the left side property line. The applicant has submitted
an arborist report (Attachment F) detailing the species, size, and conditions of these trees. The report
contains a reference to only the first-floor addition. However, the City’s consulting arborist has reviewed
the report and confirmed that its conclusions are accurate for the full project, including the second-floor
addition. The proposed project is not anticipated to adversely affect any of the heritage trees, as the
construction would not be located close to the redwood or oak tree, and tree protection measures would
be ensured through standard condition 3g.

Valuation

The City uses standards established by the Building Division to calculate the replacement and new
construction costs on which the use permit threshold is based. The City has determined that the
replacement cost of the existing structure would be $201,450, meaning that the applicant would be
allowed to propose new construction and remodeling at this site totaling less than approximately $151,088
in any 12-month period without applying for a use permit. The City has determined that the value of the
proposed work would be approximately $195,200. Based on this estimate, the proposed project exceeds
50 percent of the replacement cost of the existing structure, therefore requiring use permit approval by the
Planning Commission.

Correspondence

Staff has not received any items of correspondence on the proposed project. However, the applicant has
provided documentation (Attachment G) that the neighbor on the right side of the subject site has seen the
proposed plans.

Conclusion

Staff believes the scale, materials, and style of the proposed residence are compatible with the
surrounding neighborhood. The proposed FAL would be within the range that is allowed for larger lots.
The applicant has set the second floor back from the first floor of the proposed residence, helping reduce
the perception of mass. Heritage trees would be protected through measures specified in the arborist
report. Staff recommends that the Planning Commission approve the proposed project.

Impact on City Resources

The project sponsor is required to pay Planning, Building and Public Works permit fees, based on the
City’s Master Fee Schedule, to fully cover the cost of staff time spent on the review of the project.

Environmental Review

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

Public Notification was achieved by posting the agenda, with the agenda items being listed, at least 72
hours prior to the meeting. Public notification also 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.

Appeal Period

The 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

Recommended Actions
Location Map

Data Table

Project Plans

Project Description Letter
Arborist Report

Neighbor Outreach

@MmMoOO®m>»

Disclaimer

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

Report prepared by:
Michele T. Morris, Assistant Planner

Report reviewed by:
Thomas Rogers, Principal Planner
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ATTACHMENT A

1105 Almanor Avenue — Attachment A: Recommended Actions

LOCATION: 1105 PROJECT NUMBER: APPLICANT: William OWNER: William and
Almanor Avenue PLN2017-00040 Smith Mary Smith

REQUEST: Request for a use permit to determine the Floor Area Limit (FAL) of a lot with less than 5,000
square feet of area, associated with the partial demolition, remodeling, and addition of first- and second-
story additions to an existing nonconforming single-story, single-family residence in the R-1-U (Single-
Family Urban) zoning district. The proposed expansion and remodeling would exceed 50 percent of the
existing replacement value in a 12 month period. The proposal would also exceed 50 percent of the
existing floor area and is considered equivalent to a new structure.

DECISION ENTITY: Planning DATE: July 31, 2017 ACTION: TBD
Commission

VOTE: TBD (Barnes, Combs, Goodhue, Kahle, Onken, Riggs, Strehl)

ACTION:

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

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

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

a. Development of the project shall be substantially in conformance with the plans prepared by
ClearStory Construction, consisting of nine plan sheets, dated received July 19, 2017, and
approved by the Planning Commission on July 31, 2017 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 and the arborist report prepared by Advance Tree Care, dated April
6, 2017.
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Lot area
Lot width
Lot depth
Setbacks
Front
Rear
Side (left)
Side (right)

Building coverage
FAL (Floor Area Limit)

Square footage by floor

Square footage of
building

Building height
Parking

Trees

1105 Almanor Avenue — Attachment C: Data Table

ATTACHMENT C

PROPOSED EXISTING ZONING
PROJECT PROJECT ORDINANCE
4,708 sf 4,708 sf 7,000 sfmin.
50.5 ft. 50.5 ft. 65 ft. min.
115.7 ft 115.7 ft. 100 ft. min.
26.2 ft. 26.2 ft. 20 ft. min.
311 ft 47.1 ft. 20 ft. min.

3.6 ft. 3.6 ft. 5 ft. min.
54 ft 5.4 ft 5 ft. min.
1,642 sf 1,450 sf 1,647.8 sfmax.
349 % 30.8 % 35 % max.
2,291 sf 1,425 sf Established by use
permit
1,230 sf/1st 918 sf/1st
674 sf/2nd 255 sf/garage
255 sfl/garage 252 sflacc.
132 sfl/acc. buildings
buildings 25 sf/porch
25 sf/porch
2,316 sf 1,450 sf
22.6 ft. 14.1 ft. 28 ft. max.
1 covered 1 covered 1 covered/1 uncovered

N

Heritage trees

Non-Heritage trees

w

New Trees 0

Heritage trees proposed | 0
for removal

Non-Heritage trees 0
proposed for removal

Total Number of 5
Trees
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ATTACHMENT E

Dd’ FAR
an CLEARSTORY

781 Channing Avenue
Palo Alto, CA 94301
650-475-6868

sarah@clear-story.com
April 7, 2017

City of Menlo Park
Community Development Department

Planning Division

Project Description Letter: 1105 Almanor Avenue

Dear Menlo Park Planning Division,

1105 Almanor Avenue is an unassuming ranch that has remained mostly architecturally untouched for the
majority of its existence. The Smith-Logans have outgrown its small stature and would like to minimally
expand its size. The current home is an 1173 square foot ranch with two bedrooms and one bath (including
the garage). The couple is proposing to add 444 sf on the first floor to create a functional master suite with
ADA usability. They would also like to add two bedrooms and one bath within a new second floor (680 sf).
This would make the home a simple three bedrooms, two and a half bath home.

There is a partially permitted structure (“shed”) in the rear of the property. The shed will be reduced in size
to limit lot coverage. It will also be added to the use permit and permitted project to be included in
approved floor area. Though the shed sits several inches into the rear sewer easement, the homeowner has
received written approval from the easement owner for an exception.

The new additions will retain the same simplistic style of the original home. Stucco siding and modest vinyl
windows will keep with the neighborhood, budget and aesthetic. Hip roofs with composite asphalt shingles
will continue throughout the addition.

Mr. Smith and Ms. Logan are excited to expand their home to meet their needs as a couple but still remain

in the neighborhood they love.
Sincerely, /
Fd \ @
/

Sarah Potter
ClearStory Construction
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ATTACHMENT F

Advanced Tree Care

P. O. Box 5326 Redwood City, CA 94063

1105 Almanor Ave., Menlo Park
April 6,2017

William Smith
1105 Almanor Ave
Menlo Park, CA 94025

Date: April 6,2017
Site: 1105 Almanor Ave, Menlo Park
Dear William,

At your request I visited the above site for the purpose of inspecting and commenting on the
Regulated trees around the property. A new first floor addition is planned, prompting the need
for this tree protection report.

Method:

The location of the trees on this site can be found on the plan provided by you. Each tree is given
an identification number. The trees are measured at 54 inches above ground level (DBH or
Diameter at Breast Height). A condition rating of 1 to 100 is assigned to each tree representing form
and vitality on the following scale:

1to 29 Very Poor
30 to 49 Poor

50 to 69 Fair

70 to 89 Good

90 to 100 Excellent

The height and spread of each tree is estimated. A Comments section is provided for any significant
observations affecting the condition rating of the tree.

A Summary and Tree Protection Plan are at the end of the end of the survey providing
recommendations for maintaining the health and condition of the trees during and after construction.

If you have any questions, please don’t hesitate to call. Sincerely

|

S AT N
2 N
2%
185

]
O 5 p (oo
\4 \.) 7l Y k\ _/’/4
\ \ 71 b.‘ < %

Robert Weatherill 7
Certified Arborist WE 1936A



Advanced Tree Care 1105 Almanor Ave,, Menlo Park

P. O. Box 5326 Redwood City, CA 94063 April 6,2017

Tree Survey

Tree# Species DBH Ht/Sp Con Rating Comments

1 Coastal redwood 39.1”  50/30 50 Healthy but topped, multiple
Sequoia sempervirens condition, Regulated

2 Valley oak 19.1”  30/20 65 Good health+condition, pruned
Quercus lobata for PGE, Regulated

3 Pittosporum 1.7 20/15 60 Fair health+condition
Pittosporum eugenioides Not Regulated

4 Pittosporum 8.6” 20/15 60 Fair health+condition
Pittosporum eugenioides Not Regulated

5 Pittosporum 11.9"  20/15 60 Fair health+condition
Pittosporum eugenioides Not Regulated

Summary:

The trees on the site are a variety of natives and non-natives.

There are 2 Regulated Trees, #s 1 and 2, both are in the front of the property and a good distance
away from the construction.

Tree #1 is in good health and fair condition. It has been topped several times, leading to multiple
co-dominant stems

Tree # 2 is in good health and condition

Tree #s 3, 4 and 5 are not Regulated trees and can be removed if desired.



Advanced Tree Care 1105 Almarnor Ave,, Menlo Park

P. O. Box 5326 Redwood City, CA 94063 April 6,2017

Tree Protection Plan

The Tree Protection Zone (TPZ) should be defined with protective fencing. This should be
cyclone or chain link fencing on 11/2” or 2” posts driven at least 2 feet in to the ground standing at
least 6 feet tall.

I do not think these trees require any protective fencing but if required by the City I recommend
the TPZ’s as follows:-

Tree # 1: TPZ should be at 15 feet from the trunk closing on the fence line in accordance with Type
I Tree Protection as outlined and illustrated in image 2.15-1 and 2 ©

Tree # 2: TPZ should be at 10 feet from the trunk closing on the fence line in accordance with Type
I Tree Protection as outlined and illustrated in image 2.15-1 and 2 ©®

« Type | Tree Protection

The fences shall enclose the entire area
under the canopy dripline or TPZ of
— S e & the tree(s) to be saved throughout the life
IMAGE 2.1541 T of the project, or until final improvement
Tree Protection Fence at the Dripline work within the area is required, typically
near the end of the project (see Images
2.15-1 and 2.15-2). Parking Areas: If the
fencing must be located on paving or
sidewalk that will not be demolished, the
posts may be supported by an appropri-
ate grade level concrete base.

IMAGE 2.15-2
Tree Protection Fence at the Dripline
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3. Any pruning and maintenance of the tree shall be carried out before construction begins. This
should allow for any clearance requirements for both the new structure and any construction
machinery. This will eliminate the possibility of damage during construction. The pruning
should be carried out by an arborist, not by construction personnel. No limbs greater than 4”
in diameter shall be removed.

4. Any excavation in ground where there is a potential to damage roots of 1”” or more in diameter
should be carefully hand dug. Where possible, roots should be dug around rather than cut.?

5. If roots are broken, every effort should be made to remove the damaged area and cut it back to
its closest lateral root. A clean cut should be made with a saw or pruners. This will prevent
any infection from damaged roots spreading throughout the root system and into the tree.?

6. Do Not:.(

Allow run off or spillage of damaging materials into the area below any tree canopy.
Store materials, stockpile soil, park or drive vehicles within the TPZ of the tree.

Cut, break, skin or bruise roots, branches or trunk without first obtaining permission from the
city arborist.

Allow fires under any adjacent trees.

Discharge exhaust into foliage.

Secure cable, chain or rope to trees or shrubs.

Apply soil sterilants under pavement near existing trees.

oo

@ Mo o

7. Where roots are exposed, they should be kept covered with the native soil or four layers of
wetted, untreated burlap. Roots will dry out and die if left exposed to the air for too long.#

8. Route pipes into alternate locations to avoid conflict with roots.

9. Where it is not possible to reroute pipes or trenches, the contractor is to bore beneath the dripline
of the tree. The boring shall take place no less than 3 feet below the surface of the soil in order to
avoid encountering “feeder” roots.”

10. Compaction of the soil within the dripline shall be kept to a minimum.?

11. Any damage due to construction activities shall be reported to the project arborist or city arborist
within 6 hours so that remedial action can be taken.

12. Ensure upon completion of the project that the original ground level is restored
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Glossary
Canopy The part of the crown composed of leaves and small twigs.®
Cavities An open wound, characterized by the presence of extensive decay and
resulting in a hollow.("
Decay Process of degradation of woody tissues by fungi and bacteria through the
decomposition of cellulose and lignin"
Dripline The width of the crown as measured by the lateral extent of the foliage.("
Genus A classification of plants showing similar characteristics.

Root crown

Species

Standard
height

References

The point at which the trunk flares out at the base of the tree to become the root
system.

A Classification that identifies a particular plant.

Height at which the girth of the tree is measured. Typically 4 1/2 feet above
ground level

(1) Matheny, N.P., and Clark, J.P. Evaluation of Hazard Trees in Urban Areas.
International Society of Arboriculture,1994.

(2) Harris, R.W., Matheny, N.P. and Clark, J.R.. Arboriculture: Integrated
Management of Landscape Trees, Shrubs and Vines. Prentice Hall, 1999.

(3) Carlson, Russell E. Paulownia on The Green: An Assessment of Tree Health

and Structural Condition. Tree Tech Consulting, 1998.

(4) Extracted from a copy of Tree Protection guidelines. Anon

(5) T. D. Sydnor, Arboricultural Glossary. School of Natural Resources, 2000

(6) D Dockter, Tree Technical Manual. City of Palo Alto, June, 2001
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Certification of Performance(3)

I, Robert Weatherill certify:

* That I have personally inspected the tree(s) and/or the property referred to in this
report, and have stated my findings accurately. The extent of the evaluation and
appraisal is stated in the attached report and the Terms and Conditions;

* That I have no current or prospective interest in the vegetation or the property that is
the subject of this report, and I have no personal interest or bias with respect to the
parties involved;

* That the analysis, opinions and conclusions stated herein are my own, and are based on
current scientific procedures and facts;

* That my compensation is not contingent upon the reporting of a predetermined
conclusion that favors the cause of the client or any other party, nor upon the results of
the assessment, the attainment of stipulated results, or the occurrence of any subsequent
events;

* That my analysis, opinions, and conclusions were developed and this report has been
prepared according to commonly accepted Arboricultural practices;

* That no one provided significant professional assistance to the consultant, except as
indicated within the report.

I further certify that [ am a member of the International Society of Arboriculture and a

Certified Arborist. I have been involved in the practice of arboriculture and the care and study of trees for

over 15 years.

Signed

Robert Weatherill
Certified Arborist WE 1936a

Date: 4/6/17
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Terms and Conditions(3)

The following terms and conditions apply to all oral and written reports and correspondence pertaining to
consultations, inspections and activities of Advanced Tree Care :

1. All property lines and ownership of property, trees, and landscape plants and fixtures are assumed

to be accurate and reliable as presented and described to the consultant, either verbally or in writing. The
consultant assumes no responsibility for verification of ownership or locations of property lines, or for
results of any actions or recommendations based on inaccurate information.

2. Itis assumed that any property referred to in any report or in conjunction with any services

performed by Advanced Tree Care, is not in violation of any applicable codes, ordinances, statutes, or other
governmental regulations, and that any titles and ownership to any property are assumed to be good and
marketable. Any existing liens and encumbrances have been disregarded.

3. All reports and other correspondence are confidential, and are the property of Advanced Tree Care
and it’s named clients and their assignees or agents. Possession of this report or a copy thereof does not imply
any right of publication or use for any purpose, without the express permission of the consultant and the
client to whom the report was issued. Loss, removal or alteration of any part of a report invalidates the
entire appraisal/evaluation.

4.  The scope of any report or other correspondence is limited to the trees and conditions specifically
mentioned in those reports and correspondence. Advanced Tree Care and the consultant assume no liability
for the failure of trees or parts of trees, either inspected or otherwise. The consultant assumes no
responsibility to report on the condition of any tree or landscape feature not specifically requested by the
named client.

5. All inspections are limited to visual examination of accessible parts, without dissection, excavation,
probing, boring or other invasive procedures, unless otherwise noted in the report. No warrantee or
guarantee is made, expressed or implied, that problems or deficiencies of the plants or the property will not
occur in the future, from any cause. The consultant shall not be responsible for damages caused by any tree
defects, and assumes no responsibility for the correction of defects or tree related problems.

6.  The consultant shall not be required to provide further documentation, give testimony, be deposed,

or attend court by reason of this appraisal/report unless subsequent contractual arrangements are made,
including payment of additional fees for such services as described by the consultant or in the fee schedules
or contract.

7.  Advanced Tree Care has no warrantee, either expressed or implied, as to the suitability of the
information contained in the reports for any purpose. It remains the responsibility of the client to determine
applicability to his/her particular case.

8.  Any report and the values, observations, and recommendations expressed therein represent the
professional opinion of the consultants, and the fee for services is in no manner contingent upon the
reporting of a specified value nor upon any particular finding to be reported.

9. Any photographs, diagrams, graphs, sketches, or other graphic material included in any report,

being intended solely as visual aids, are not necessarily to scale and should not be construed as engineering
reports or surveys, unless otherwise noted in the report. Any reproductions of graphs material or the work
product of any other persons is intended solely for the purpose of clarification and ease of reference.
Inclusion of said information does not constitute a representation by Advanced Tree Care or the consultant
as to the sufficiency or accuracy of that information.
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Community Development

STAFF REPORT

Planning Commission

Meeting Date: 7/131/2017
mOIF\ILO PARK Staff Report Number: 17-050-PC
Public Hearing: Use Permit/Steve Schwanke/824 Cambridge
Avenue

Recommendation

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission approve a request for a use permit revision for a first-
floor addition to an existing two-story single-family residence on a substandard lot with respect to width in
the R-2 (Low Density Apartment) zoning district. The previous use permit was approved in 1992. The
recommended actions are included as Attachment A.

Policy Issues

Each use permit request is considered individually. The Planning Commission should consider whether
the required use permit findings can be made for the proposal.

Background

Site location

The project site is located at 824 Cambridge Avenue, between University Drive and El Camino Real, near
the intersection of Cambridge Avenue and Cornell Road. A location map is included as Attachment B. The
majority of the parcels on this portion of Cambridge Avenue are zoned R-2, with the exception of the lots
on the corner of University Drive, which are zoned R-1-U (Single Family Urban Residential), and those at
the intersection of Cambridge with EI Camino Real, that are zoned R-3 (Apartment) and SP-ECR-D (El
Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan). The applicant has described the existing residence as modern-
minimal traditional style. This architectural style is common in the Allied Arts neighborhood, where the
surrounding homes are a mix of single-story and two-story, single-family residences.

Previous use permit

On July 20, 1992 the Planning Commission granted a use permit for the construction of a new two-story
single family residence on a substandard lot with respect to lot width. The then-new single-family
residence replaced an existing single-family residence.

Analysis

Project description

The subject site is currently occupied by a two-story residence with an attached garage. The applicant is
proposing to remove an existing detached shed on the right side of the property, and construct additions to

City of Menlo Park 701 Laurel St., Menlo Park, CA 94025 tel 650-330-6600 www.menlopark.org
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the rear of the existing residence. A data table summarizing parcel and project attributes is included as
Attachment C. The project plans and the applicant’s project description letter are included as Attachments
D and E, respectively. The current proposal is relatively modest in scope, but because the previous project
received a use permit, a revision is required.

The proposed residence would continue to be a three-bedroom home with three full bathrooms. Two
additions are proposed at the rear of the first story. One addition is proposed at the rear on the right side
of the home to expand the open kitchen/family room, and the second to expand the formal dining room at
the center-rear. The overall layout of the existing residence will remain largely unchanged, with the
exception of the two expanded spaces. The bedrooms of the home would remain on the second floor, with
no changes proposed to that floor. The existing two-car garage at the right side of the house is proposed
to remain; however, the ceiling will be raised to 12 feet above the floor level to reduce the attic area of five
feet or greater above the garage. This change would not affect the exterior of the garage, but would result
in a reduction of calculated floor area that would then allow for the additions. The required 20-foot depth
for a garage would be maintained, and the existing nonconforming width of 18 feet, seven inches would
remain unchanged.

All areas of new construction would comply with current setback requirements and other development
standards of the R-1-S zoning district. The floor area, building coverage, and height of the proposed
residence would all be below the maximum amounts permitted by the Zoning Ordinance. An existing
daylight plane intrusion on the left side, which meets relevant standards for such encroachments, would
remain unchanged.

Design and materials

The existing residence is a modern-minimal traditional style featuring the use of painted horizontal wood
siding, painted wood windows with divided lights, and a steep roof with dormers. The applicant is
proposing to continue the use of those elements on the addition areas. At the rear, a large deck covered
with a trellis connects the existing home to rear yard. The proposed addition to the right side of the house
at the rear would relocate the existing fireplace on the first floor to a point nearer to the rear lot line. The
second floor fireplace, would remain in the same location.

The rear addition at the center of the house would encroach modestly onto the deck to provide additional
living space in the dining room, and an additional cabinet in the kitchen. The roof structure over the
additions would be covered in composition roof shingles to match the existing conditions, and all of the
new windows at the rear are proposed to match the existing painted wood true divided lite windows. New
French doors are proposed at the center of the rear addition, to match the existing doors leading to the
covered deck. A new walking path from the deck around the rear-right addition to the right side of the
house is proposed with materials to match the existing conditions.

Staff believes that the scale, materials, and style of the proposed residence are consistent with the
broader neighborhood, given the architectural styles and sizes of structures in the area. Neither of the
addition areas would be visible from the public right-of-way. Visibility would also be limited from adjacent
properties, due to the first floor location and existing fencing/landscaping.

City of Menlo Park 701 Laurel St., Menlo Park, CA 94025 tel 650-330-6600 www.menlopark.org
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Trees and landscaping

At present, there are 12 trees on or in close proximity to the project site. Four of these trees are heritage
trees. All trees are proposed to remain. The construction of the proposed additions at the rear is not
anticipated to adversely affect any of the existing trees located on the subject site or neighboring
properties, given their limited scale and distance to trees. An arborist report is included as attachment F.
Standard heritage tree protection measures will be ensured through recommended condition 3g.

Correspondence
Staff has received no correspondence regarding this proposal.

Conclusion

Staff believes that the scale, materials, and style of the proposed residence are compatible with those of
the greater neighborhood. The additions would feature materials that would match the existing residence,
and visibility of the additions would be limited. No heritage tree impacts are anticipated, and the floor area,
building coverage, and height of the proposed residence would all be at or below the maximum amounts
permitted by the Zoning Ordinance. Staff recommends that the Planning Commission approve the
proposed project.

Impact on City Resources

The project sponsor is required to pay Planning, Building and Public Works permit fees, based on the
City’s Master Fee Schedule, to fully cover the cost of staff time spent on the review of the project.

Environmental Review

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

Public Notice

Public Notification was achieved by posting the agenda, with the agenda items being listed, at least 72
hours prior to the meeting. Public notification also 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.

Appeal Period

The 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. Recommended Actions
B. Location Map
C. Data Table

City of Menlo Park 701 Laurel St., Menlo Park, CA 94025 tel 650-330-6600 www.menlopark.org
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D. Project Plans
E. Project Description Letter
F. Arborist Report

Disclaimer

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

Report prepared by:
Ori Paz, Planning Technician

Report reviewed by:
Thomas Rogers, Principal Planner

City of Menlo Park 701 Laurel St., Menlo Park, CA 94025 tel 650-330-6600 www.menlopark.org



ATTACHMENT A

824 Cambridge Avenue — Attachment A: Recommended Actions

LOCATION: 824 PROJECT NUMBER: APPLICANT: Steve OWNER: Jed Solovin
Cambridge Avenue PLN2017-00044 Schwanke and Leslie Colvin

REQUEST: Request for a use permit revision for a first-floor addition to an existing two-story single-
family residence on a substandard lot with respect to width in the R-2 (Low Density Apartment) zoning
district. The previous use permit was approved in 1992.

DECISION ENTITY: Planning DATE: July 31, 2017 ACTION: TBD
Commission

VOTE: TBD (Barnes, Combs, Goodhue, Kahle, Onken, Riggs, Strehl)

ACTION:

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

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

3. 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
Schwanke Architecture, consisting of 12 plan sheets, dated received July 18, 2017, and
approved by the Planning Commission on July 31, 2017, 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 and street trees in the vicinity of the construction project shall be protected
pursuant to the arborist report prepared by Kielty Arborist Services LLC dated May 2, 2017,
and the Heritage Tree Ordinance.

PAGE: 10f 1
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824 Cambridge Avenue— Attachment C: Data Table

Lot area
Lot width
Lot depth
Setbacks
Front
Rear
Side (left)
Side (right)
Building coverage

FAL (Floor Area Limit)

Square footage by floor

Square footage of buildings
Building height
Parking

Trees

ATTACHMENT C

PROPOSED EXISTING ZONING
PROJECT DEVELOPMENT ORDINANCE
7,490.0 sf 7,490.0 sf 7,000 sf min.
60.0 ft. 60.0 ft. 65.0 ft. min.
124.8 ft. 124.8 ft. 100.0 ft. min.
20.0 ft. 20.0 ft. 20.0 ft. min.
319 fi 38.4 fi. 20.0 ft. min.
11.2 ft. 11.2 ft. 6.0 ft. min.
7.6 ft 7.6 ft 6.0 ft. min.
2,539.6 sf 2,469.9 sf 2,620.0 sf max.
339 % 329 % 35 % max.
2,993.2 sf 2,989.7 sf 2,994.0 sf max.
1,460.7 sf/1%t floor 1,324.2  sf/1%t floor
1,063.3 sf/2n floor 1,063.3 sf/2" floor
389.7 sflgarage 389.7 sflgarage
79.5 sf/attic 183.5 sf/attic
630.7 sf/porches 29.0 sf/shed
29.7 sfffireplace 630.7 sf/porches
29.7 sfifireplaces
3,653.6 sf 3,650.1 sf
244 ft. 244 ft. 28.0 ft. max.
2 covered 2 covered 1 covered/1 uncovered
Note: Areas shown highlighted indicate a nonconforming or substandard situation.
Heritage trees: 4 Non-Heritage trees: 8 | New Trees: 0
Heritage trees Non-Heritage trees Total Number of
proposed for removal: 0 proposed forremoval: 0 | Trees: 12
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ATTACHMENT E

SCHWANKE

A R CHTTECTURE
75 ARBOR ROAD

MENLO PARK,
CALIFORNIA 94025
650 321-4348

FAx 650 321-0589

May 5, 2017

Colvin-Solomon Residence
824 Cambridge Avenue

Project Description

This is an existing two-story single family residence
in the Allied Arts neighborhood of Menlo Park on
an existing non-conforming lot. The width of the
lot does not meet the current minimum for the R-2
zone.

Purpose of the Proposal:

This property has a previous use permit. This
submittal is a use permit revision involving a minor
addition to the Family Room and Dining Room..
Both of these additions are in the rear yard and
involve only the lower floor of the dwelling.

Scope of Work:

The scope of the Family Room addition involves the removal of the existing rear wall of the Family Room,
creating a new foundation for the addition and rebuilding the rear wall in the same style as the original.
The addition for the Dining Room is similar in scope but smaller in area. There are no proposed changes
to street side of the residence.

Architectural Style:

The existing residence is built in the Modern — Minimal Traditional style common in the Allied Arts
neighborhood. This style is identified by the use of “traditional” materials including: painted horizontal
wood siding, painted wood windows with divided lights, and a steep roof with dormers. It is the intent of
this proposal to use the same elements and materials as the original. There will be no change to the existing
style of the house or impact on the existing character of the surrounding neighborhood.

Existing and Proposed Uses:
The use of this dwelling will remain unchanged as a single family residence.

colvin-solomon project description.docx
05/05/17 2:41 PM
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ATTACHMENT F

Kielty Arborist Services LLC

Certified Arborist WE#0476A
P.O. Box 6187
San Mateo, CA 94403
650-515-9783

May 2, 2017

Schwanke Architecture
Attn: Mr. Steve Schwanke
75 Arbor Road

Menlo Park, CA 94025

Site: 824 Cambridge Avenue, Menlo Park, CA
Dear Mr. Schwanke,

As requested on Saturday, April 22, 2017, I visited the above site to inspect and comment on the
trees. A new addition is planned for this site and your concern for the future health and safety of
the trees has prompted this visit.

Method:
All inspections were made from the ground; the trees were not climbed for this inspection. The
trees in question were located on a map provided by you. The trees were then measured for
diameter at 54 inches above ground level (DBH or diameter at breast height). The trees were
given a condition rating for form and vitality. The trees condition rating is based on 50 percent
vitality and 50 percent form, using the following scale.
1 - 29 Very Poor

30 - 49 Poor

50 - 69 Fair

70 - 89 Good

90 - 100 Excellent
The height of the trees was measured using a Nikon Forestry 550 Hypsometer. The spread was
paced off. Comments and recommendations for future maintenance are provided.
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824 Cambridge Ave /11/21/16

Survey:

Tree# Species DBH

1*P  Southern magnolia  36est
(Magnolia grandiflora)

2 Japanese maple 5.5
(Acer palmatum)

3 Carolina cherry 4.9
(Prunus caroliniana)

4 Photinia 5.3
(Photinia fraserii)

5 Carolina cherry 6.1
(Prunus caroliniana)

6 Crepe myrtle 4.8
(Lagerstroemia indica)

7 Japanese maple 8.1
(Acer palmatum)

8P Black acacia  25.1-25.6
(Acacia melanoxylon)

oP Coast live oak 24.2
(Quercus agrifolia)

10P  Black acacia 28.1
(Acacia melanoxylon)

11P  Pittosporum 25.8 @ base
(Pittosporum eugenioides)

12 Pittosporum 8.0
(Pittosporum eugenioides)

13 Pittosporum 5.9

(Pittosporum eugenioides)
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HT/SP Comments

30/60

20/20

20/10

20/10

20/10

15/10

20/20

40/50

50/45

50/35

30/25

20/15

20/15

Good vigor, poor-fair form, topped for line
clearance.

Good vigor, poor-fair form, poor crotch at
3 feet.

Fair vigor, poor form, largest of 4, hedge.

Fair vigor, poor form, largest of 1, hedge.

Good vigor, fair form, largest of 8, hedge.

Good vigor, poor suppressed by hedge.

Good vigor, poor-fair form, poor crotch at

2 feet.

Good vigor, poor form, poor crotch at 2 feet,
supported by cables.

Good vigor, poor-fair form, heavy to north
over neighbor’s.

Good vigor, poor form, codominant at 4 feet
with poor crotch, seam to the ground.

Good vigor, poor form, codominant at 1 foot

Good vigor, fair form, makes a good screen.

Good vigor, fair form, makes a good screen.
Leans north.

*-Indicates neighbor trees P indicates protected tree.
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Summary:

The trees on site are a mix of one native oak and several imported trees. The trees are in poor-
fair condition with no excellent trees. All of the trees are on the perimeter of the project, ideal
for construction. The hedges on the southwest side consist of Carolina cherry and Photinia and
provide a good screen. The large acacia #8 has a poor crotch formation and is in the need of
maintenance. No impact from the planned addition is expected. The oak, acacia and
pittosporums along the northeast side have a limited root zone due to the location of the existing
home. Impacts are expected to be minor for these trees. The following tree protection plan
should be executed to help protect the trees to be retained.

Tree Protection Plan:

Tree protection fencing

Tree protection zones should be established and maintained throughout the entire length of the
project. Fencing for protection zones should be 6-foot-tall metal chain link supported by 2-inch
diameter poles pounded into the ground. The location for protective fencing should be as close
to the dripline as possible still allowing room for construction to safely continue. No equipment
or materials should be stored or cleaned inside protection zones.

Landscape Buffer

Where tree protection does not cover the entire root zone of the trees a landscape buffer
consisting of wood chips spread to a depth of six inches will be placed where foot traffic is
expected to be heavy. The landscape buffer will help to reduce compaction to the unprotected
root zone.

Root Cutting

Any roots to be cut should be monitored and documented. Large roots or large masses of roots
to be cut should be inspected by the site arborist. The site arborist may recommend irrigation or
fertilizing at that time. Cut all roots clean with a saw or loppers. Roots to be left exposed for a
period of time should be covered with layers of burlap and kept moist.

Trenching and Excavation

Trenching for irrigation, electrical, drainage or any other reason, should be hand dug when
beneath the dripline of desired trees. Hand digging and careful placement of pipes below or
beside protected roots will dramatically reduce root loss, thus reducing trauma to desired trees.
Trenches should be back filled as soon as possible using native materials and compacted to near
original levels. Trenches to be left open with exposed roots shall be covered with burlap and
kept moist. Plywood laid over the trench will help to protect roots below.

Irrigation

Normal irrigation should be maintained throughout the entire length of the project. All of the
imported trees will require normal irrigation. Irrigation should consist of surface flooding, with
enough water to wet the entire root zone. If the root zone is traumatized this type of irrigation
should be carried out two times per month during the warm dry season.
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This information should be kept on site at all times. The information included in this report is
believed to be true and based on sound arboricultural principles and practices.

Sincerely,
Kevin R. Kielty David P. Beckham
Certified Arborist WE#0476A Certified Arborist WE#10724A



Community Development

STAFF REPORT

Planning Commission

Meeting Date: 7/131/2017
mOIF\ILO PARK Staff Report Number: 17-051-PC
Public Hearing: Use Permit/Andrew Young/1060 San Mateo Drive

Recommendation

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission approve a request for a use permit to construct a first-
floor addition, and perform interior and exterior modifications to an existing nonconforming, single-story,
single-family residence in the R-1-S (Single Family Suburban Residential) zoning district, at 1060 San
Mateo Drive. The work would exceed 75 percent of the existing replacement value in a 12-month period.
The project previously received a building permit for a more limited scope of work; however, the proposed
revisions would exceed 75 percent of the replacement value of the existing nonconforming structure in a
12-month period and therefore, require a use permit. The recommended actions are included as
Attachment A.

Policy Issues

Each use permit request is considered individually. The Planning Commission should consider whether
the required use permit findings can be made for the proposal.

Background

Site location

The project site is located at 1060 San Mateo Drive, on the corner of San Mateo and Wallea Drive near
the intersection of San Mateo Drive and Santa Cruz Avenue. A location map is included as Attachment B.
The subject parcel has substandard lot depth, although it is not considered to be a substandard lot since
the development is single-story and the lot area is greater than 5,000 square feet. The parcel is a corner
lot, with frontage on both San Mateo Drive and Wallea Drive. As the shorter of the two sides, San Mateo
Drive is designated as the front lot line. All parcels on San Mateo Drive, east of Santa Cruz Avenue are
also zoned R-1-S, while parcels to the west, on the other side of Santa Cruz Avenue, are zoned R-E
(Residential Estate). The surrounding homes are a mix of single-story and two-story, single-family
residences, and feature a variety of architectural styles including some craftsman and traditional ranch.

Building Permit

The applicant applied for a building permit on December 15, 2016, and the building permit was issued on
April 6, 2017. The original scope of work did not include changes to the existing siding, and fell below the
75-percent value threshold for projects involving nonconforming structures, at 72 percent. Since issuance
of the building permit, the applicant inquired about potential revisions to the approved permit to replace the
siding. Staff explained the additional value of a revision to change out the siding would push the project
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beyond the 75-percent threshold for work done to a nonconforming structure within 12 months and would
require Planning Commission approval. The project team applied for the use permit to replace the siding.
The proposed work, in combination with the previously-approved and currently-under-construction addition
and interior modification work, would exceed the new work value threshold for a nonconforming structure.
The building is currently under construction, and the project team has been cleared to continue
construction of the approved building permit plans; however, they would not be able to remove or replace
any siding unless the use permit request for the revision to the issued building permit to replace the siding
is approved.

Analysis

Project description

The subject site is currently occupied by a single-story residence with an attached garage and one-car
carport. The structure is nonconforming with regard to the left side and rear yard setbacks. The applicant
has received a building permit to add approximately 110 square feet to the rear and 246 square feet to the
front of the residence, and perform interior modifications. The applicant is now proposing to also replace
all the siding on the exterior to renovate the existing structure. A data table summarizing parcel and project
attributes is included as Attachment C. The project plans and the applicant’s project description letter are
included as Attachments D and E, respectively.

The proposed residence would be a three-bedroom home with three full bathrooms, and a powder room
near the entry. The existing nonconforming two-car garage at the right side of the house is proposed to
remain, with a small expansion into it by the mud and laundry rooms that would connect the garage to the
rest of the residence. The required 20-foot depth for a garage would be maintained, while the existing 18-
foot width would remain unchanged. An existing covered porch to the right of the garage would be
removed, with the paved area underneath it used as an uncovered parking space. As a result, the overall
off-street parking would be conforming.

An addition to the rear to enclose an existing covered porch at the center and the removal of interior walls
are proposed to create a large open kitchen/dining/family area that would connect to an outdoor patio at
the rear. An addition for a study is proposed adjacent to the entry at the front, as well as a more prominent
covered porch. The bedrooms of the home would be situated on the left side of the home, interior to the
lot. The bedrooms would be separated from the open living space by a hallway leading to the master suite
at the rear on the left side.

The existing nonconforming walls at the left and rear of the residence are proposed to remain with the wall
framing retained, but all areas of new construction, including the proposed addition to the front for the
entrance/study and the rear, for the expanded living/dining space would comply with current setback
requirements and other development standards of the R-1-S zoning district.

The floor area, building coverage, and height of the proposed residence would all be below the maximum
amounts permitted by the Zoning Ordinance.

City of Menlo Park 701 Laurel St., Menlo Park, CA 94025 tel 650-330-6600 www.menlopark.org
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Design and materials

The existing residence is a traditional ranch home featuring the characteristic long, low profile, gabled roof
and horizontal wood siding typical of this architectural style. The existing siding also features a brick base
with stucco at the top. As part of the proposed project, the existing siding would be removed from the
exterior of the entire house and replaced by new cedar shingles. As part of the approved building permit,
the covered front entry is proposed to be filled in, and a larger front porch with wooden posts would
balance the existing prominent two-car garage on the right. At the rear, an existing porch would be filled in
by an addition, with a low deck extending into the rear yard. The roof structure over the additions would be
covered in asphalt roof shingles to match the existing conditions. All of the new windows at the front are
proposed to match the existing painted wood windows. New sliding doors are proposed at the center of
the rear addition. A number of windows are proposed to be replaced with smaller windows at the rear.

Staff believes that the scale, materials, and style of the proposed residence are consistent with the
broader neighborhood, given the architectural styles and sizes of structures in the area.

Trees and landscaping

At present, there are 27 trees on or in close proximity to the project site. Twenty-three of these trees are
heritage trees. All trees are proposed to remain. The previously approved partial demolition of the existing
residence and construction of the proposed additions and low deck at the rear are not anticipated to
adversely affect any of the existing trees located on the subject site or neighboring properties, given that
the majority of the proposed additions are within the footprint of the existing structure. An arborist report is
included as Attachment F. The siding change would not materially affect the conclusions of the arborist
report. The heritage tree protection measures will be ensured through recommended condition 3g.

Valuation

To calculate the replacement and new construction costs on which the use permit threshold is based, the
City uses standards established by the Building Division. The City has determined that the replacement
cost of the existing structure would be $425,220 meaning that the applicants would be allowed to propose
new construction and remodeling at this site totaling less than $318,915 in any 12-month period without
applying for a use permit. While the initial application for the building permit fell below the 75-percent
threshold, at 72 percent, the City has determined that the cumulative value of the proposed work would be
approximately $362,440, or 85 percent. Based on this estimate, the proposed project exceeds 75 percent
of the replacement cost of the existing structure, therefore requiring use permit approval by the Planning
Commission.

Correspondence
Staff has received no correspondence regarding this proposal.

Conclusion

Staff believes that the scale, materials, and style of the proposed residence are compatible with those of
the greater neighborhood. No heritage tree impacts are anticipated, and the floor area, building coverage,
and height of the proposed residence would all be at or below the maximum amounts permitted by the

City of Menlo Park 701 Laurel St., Menlo Park, CA 94025 tel 650-330-6600 www.menlopark.org



Staff Report #: 17-051-PC
Page 4

Zoning Ordinance. Staff recommends that the Planning Commission approve the proposed project.

Impact on City Resources

The project sponsor is required to pay Planning, Building and Public Works permit fees, based on the
City's Master Fee Schedule, to fully cover the cost of staff time spent on the review of the project.

Environmental Review

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

Public Notice

Public Notification was achieved by posting the agenda, with the agenda items being listed, at least 72
hours prior to the meeting. Public notification also 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.

Appeal Period

The 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

Recommended Actions
Location Map

Data Table

Project Plans

Project Description Letter
Arborist Report

mTmoow»

Disclaimer

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

Report prepared by:
Ori Paz, Planning Technician

City of Menlo Park 701 Laurel St., Menlo Park, CA 94025 tel 650-330-6600 www.menlopark.org
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Report reviewed by:
Thomas Rogers, Principal Planner

City of Menlo Park 701 Laurel St., Menlo Park, CA 94025 tel 650-330-6600 www.menlopark.org
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ATTACHMENT A

1060 San Mateo Drive — Attachment A: Recommended Actions

LOCATION: 1060 San |PROJECT NUMBER: APPLICANT: Andrew OWNER: Elizabeth

Mateo Drive

PLN2017-00052 Young Stinson

REQUEST: Request for a use permit to construct a first-floor addition, and perform interior and exterior
modifications to an existing nonconforming, single-story, single-family residence in the R-1-S (Single
Family Suburban Residential) zoning district. The work would exceed 75 percent of the existing
replacement value in a 12-month period. The project previously received a building permit for a more
limited scope of work; however, the proposed revisions would exceed 75 percent of the replacement
value of the existing nonconforming structure in a 12-month period and therefore, require a use permit.

DECISION ENTITY: Planning DATE: July 31, 2017 ACTION: TBD

Commission

VOTE: TBD (Barnes, Combs, Goodhue, Kahle, Onken, Riggs, Strehl)

ACTION:

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

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

the City.

3. 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
Young & Borlik Architects, Inc. consisting of 23 plan sheets, dated received July 26, 2017,
and approved by the Planning Commission on July 31, 2017, except as modified by the
conditions contained herein, subject to review and approval by the Planning Division.

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.

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.

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.

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.

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.

Heritage and street trees in the vicinity of the construction project shall be protected
pursuant to the arborist report by Kielty Arborist Services LLC dated December 13, 2016
and the Heritage Tree Ordinance.

PAGE: 1 of 1
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1060 San Mateo Drive— Attachment C: Data Table

Lot area
Lot width
Lot depth
Setbacks
Front
Rear
Side (left)
Side (right)
Building coverage

FAL (Floor Area Limit)

Square footage by floor

Square footage of buildings
Building height
Parking

Trees

ATTACHMENT C

PROPOSED EXISTING ZONING
PROJECT DEVELOPMENT ORDINANCE
10,219.0 sf 10,219 sf 10,000.0 sf min.
89.8 ft. 89.8 ft. 80.0 ft. min.
100.0 ft. min.
23.0 ft. 29.8 ft. 20.0 ft. min.
20.0 ft. min.
10.0 ft. min
22.7 ft 12.7 ft. 12.0 ft. min
29245 sf 2,998.2 sf 3,604.7 sfmax
2866 % 293 % 35.2 % max
2,807.0 sf 2,789.0 sf 3,604.8 sfmax
2,419.6 sf/1%tfloor 1,960.3 sf/1st floor
387.4 sflgarage 463.3 sf/garage
107.1 sf/porches 365.4 sf/carport
10.4 sfffireplace 209.2 sf/porches
29245 sf 2,998.2 sf
16.1 ft. 16.1 ft. 28.0 ft. max.
1 covered/1 uncovered 1 covered/1 uncovered 1 covered/1 uncovered
Note: Areas shown highlighted indicate a nonconforming or substandard situation.
Heritage trees: 23* | Non-Heritage trees: 4 | New Trees: 0
Heritage trees Non-Heritage trees Total Number of
proposed for removal: 0 proposed for removal: 0 | Trees: 27

*Five heritage trees are located on neighboring properties to the rear and left.




ATTACHMENT D

ISSUE LOG

JULY 6, 2017

NOTICE: THIS SET HAS BEEN PRODUCED FOR THE 1
PURPOSE OF OBTAINING A BUILDING PERMIT.
THESE DRANINGS ARE NOT INTENDED TO BE

CURATE "AS-BUILTS," NOR INCLUSIVE OF ALL 1
DETAILS, DRANINGS, MATERIAL SPECIFICATIONS,
ETC. NEEDED TO ADDRESS ALL POSSIBLE
CONSTRUCTION ISSLES. THE ARCHITECT HAS
PREPARED THESE DOCUMENTS ONLY FOR THE
IMPROVEMENTS AND CONSTRUCTION NOTED, PLANNING
INDICATED OR SHONN AS "NEW' WORK AND L)
ASSIMES NG RESFONSIBILITY FOR ALL OTER CALIFORNIA
CONSTRUCTION, MATERIALS OR EQUIPEMENT
NOTED, INDICATED OR SHOWN AS 'EXISTING" OR
AS PROVIDED 'BY OTHERS"
THE ARCHITECT HAS NOT BEEN RETAINED TO
SURVEY FOR OR OTHERNISE DISCOVER THE
PRESENCE OF HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
INCLUDING BUT NOT LIMITED TO ASBESTOS,

ASBESTOS PRODUCTS, FCBS, OR OTHER TOXIC
SUBSTANCES.

THE ARCHITECT IS NOT RESPONSIBLE FOR THE
HANDLING, REMOVAL OR DISFOSAL OF OR
EXPOSURE OR PERSONS TO HAZARDOUS
MATERIALS IN ANY FORM AT THE PROJECT SITE
OMNER HEREBY WARRANTS THAT IF IT KNOWS
OR HAS ANT REASON TO KNOW OR HAS ANY
REASON TO ASSUME OR SUSPECT THAT
HAZARDOUS MATERIALS EXIST AT THE PROJECT
SITE, THAT IT WILL INFORM THE ARCHITECT AND
THAT OANER WILL CAUSE SUCH ITEMS TO BE
REMOVED OR TREATED BY A PROFESSIONAL
AND LICENSED ASBESTOS ABATEMENT
CONTRACTOR IN A MANNER PRESCRIBED BY ALL
APPLICABLE CODES AND REGULATIONS.

MENLO PARK,

PROPOSED FRONT ELEVATION

I” ‘.:1‘_0‘.| 1

ARCHITECT IST: ARCHITECTURAL APN#: 071-223-140
YOUNG AND BORLIK ARCHITECTS, INC. KIELTY ARBORIST SERVICES LLC
4962 EL CAMINO REAL, SUITE #218 PO BOX 6187 PROJECT ADDRESS: A s
LOS ALTOS, CA 94022 SAN MATEO, CA 94403 AO1 COVER SHEET, VICINITY MAP, AREA CALCS, g
EL: (650) 688-1950 TEL: (650) 515-9783 SHEET INDEX, CONSULTANTS
‘ £10) 887.3019 PROPERTY OWNER: LIZSTINSON
AX: (650) 323-1112 ) 03 EXISTING SITE PLAN
ATTN: ANDREW YOUNG ATTN: KEVIN KIELTY v
ayoung @ ybarchitects. com kkarbor0476@yahoo.com A0.4  PROPOSED SITE PLAN ZONING: RS
A05 __FLOOR AREA CALCULATION SHEET X
SURVEYOR & CIVIL ENGINEER; A05.1 AREA PLAN & NEIGHBORHOOD CONTEXT rorsE ozt
LEA & BRAZE ENGINEERING INC. S BUILDING OCCUPANCY: R, U1
2495 INDUSTRIAL PARKWAY WEST A052  NEW WORK VALUATION CALCULATION g .
HAYWARD, CA 94545 A053  NEW WORK VALUATION CALCULATION : TYPEV-B i
T e Baraots A1 EXISTING FLOOR PLAN W/DEMO TYPe OF GoNSTRUCTION: i
FAX: (510) 887-3019 ; HISTORIC STATUS: NO i
ATTN: PETER CARLINO Al2  EXISTING ROOF PLAN W/DEMO ¢
pearlino@leabraze.com A21  PROPOSED FIRST FLOOR PLAN FLOOD ZONE: NO
A22  PROPOSED DIMENSION PLAN FIRE SPRINKLERS: YES (DEFERRED SUBMITTAL)
A23  PROPOSED ROOF PLAN
ALLOWABLE F.AL (LOT > 7,000 sf, 2800 f + 25% EXCEEDED): 3,604.75 sf
Asl EXISTING AND PROPOSED FRONT ELEVATIONS LOT COVERAGE ALLOWABLE (1 STORY-35.2% NET LOT AREA):  3,605.75 sf
A32 EXISTING AND PROPOSED LEFT SIDE ELEVATIONS ALLOWABLE SECOND FLOOR AREA (50% F.A.L): 1,802.38 sf
A33  EXISTING AND PROPOSED RIGHT SIDE ELEVATIONS RONT & REAR SETBRG P
A34  EXISTING AND PROPOSED REAR ELEVATIONS SIDE SETBACK: 10 STREET SIDE OF CORNER LOT: 12"
A4l EXISTING AND PROPOSED BUILDING SECTIONS HEIGHT LIMIT: 28
I . A42  EXISTING AND PROPOSED BUILDING SECTIONS
" EXISTING FIRST FLOOR (CONDITIONED AREA): 1,960.3 sf
PR apmc o o EXISTING ATTACHED GARAGE: 463.3 sf
EXISTING CARPORT: 365.4 st w
EXISTING PORCHES: 209.2 st S o
PARCEL MAP 6| scopeorwonk TOTAL EXISTING FLOOR AREA: aazsst =]
ONE STORY HOUSE FRONT AND REAR ADDITION AND INTERIOR REMODEL. TOTAL EXISTING LOT COVERAGE: 20002 et (=) 2
cviL PROPOSED FIRST FLOOR (CONDITIONED AREA): 241965t (@] o
su1 FULL BOUNDARY &TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY PROPOSED ATTACHED GARAGE: 387.4 st w
€10 TITLE SHEET & ;
N TOTAL PROPOSED FLOOR AREA: 2,807 sf< 3,604.7 st Q E X
€20 GRADING AND DRAINAGE PLAN T Z o
DEFERRED SUBMITTAL €30  GRADING SPECIFICATIONS PROPOSED COVERED FRONT PORCH: 107.0 st s O = <
E
NFPA 13-D FIRE SPRINKLER SYSTEM UNDER SEPARATE PERMIT. PROVIDE FULL SPRINKLER ER1 EROSION CONTROL PLAN LOT COVERAGE: 2,924.5 sf < 3,604.75 sf g % 2 0o
COVERAGE IN THE ATTIC. ER2  EROSION CONTROL DETAILS SEE SHEET A0.5 FOR AREA CALCULATION AND PROJECT SUMMARY TABLE - ‘7’ (o]
BMP  BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICE 2
SUBMIT UTILITIES UPGRADE APPLICATION TO CPA UTILITIES. THE WORK HOURS ARE REGULATED BY NOISE LEVELS CREATED DURING CONSTRUCTION. THE MAXIMUM < ';, i E'
STREET WORK UNDER SEPARATE PERMIT. NOISE LEVELS ALLOWED ARE ESTABLISHED IN THE CITY OF MENLO PARK MUNICIPAL CODE CHAPTER 806 § N33
1 ANY AND ALL EXCESSIVELY ANNOYING, LOUD OR UNUSUAL NOISES OR VIBRATIONS SUCH AS OFFEND THE s = o
PEACE AND QUIET OF PERSONS OF ORDINARY SENSIBILITIES AND WHICH INTERFERE WITH THE 80 = =

Vi A)
Tk

PROJECT DESIGN DATA:

2013 CALIFORNIA RESIDENTIAL CODE 2013 CALIFORNIA ELECTRIC CODE NEIGHBORHOOD OR ANY CONSIDERABLE NUMBER OF PERSONS SHALL BE CONSIDERED A NOISE i
2013 CALIFORNIA PLUMBING CODE 2013 CALIFORNIA FIRE CODE HSTRBANGE
2013 CALIFORNIA MECHANICAL CODE 2013 CALFORMIA ENEROY SODE a. CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES ARE LIMITED TO THE HOURS OF EIGHT () AM. AND SIX (6) P.M. MONDAY A.P.N. 071-223-140

ALONG WITH ALL OTHER LOCAL AND STATE LAWS AND REGULATIONS b, CONSTRUCTION. ACTIVITIES BY RESIDENTS AND PROPERTY OWNERS PERSONALLY UNDERTAKING =
CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES TO MAINTAIN OR IMPROVE THEIR PROPERTY ARE ALLOWED ON SATURDAYS, il
SONDAYS OR HOLIDAYS BETUWEEN THE HOURS OF NINE () AM, AND PV (9 P 11

THE DOCUMENTS PREPARED BY THESE CONSULTANTS ARE AN INTEGRAL PART OF THE c. A SIGN, CONTAINING THE PERMITTED HOURS OF CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES EXCEEDING THE NOISE DEC 01 2016

AT UAAL CONGTRCTION DOGUMENTS AND SHALL BE INCORPORATED NTO THS CIITS SET FORTH IN SECTION .06 050, SHALL BE POSTED AT ALL ENTRANCES 70 A CONSTRUCTION SITE o7

A BN e AL LTINS T o st UPON THE COUMENCEMENT OF CONSTRUCTION. FOR THE PURPOSE OF INFORMING CONTRACTORS AND sTison

STRINGENT REQUIREMENTS SHALL BE FOLLOWED. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL OBTAIN
CURRENT COPIES OF ALL DOCUMENTS, READ, UNDERSTAND AND CONFIRM ANY CONFLICTS
OR DISCREPENCIES OR QUESTIONS WITH APPROPRIATE CONSULTANTS.

COMFORTABLE ENJOYMENT OF LIFE OR PROPERTY AND AFFECT AT THE SAME TIME AN ENTIRE

THROUGH FRIDAY.

SUBCONTRACTORS AND ALL OTHER PERSONS AT THE CONSTRUCTION SITE OF THE BASIC
REQUIREMENTS OF THIS CHAPTER. THE SIGN SHALL BE AT LEAST FIVE (5) FEET ABOVE GROUND LEVEL
AND SHALL CONSIST OF A WHITE BACKGROUND WITH BLACK LETTERS.

NOTWITHSTANDING ANY OTHER PROVISION SET FORTH ABOVE, ALL POWERED EQUIPMENT SHALL
COMPLY WITH THE LIMITS SET FORTH IN SECTION 8.06.040(8).

VICINITY MAP

CONSULTANTS |4

SHEET INDEX

PROJECT SUMMARY |2
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DEMOLITION NOTE:
I_ OUTLINE OF EXISTING HOUSE SHOWN IN BLUE, OUTLINE OF
PROPOSED ADDITION SHOAN IN ORANGE.

2. PRIOR TO DEMOLITION, WALK. THROUGH WITH ONNER AND
VERIFY ANY REMOVED PLUMBING, LIGHTING, FINISHES,
WINDOWS, DOORS, ETC. TO BE SAVED FOR REUSE OR
RELOCATION.

3. VERIFY CITY REQ'D NASTE DIVERSION PROGRAMS FOR
DEMOLITION & CONSTRUCTION DEBRIS PRIOR TO DEMOLITION.

4. PROVIDE FENCING AS NECESSARY TO PROTECT UNTOUCHED
AREAS DURING CONSTRUCTION.

5. SEE ADDITIONAL DEMGUT\ON 4 FLOOR PLAN NOTES ON
GENERAL NOTES SHEET

6. PRIOR TO DEMOLITION, VERIFY COMPLIANCE WITH EP A
QD PRACTICES & CERTIFICATION FOR LEAD
CONTAMINATION

7. THE ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY (EP.A)
REQUIRES THAT FIRMS PERFORMING RENOVATION, REFAIR,
AND PAINTING PROJECTS THAT DISTURB LEAD-BASED PAINT
IN PRE-1978 HOMES, CHILD CARE FACILITIES, AND SCHOOLS
BE CERTIFIED BY EPA AND THAT THEY USE CERTIFIED
RENOVATORS WHO ARE TRAINED BY EP.A-APPROVED
TRAINING PROVIDERS TO FOLLOW LEAD- MORK.
PRACTICES.

ht novationhtm

8. CONTRACTORS TO PROVIDE ALL WORK IN COMPLIANCE
WITH REQUIRED LEAD-SAFE WORK PRACTICES, PROJECT
DOCUMENTATION, AND PROFESSIONAL CERTIFICATIONS.

BEFORE EXCAVATION CALL USA

OWNER AND/OR CONTRACTOR ARE RESFONSIELE FOR
LOCATION & VERIFICATION OF ALL EXISTING UNDERGROUND
UTILITIES. UNDERGROUND SERVICE ALERT (USA) SHOULD BE
NOTIFIED FOR ASSISTANCE IN THIS MATTER AT (800)
227-2600, 4& HOURS PRIOR TO ANY CONSTRUCTION. THE
(USA) AUTHORIZATION NUMBER SHALL BE KEPT AT THE JOB
SITE. LOCATION & CHARACTER OF ANY UTILITIES IF SHOWN
HEREON ARE APPROXIMATE, AND TAKEN FROM A
COMBINATION OF SURFACE STRUCTURE OBSERVATION AND/OR
THE RECORDS OF THE CONTROLLING AGENCY. YOUNG &
BORLIK ARCHITECTS DOES NOT ASSUME RESPONSIBILITY FOR
THE LOCATION OF ANY EXISTING UTILITIES OR OTHER
UNDERGROUND FEATURES S VAULTS, TANKS,
BASEMENTS, BURIED OBJECTS, ETC,

TREE PROTECTION NOTE
I TREE PROTECTION ZONES SHOULD BE ESTABLISHED AND
MAINTAINED THROUGHOUT THE ENTIRE LENGTH OF THE
PROECT.

2. FENCING FOR THE F'RGTEGT\GN ZONES SHOULD BE 6 FOOT
TALL METAL CHAIN LINK TYPE SUPPORTED BY 2 INCH METAL
POLES FOUNDED INTO THE 6ROUND BY NO LESS THAN 2 FEET.
THE SUPPORT POLES SHOULD BE SPACED NO MORE THAN 10
FEET APART ON CENTER. THE LOCATION FOR THE
PROTECTION FENCING SHOULD BE AS CLOSE TO THE DRIPLINE
AS POSSIBLE STILL ALLOWING ROOM FOR CONSTRUCTION TO
SAFELY CONTINUE

3. SI6NS SHOULD BE FLACED ON FENCING SIGNIFYING @TREE
PROTECTION ZONE - KEEP OUT. NO MATERIALS OR
EQUIPMENT 5HouLv BE STORED OR CLEANED INSIDE THE
ZONES. AREAS OUTSIDE THE FENCING BUT
5T\LL EENEATH THE DRIFPLINE OF PROTECTED TREES, WHERE
EXPECTED TO BE HEAVY, SHOULD BE
MULGHED W\TH 4 TO & INCHES OF CHIPFER CHIPS.

4. THE WOODEN FENCING WILL SUFFICE FOR THE NEIGHBOR'S
TREES.

5 TRENCHING FOR IRRIGATION, ELECTRICAL, DRAINAGE OR
ANY OTHER REASON SHOULD BE HAND DUG WHEN BENEATH
THE DRIPLINES OF PROTECTED TREES. HAND DIGGING AND
GCAREFULLY LAYING PIPES BELON OR BESIDE PROTECTED
ROOTS WILL DRAMATICALLY REDUCE ROOT LOSS OF
DESIRED TREES THUS REDUCING TRAUMA TO THE ENTIRE TREE

6. TRENCHES SHOULD BE BACKFILLED AS SOON AS POSSIBLE
ITH NATIVE MATERIAL AND COMPACTED TO NEAR [T
ORIGINAL LEVEL. TRENCHES THAT MUST BE LEFT EXPOSED
FOR A PERIOD OF TIME SHOULD ALSO BE COVERED WITH

PLYWOOD OVER THE TOP OF THE TRENCH WILL ALSO HELP
PROTECT EXPOSED ROOTS BELOW

7. NORMAL IRRIGATION SHOULD BE MAINTAINED THROUGHOUT
THE ENTIRE LENGTH OF Tt CT. THE IMPORTED TREES
ON THIS SITE WILL REG!J\RE \RR\GAT\ON DURING THE NARM
SEASON MONTHS. SOME IRRIGATION MAY BE REGU\RED
DURING THE WINTER MONTHS DEPENDING ON THE SEASO!
RAINFALL. DURING Tt R MONTHS THE TREES oN THIS
SITE SHOULD RECEIVE HEAVY FLOOD TYFE IRRIGATION 2
TIMES A MONTH. DURING THE FALL AND WINTER | TIME A
MONTH SHOULD SUFFICE. MULCHING THE ROOT ZONE OF
PROTECTED TREES WILL HELP THE SOIL RETAIN MOISTURE,
THUS REDUCING WATER CONEUMPTION

EXISTING SHED TO REMAN ~ ———

EXISTING PLANTERS TO
REMAIN

EXISTING ELECTRIC METER TO I
REMAIN, VERIFY ANY NECESSARY =
UPGRADE

| 40 214 |
| ExisTING |
| SETBACK 4 |

NONCONFORMITY CANNOT BEE
DEMOLISHED, AND THE WALLS ARE
TO REMAIN

EXISTING PLANTER TO BE
DEMOLISHED FOR (N) FRONT
ADDITION

EXISTING NALKWAY TO BE
PARTIALLY DEMOLISHED
FOR (N) FRONT ADDITION
EXISTING SHED TO BE REMOVED ——|

EXISTING FRONT YARD
LANDSCAPE TO REMAIN

EX\&T\N& ROCK TO BE
REMOVE |
TREE PROTECTION FENCING /
TYPICAL.

EXISTING WATER METER: |

EXISTING SENER CLEAN-
EXISTING CONCRETE
ROLL CURB

SAN

0#23

REDHWOOD

NONCONFORMITY CANNOT BE
REBUILT IN THE SAME LOCATION IF
IT 15 DEMOLISHED AND THE
EXISTING NONCONFORMING WALLS
ARE TO REMAIN

OUTLINE OF EXISTING NEIGHBORING
HOUSE, SHOAN IN BLUE

EXISTING FENCE SHOWN IN BLUE, TYP
OFFSET AND ALONG THE PROPERTY
LINE TO REMAIN DURING
CONSTRUCTION PERIOD. FIELD
INSPECT FENCE CONDITION, REFLAGE
WHEN NECESSARY. VERIFY Al

CONFIRM WITH OANER .

EXISTING CONCRETE SLAB TO BE
REMOVED FOR (N) DECK
OUTLINE OF EXISTING HOUSE,
SHOWN IN BLUE

EXISTING WALKNAY TO
REMAIN

SETBACK LINE

EXISTING REAR YARD
LANDSCAFE TO REMAIN

EX\ST\N@ Ac UNIT TO BE
RELOCA

(E) ATTACHED |- CAR GARAGE
TO BE REMODEL

EXISTING ROOF AND
COLUMNS AT COVERED
PORCH TO BE REMOVED

EXITING GAS METER TO
MAIN

EXISTING DRIVEWAY TO

REMAIN

SUBJECT LOT PROFPERTY
LINE. TYP. SEE TOFO
SURVEY FOR DETAIL.

LEGEND:

——— () HOUSE FOOT FRINT
PRINTED IN BLUE

—  (E) FENCE TO REMAIN
—  TREE PROTECTION FENCE,

_ MIN.&' CHAIN LINK
CONSTRUCTION SAFETY FENCE

#2  NMBERED TREE N FAR
CONDITION

REFER TO ARBORIST

REPORT FOR DETAIL.

#5  NMBERED TREE N 600D
CONDITION TO BE
PROTECTED
REFER TO ARBORIST
REFORT FOR DETAIL.

EXISTING SENER MANHOLE IN
FUBLIC RIGHT OF WAY
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EXISTING SHED TO REMAIN

oft24

|\ 20EST

2 #25

REDNOO]

IoEST
LoquAaT

Gpn

NONCONFORMITY CANNOT BE
REBUILT IN THE SAME LOCATION IF
IT 1S DEMOLISHED AND THE
EXISTING NONGONFORM\N@ WALLS
ARE TO REMAI

EXISTING ELECTRIC METER TO
REMAIN, VERIFY ANY NECESSARY
UPERADE

T

| oo
MIN. SIDE
SETBACK

NEA AC UNIT LOCATION,
UNIT NOT TO EXCEED 50 dbal AT
THE NEAREST RESIDENTIAL

PROPERTY LINE, DISCHARSE
SHOULD BE 4-0" AWAY FROM
PROPERTY LINE

NONCONFORMITY CANNOT BEE
DEMOLISHED, AND THE WALLS ARE
TO REMAIN

TREE PROTECTION
FENCE TYPICAL

AREA OF FRONT
ADDITION, SHOAN
SHADED APROX 240 SF
NEW FRONT PORCH
EXISTING WATER METER

EXISTING SEAER
CLEAN oUT

EXISTING CONCRETE
ROLL CURE

=

H q'-0 3/4"
! ExisTING
! SETBACK

#23

BEST
ORANGE

GENERAL NOTES:

I SEE CIVIL DRAWINGS BY LEA & BRAZE FOR ALL GRADING
& DRAINAGE WORK, UTILITY CONNECTIONS ¢ DETAILS

2 SETBACK VERIFICATION AILL BE REQUIRED BY A

LICENSED SURVEYOR OR CIVIL ENGINEER 'ro VER\FY THE
OCATION OF STRUCTURES ON THE PROI

DOCUMENTATION SHALL BE SUBMITTED TO THE am’ BULDING

DEPARTMENT PRIOR TO FOUNDATION INSPECTION.

3. MAINTAIN MIN. 5% SLOPE AWAY FROM FOUNDATION AT
LANDSCAPE AREAS, MIN 2% SLOPE AWAY AT PAVED
AREAS, WITHIN 5' OF &

4. VERIFY ALL HARDSCAPE ¢ SITE FINISH MATERIALS &
SELECTIONS W/ ONNER PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION,

5. IT 15 UNLAWFUL FOR ANY PERSON TO DAMAGE OR HARM A
HERITAGE TREE BY ANY MEANS WHATSOEVER, INCLUDING
NITHOUT LIMITATION, VEHICLES MACHINERY OR BUILDING
SUPFLIES OR MATERIAL (INCLUDING) FLUIDS) DURING ANT
CONSTRUCTION OR RENOVATION OF STRUCTURES ON THE
PARCEL.

6_PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES, CONSULTING
ARBORIST SHALL REVIEN TREE PROTECTION MEASURES TO
BE IN FLACE PRIOR TO AND THROUGHOUT CONSTRUCTION
ACTIVITIES, AS WELL AS MONITOR THE CONDITION OF THE
HERITAGE TREES, AND CONDUCT ANY ROOT OR CROWN
PRUNING DURING THE CONSTRUCTION PROCESS.

7. TRENCHES SHALL BE OUTSIDE THE DRIP LINES OF THE
TREES IN ORDER TO MINIMIZE NEGATIVE IMPACTS.

OUTLINE OF EXISTING NEIGHBORING
HOUSE SHOWN IN BLUE

NEW DECK, SEE PROFPOSED PLANS

EXISTING FENCE SHOMN IN BLUE
TYP. OFFSET AND ALONG THE
PROPERTY LINE TO REMAIN
DURING CONSTRUCTION PERIOD.
FIELD INSPECT FENCE CONDITION,
REPLACE WHEN NECESSARY,
VERIFY AND CONFIRM N/OWNER

AREA OR REAR ADDITION, SHOAN
SHADED ARFOX 100 S

OUTLINE OF EXISTING HOUSE
SHOMN IN BLUE

EXISTING CONCRETE SLAB TO
REMAIN

SUBJECT LOT PROFERTY LINE TYP.
SEE TOPO SURVEY FOR DETAIL

EXISTING 6AS METER TO REMAIN

EXISTING SENER MANHOLE IN
FUBLIC RIGHT OF WAY

LEGEND.

———  (E) HOUSE FOOT PRINT
PRINTED IN BLUE

-—=—  (E) FENCE TO REMAIN
-——  TREE PROTECTION FENCE,

— MIN. &' CHAIN LING
CONSTRUCTION SAFETY FENCE

#2  NMBERED TREE IN FAIR
CONDITION
REFER TO ARBORIST
REFORT FOR DETAIL.

#5  MMBERED TREE N 600D
U CONDITION TO BE

REFER TO ARBORIST
REPORT FOR DETAIL.
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o

EXISTING FIRST FLOOR

.

T 1e-a" 157 1/2" 152 1/2"
a
) U
& J‘
U
15-0"
-
) T P2
& D -
5 L | F
i o H
Py
™ C 15'-4"
‘ // j »
: ———— G an
‘ - j .
& w1 P3 0
1 o2’ G1 v R
8 Y
L
15-2" le'-1" &'-& 1/2"

L '~ T 20'-4' 106 I/:
N
N
¥
b
o
= i —
FIREPLACE = “
ECHIMNEYS 1/2"
ARE EXEMPT
FROM FAL,
BUT COUNTED
TONARDS 5 E
o ,
I 172" ~ o
© I
P
B | x ]
T
a . 5
3
N
¥ (il
) & G
a
)
J - -
= I I
o ! i
o 4
-s /2" -4 1/2|
o-lo /2"
I5'-2" -3 172" 5-1" 18'-& 172"

PROPOSED FIRST FLOOR

Area C: i
EXISTING FIRST FLOOR CALCULATIONS (CONDITIONED)
BOX (X) DIMI- FEET (¥) DIM- FEET _Area (SF) NOTES
A 15.17
8 1692 29 500
c 3758 12.75 4792
o 15.00 9.9 1494
3 19.75 2.04 478
F 2038 604 1231
61 1871 275 4069 UNCONDITIONED (GARAGE)
@ 1521 37 56.4 UNCONDITIONED (GARAGE)
H 15.21 29 3
) 350 29 104
P2(CARPORT) 1533 28 365.4
EXISTING MAIN HOUSE FIRST FLOOR AREA (SF) 2,789.0
EXISTING LOT COVERAGE
BOX (X) DIMI- FEET (¥) DIM- FEET _Area (SF) NOTES
P2 122
167 58 972
TOTAL COVERED AREA 2005

TOTALLOT COVERAGE

2,998.48
PROPOSED FIRST FLOOR CALCULATIONS (CONDITIONED)

(X) DIM - FEET (Y) DIM- FEET  Area (SF

BOX

Fx-cTommOon® >

PROPOSED FIRST FLOOR AREA (SF)

‘TOTAL PROPOSED SQUARE FOOTAGE

15.17 2038
21.9 1275
19.75 34.00
2033 2871
10,54 2883
167 9.42
1871 2071
5.58 1071
11.29 1475
475 400
263 3.96

) NOTES
3090
280.0
6715
5837
3040

387.4 UNCONDITIONED
59.8

166.6
19.0
104

2,807.0

2,807.0 <3,604.75 SF MAX

PROPOSED LOT COVERAGE

TOTAL COVERED PORCH
TOTAL LOT COVERAGE

(X) DIM- FEET (Y) DIM- FEET Area (SF) NOTES
29
13 50 56.1
54 90 482
107.1

Area Calculation

2,924.52 <3,617.55F MAX

AREA CALCULATION SHEET

I 18"

Achir.
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ISSUE LOG
00 Bept e "B o = oo
NONCONFORMING STRUCTURE - NEW WORK VALUE CALCULATION 7{’
Address: e i PLANNING
>\ 4 JULY 6, 2017,
Case No.: 2
50% of Existing Value §212,609.75 =
T5% of Existing Value $318, 914,63 e =3 9 5 - -
A . S ¥ g B o
Value of Proposed Project $362 440,00 85 ? R N2 ¥
Q e I 9 / 7
S |27 140 B A &
saFt. |1 [saFT. sarT. 182 e 618 M
S . || s arn s - °
Existing Development TaEr 1 — K
=< g8
“  g=x
Square Construction Existing ~ o 2%
i 5=
Type Footage Cost Value o= §:
= 8%
Existing 151 floor 1963 x 5200vSq Ft $392.694.00 m 5 B
e S - e e 4o silor s Z:
Existing 2nd fioor o x S200/Sq Ft $0.00 K - -
az -
Existing Basement [i] ® S200/Sq Ft £0.00 P > - E §
= e
Existing Garage ® $70/5q Ft $32.525.50 <~ EZ2
_ . "€
- o R
Total 412 $425,210.50 285 . Qo 22
saFT o2 Z = B
Note: This spreadshest is only used on one nonconforming struclure at a time. If thene are detached structures on ¥ - 2 5
the same site, they are either subjact to their own sp (if thay are also and subject fo new < = =) - 5 2
work | or ignored (if conf’ Qlt g
oY g¢
T " o d
i > < §E
Proposed Development
Square C P
Proposed Development Type Footage Cost Value i
2|t 34" 210" 21 34" 56" 4-" 3e" -2 16-6" 1-4"
Category 1- New square botage (areas of new foundation andior wall frami -
15t Floor Addition 35611 x S200rSq Ft $71,222 00 3
2nd Floor Addition x S200/Sq Ft S0.00 = %
Basement Floor Addition 0 x $200/Sq Ft $0.00 i e
SEEm] AT
Garage Addition X STO/Sq.Ft $0.00 U & e N pel
- = \, =
Category 2 Remodel of existing square footage (foundation and wall Faming are both retained) :? . W p S é
Note: Square foctage measurements are faken fo full exfent of any room with any inferior medfications. When the @ o " = /
use of & room is changing, the proposed wse should be used for this calculation. == an—r" -z =
Remaodal of Kitchen 206.37 X $13WSq Ft 526,828 10 B f rr—]
Remode! of Bathrooms 130'Sq Ft 6,044 20
x § q 526, w ‘Q
Remoded of Other Living Areas x $100/Sq Ft $169,552.00 E g
Remade! of Garage x $35/Sq.Ft $13.475.70 [a R
s e e an oo sz s o 5
Category 3. Exterior modifications to existing sinicture o —an o o 3o agr e o o w
Window and exterior door replacements ane included i areas remodeled and accounded for in Category 2. New e-1o il o6 g Pon, 44 e-e e/ 1e-2 £ = ¥"
roofs and new siding on existing partions of the structure ane nof included in Category 2 or Category 1 and should = 4 < o
be accounied for using the calcul E 8 o= <
Mew Roof Structure Over Existing Sq. Fi 120.76 x S50/8q.Ft $6,038.00 E % 2 0
H <
Replacement of Existing Windows/Exterior Doors 0 X $35/5q Ft $0.00 EFE o 9
i P o=
of Existing Siding X $35/Sq.Ft $49.260.00 N N SN © w
Eaitr. = il 5 ©
y i = =
_ eol e s L £
5 o Olgarf ol Ee i
Total 437212 £362.440.00 i — -] =
= | [z4] a2 la 202 Y| 40 AP.N. 071-223-140
T | |safr | sae] learT. sarr. 2| | saeT
o N CHECKED SRR
AEY CH, AL
— OATE
DEC 01 2016
o5
STINSON
D REPLACEMENT OF EXISTING SIDING
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SETBACK LINE

/

/

DEMOLITION NOTES:

EXISTING ELEMENTS TO BE REMOVED OR MODIFIED SHOWN
DASHED, TYFICAL. SEE ALSO FROPOSED FLOOR FLANS
A2l & A2:

PRIOR TO DEMOLITION, WALK THROUGH WITH OWNER AND
VERIFY ANY REMOVED FLUMBING, LIGHTING, FINISHES,
WINDOWS, DOORS, ETC. TO BE SAVED FOR REUSE OR
RELOCATION.

VERIFY CITY REQ'D NASTE DIVERSION PROGRAMS FOR
DEMOLITION ¢ CONSTRUCTION DEBRIS PRIOR TO
DEMOLITION.

FROVIDE DUST SCREENING AS NECESSARY TO PROTECT
UNTOUCHED AREAS DURING CONSTRUCTION.

SEAL OFF DUCT OPENINGS & VENTS PRIOR TO DEMOLITION
& THROUGHOUT CONSTRUCTION TO PREVENT DUST
INFILTRATION.

SEE ADDITIONAL DEMOLITION ¢ FLOOR PLAN NOTES ON
GENERAL NOTES SHEET A0.2

FRIOR TO DEMOLITION, VERIFY COMPLIANCE WITH EP.A
QD PRACTICES 4 CERTIFICATION FOR LEAD
CONTAMINATION.

THE ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY (EF.A)
REGUIRES THAT FIRMS PERFORMING RENOVATION, REFAIR,
AND PAINTING PROJECTS THAT DISTURE L EAD-BASED
PAINT IN PRE-1972 HOMES, CHILD CARE FACILITIES, AND
SCHOOLS BE CERTIFIED BY EPA AND THAT THEY USE
CERTIFIED RENOVATORS WHO ARE TRAINED BY
E.P.A-APPROVED TRAINING PROVIDERS TO FOLLOW
LEAD-SAFE WORK PRACTICES.

ht, pa htm

CONTRACTORS TO FROVIDE ALL WORK IN COMPLIANCE
WITH REQUIRED LEAD-SAFE NORK PRACTICES, PROJECT
DOCUMENTATION, AND PROFESSIONAL CERTIFICATIONS.

KEYNOTES:

I. (E) A3 METER TO REMAIN

2. (E) GARAGE WALL TO BE PARTIALLY
DEMOLISHED- CONTRACTOR TO VERIFY/
FROVIDE SHORING OF ROOF.

3. (E) NINDOW TO BE REMOVED

4. (E) FURNACE IN ATTIC TO REMAIN

5. (E) WASHER # DRYER TO BE REMOVED

6. (E) CLOSET TO BE REMOVED.

7. (E) LANDING AND DOOR TO BE REMOVED,

&. (E) KITCHEN TO BE COMPLETELY
DEMOLISHED. SEE A2l

9. (E) REAR WALL, DOORS ¢ WINDOWS TO BE
DEMOLISHED FOR THE (N) PLAN- SEE A2.I

10. (E) INTERIOR WALLS § DOORS TO BE
DEMOLISHED

Il. (E) BATHROOM & CLOSET TO BE
COMPLETELY DEMOLISHED TO FRAMING, CAP
(E) PLUMBING.

12. (E) ELECTRICAL METER TO REMAIN.

12. (E) CLOSET DOOR ¢ WALL TO BE
REMOVED

14. VERIFY WONNER REPLACEMENT OF
EXISTING FLOORING BEFORE REMOVAL.

15. (B) ATTIC ACCESS TO BE RELOCATED

16. (E) CRAWLSPACE ACCESS TO REMAIN.
7. (E) WATER HEATER TO BE REMOVED AND
REPLACED FOR (N) TANKLESS WATER
HEATER

18. (E) A/C INIT TO BE RELOCATED

19. (E) PATIO SLAB TO BE COMPLETELY
REMOVED FOR (N) DECK, SEE PROPOSED
FLOOR PLAN.

20. EXISTING NALKWAY TO BE PARTIALLY
REMOVED FOR (N) PORCH AREA

21. EXISTING ROOF AND COLUMNS AT PORCH
TO BE REMOVED

22 (E) CRAWLSPACE ACCESS TO BE

RELOCATED
LEGEND
23. NONCONFORMITY CANNOT BE
DEMOLISHED, AND THE WALLS ARE TO KEY NOTES
REMAIN
() WALL TO
REMAIN
(E) WALL TO BE
DEMOLISHED
N
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(E) 2x4 ROOF
RAFTERS ol6

(E) 2x4 ROOF
RAFTERS o6
oc

412

~
~

SETBACK LINE

S

U \\

EXISTING FRONT ROOF TO BE PARTIALLY
DEMOLISHED FOR (N) ROOF, SEE PROPOSED
ROOF FLAN

NONCONFORMITY CAN NOT BE REBUILT IN THE
SAME LOCATION IF IT IS DEMOLISHED AND
THE EXISTING NONCONFORMING WALLS ARE
TO REMAIN

= EXISTING FRONT ROOF TO BE PARTIALLY
“DEMOLISHED FOR (N) ROOF, SEE PROPOSED
RoQf FLAN

~
~
~
~
~

i

EXSITING ROOF PLAN W/DEMO
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. ' v ISSUE LOG
SEY NOTES: N GENERAL NOTES:
1. (N) MASTER BATH CABINETS I/ STONE .
COUNTERTOPS ¢ TUB PLATFORM, KOHLER OR EQUAL ~ .. :ﬁﬁ:;sAbh—:;méAFE & LANDSCAPE LAYOUTS &
PLUMBING FIXTURES, STONE OR CERAMIC TILE ~ "
FLOORING & SHOWER ENCLOSURE. VERIFY ALL -
. ALL NEA WALLS SHOWN SHADED, TYPICAL, SEE
Z%&?‘;’W‘ST'E‘,;N‘EQESEQV’;?E”’“Eﬁ' ETC. NITH N DEMOLITION PLAN ALl FOR WALL'S TO BE REMOVED
. OR REMAIN
~ PLANNING
2. PROVIDE LEVEL LANDING AT ALL EXTERIOR DOORS
2 PR . EXTERIOR NALLS- /2" STUCCO FINISH, OF 3-COAT 4 JULY 6, 2017]
: j‘;gj‘; Tﬁ;‘%i“g‘igé:m GMAX ”:?VD ";Aa’; (55:*\‘75 ~. APPLICATION & CONTINUOUS &1, NEEP SCREED AT
3 MUDSILL, OVER METAL LATHE, OVER 2-LAYERS GRADE
- :‘g\a&@% DOORS FROM THRESHOL D TO EXTERIOR ‘ N 'D" BLDG. PAPER, OVER EXTERIOR SHEAR PLYD.
| N s IRARID!
3. (N) KITCHEN CABINETS, COUNTERS, APPLIANCES, BUETING. NONCONFORMING WALLS ARE TO REMAIN,
ACCESSORIES ¢ FINISHES PER OWNER, TYPICAL, ! WHERE THE EXISTING WALLS ENCROACH INTO THE
FROVIDE SHOP DRANINGS FOR APPROVAL. PROVIDE & \—(N)DEGK FF N REPERI - 5/8" GYP. BD. ON 2x4 STUDS @
APPLIANCE DIMENSIONS, SPECIFICATIONS, CUT-0UTS, ! V 2974 16'0c. UNO. SEE STRUCTURAL PLANS FOR SHEAR.
ff@g}; :é;z ﬁ%":‘i’;’fggﬁsﬁg J%SRAME“S AsTER Wild N WALL & HOLDDOWN LOCATIONS & NAILING. (2x6 MIN. @
-I0" x 102" P ~N PLUMBING WALLS). 5/8" TYPE 'X' 6YPSUM BOARD @ =) £
PROVIDE BUILT-IN RECTCLING CENTER NEXT TO TRASH | ~ EJGRADE AL SERARATION WALLS ¢ CEILING IN GARACE AND h g
COMPACTOR 1 ~ | — W opEkTO BEE N 2814 T ENCLOSED SPACE UNDER STAIRS. — ¢
H MAXIMUM 1] 3 = s
4. 48" DUAL FUEL RANGE AND WALL HOOD. KITCHEN | 2
BN R MR | AoE SrRivE AL NBNNDoNe § FREGH BOORS 10 BE VN a3
SMOOTH DUCT, NO LONGER THAN 85' OF DUCT RUN. ~ oS R ST ORON Tl Ao, PRAIDE . 82
SUBTRACT 15, OF ALLDARGLE LENETS FOR EACH | o~ gz
~ TEMPERED 6LASS ATNSLL GLAZED DOORS AND 3=
I\, ELBOA. FRGPOSE EXHAUST DUCT TERMINATED AT | a " o )
P Mo S vasav g N al AN ‘ Ny GLAZING WITHIN 24" OF A ROCR OR WITHIN 18" OF s
ANSE HOOD, CONSIRM RANGE AND oD T L Ml N FINSHED FLOOR. PROVID PERED GLAZING AT o
i e A e or v L > NISORE &7 STonErs W SR entinuee. e Of g:
- . CRC.NOTES ON SHEET AO.2 = =
FUEL AS FUMES IN KITCHEN. | ! AT e ! @ SLoP '/FT. ~ m B
g .. o 2
p | ) ! ! FRAMING CONTRACTOR SHALL CAREFULLY' <
5. SINK IN \5LAND“ REFER TO "SPECIAL VENTING FOR I I | i ALL ELECTRICAL, MECHANICAL, ¢ STRUCTURAL PLANS v @ %
‘S}IAND FIXTURES" DETAIL MEP SHEET MEP2.l. N | i (N) DEGR AND CONSIDER ALL. ISSUES IN LOCATION OF ~ Az S =
ST T T T (R) MASTER -4 SIGNIFICANT BEAMS AND LAYOUT OF FLOOR ¢ CEILING
. TERMINATION OF ALL ENVIRONMENTAL DUCTS \. BEDROOM ! IOISTS TO ACCOMMODATE LIGHT CANS, PLUMBING, - ® 8
SHALL BE A MINIMUM 3 FEET FROM PROPERTY LINE, 3 | (oot x Bt | MINIMIZE HEADING OFF, CENTER FLOOR RESISTERS W/ Z 88
FEET FROM OPENINGS INTO THE BUILDING PER CMC [ | (NJDECK F.F. DOORS, ALIGN CHUTES & CHASES, ETC. oo
5045 TERMINATION OF EXHAUST SYSTEM PER CMC i | —— — fegs5 T = ' ' < - =]
Blos. Y cg 1Y~ ALL DIMENSIONS ARE TO FACE OF STUD or @ E 2
7. PROVIDE MIN. 30" CLEAR WIDTH AT WATER CLOSET ED/ | ggr\":\i%_wg\ggNg\‘gigd/?gZ:T;z(&PE‘iggENW\'/SEﬁ\LF;EtLDL = N 8
SPAGE NTH TOLLET CENTERED AITHIN TYP. WV MIN. 24° I ~ PRIOR TO FRAMING. Qu =22
CLEAR FLOOR SPACE IN FRONT OF WATER CLOSET, N ~ ==
V;HE?EWEDOF‘RGM BOAL. 5EE BATHROOM NOTES ON I N @ ~ ALIGN FRAM'G, PATCH DRYWALL, TIE IN W EXIST'G = = -
T ‘ | A | FINISHES. CONTRACTOR TO PROVIDE SCREENING FOR Z = g 4
P, DUST ¢ NOISE DURING CONSTRUCTION- VERIFY W/ =
B. INTERIOR BATHROOM. EXHAUST FAN TO PROVIDE - S @
MINIMUM 5 AIR EXCHANGE PER HOUR VENTED TO _ } D T E 3
EXTERIOR WITH A BACK DRAFT DAMPER. b cone 40 ~ VERIFY FINISH SELECTIONS, BASEBOARD, CEILING TRIM, o gg
) « | g
9. (N) BUILT-IN SHELVING ¢ CABINETRY, VERIFY SHOP | x5 oo (R DINING ROOM | ~ B ot tig AS NECEes AR ERIFY FANT PR~
DRANINGS W/ ONNER PRIOR TO INSTALLATION. o) | R | AND COLOR SECTIONS W/ OWNER IN FIELD, > oo 8 E
2
10. (N) BUILT-IN CLOSET, VERIFY SHOP DRANINGS g ! MECHANICAL CONTRACTOR TO VERIFY ALL AIR DUCTS,
WONNER. r— aNdl ) et o 1l ! CHASES, LOGATIONS, CONFIGURATIONS, ETC. W/
72 o | H I FRAMING CONTRACTOR DURING FOUNDATION NORf
11. (N) BATH CABINETS W COUNTERTORS, KOHLER OR | ATTic H | FRIOR 10 FRAMINGBLAGE DUCTS OUT OF THE Rr I
EQUAL PLUMBING FIXTURES, STONE OR CERAMIC TILE | i $ () YINe RooM AT ATTICS, CRANLEPACH
FLOORING & BATH TUB OR SHOWER ENCLOSURE. | DONN P x22e @
VERIFY ALL SELECTIONS, FINISHES, ACCESSORIES, ETC. | | @ oot [ g G 4
WITH OANER. y H
| R Lo - } \\ / } 8 } NATURAL CRAWL SPACE VENTILATION
12. AT ALL SHONERS AND TUES NITH SHONERS, WALL | 12 x B-0" it
COVERINGS SHALL BE PORTLAND CEMENT CONCRETE, I an IATf 58 | CRANL SPACE REAR ADDITION AREA: 100 SF J
CERAMIC OR STONE TILE, OR APPROVED EQUAL TO @ N "‘3 [I | REQ'D NET FRE VENT AREA: |00 SF / 50 SF. = O
BO" ABOVE DRAIN. MATERIALS OTHER THAN ‘ J, 1] SF. =96 3Q. . s
STRUCTURAL ELEMENTS SHALL BE MOISTURE l v o z
RESISTANT. VERIFY FINISH MATERIALS AORNER. | | roregg| | @ | PROVIDE 4'5/4" NIRE SCREEN AT BLOCKING. g
INSTALL HOT-MOF SHONER PAN @ ALL SHONERS 1\ Ptz BLOCKING zE T FREE VENT AREA = & x |4 = 84 56 H
[ 4:02=7 S N | I | I e ] = H
1N 96 5G. IN.REGD / &4 5G. INAVENT = 2 VENTS
BASE MATERIAL BENEATH SHOWER PAN TO SLOPE TO l | 1 gt
DRAIN PER 2013 CFC 4I18. VERIFY DRAIN LOCATION | ‘ U | PROFOSE 2 BLOCKS OF 414! NRE SCREEN
W OANER. TEMPERED GLASS @ WINDOW AND SHOWER . FLAT cELING | | wasmes FOUNDATION VENTS COVERED
ENCLOSRE. | SHOAER DOORS. & ENCLOSURES SHALL G + CORRPSION-RESISTANT WIRE MESH, W/ MESH/OPENING
BE FRAMELESS, TEMPERED, 3/8" GLASS, VERIFY W/ | SVEEN @ OF I/4" IN DIMENSION
OWNER. SHOWERS AND TUB/SHOWER COMBINATIONS
SHALL BE PROVIDED WITH INDIVIDUAL CONTROL N L— i ‘ Feser CR; ths NE:AFGREEEFR\;’EV:]; PA\";ZR'\O;LQRSEFA/ ‘20055: P
VALVES OF THE THERMOSTATIC MIXING OR PRESSURE [PARKINS. 5 =
BALANCE TYPE ADWUSTED TO 120 DEGREES MAXIMUM. S kil - 52304 5@ IN.
EATHROOM | -
1 . 20" . AR AR OVIDE 4'xI4" NIRE SCREEN AT BLOFKING.
13 00 ATTIC ACCESS, MIN. 30" X 60" NITH FULL DOMN } | - D e };E“K‘Né o PR v ain SN s s
14, (E) FLAT CEILING TO REMAIN- VERIFY REFINISH } / z04 50 N ReaD /4 50 NVENT = 3 vENTS
PAINT PER ONNER | . / PROPOSE |0 BLOCKS OF 6'xI4" VﬁE SCREEN g 3
FOUNDATION VENTS COVERED W.
5. (E) ELECTRICAL METER TO REMAIN } | a R CORROSION-RESISTANT WIRE MESH, A/ MESH OPENING = g
16. (N) TANKLESS WATER HEATER cel g OF 1/4" IN DIMENSION, 5 FOR APDITIONAL AREA & 5 O
: | AN @ FOR EXISTING TO BE REMOVE] [a]
7. (N) FURNACE IN THE ATTIC- VERIFY UPGRADE/ l | ‘ / o <
VERIFY w/ MECHANICAL CONTRACTOR & OANER I UNCOVERED / w ©
12. (N) ACCESS TO THE ATTIC SPACE ABOVE GARAGE } (R) BEDROOM # N ;T«:Q%N / KEY TO sYMBOLS: g : !..
g e <
19. (N) DOOR ® GARAGE, SOLID CORE 20-MIN FIRE | | ‘ 145" x 1B (1-¢'- 166" [ PROPOSED WALL H = = o©c
RATED W/ SELF CLOSER ¢ SMOKE SEAL . | ‘ / @ rLoor Aan £ 8 <
. a
20, (N) LAINDRY AREA, PROVIDE PLUIMBING & ! / £RET NOTES e =2 Z o
ELECTRICAL INSTALLATIONS FOR MASHER AND | I &> EXT‘E IOR DOOR AND WINDOW s =£ <o
DRYER, VERIFY REQUIREMENTS WONNER | / T UNIT 5YMBOL, SEE SHEET Ad | R 7 B
. | 'E' FOR EGRESS ST
2|.MAINTAIN MIN. |0'-O" WIDTH & 20'-O" DEPTH | ‘ —~ / 'T"'*FOR TEMPERED g N 8 E
CLEARANCE FOR REQUD CAR PARKING SPACE. | RIOR DOOR UNIT £YMBoL, 5]
PROVIDE %'TYPE "X' 6YPSUM BD. FINISH coNTiNuous 2810 DEcK, seE STRUOWRAMTLANE ffffff — PaReH & £ SHEET Ad | g E 53 9 =
THROUGHOUT GARAGE COMMON WALLS AT LIVING ) 22 / et AL SPACE VENT @ -
SPACES. 29./(N) AC UNIT NOT TO EXCEED BO doa AT THE L 14" CR,
NEAREST RESIDENTIAL FROVERW&UNE DISCHARGE T BLOCK-OUT VENTS @ CURTAIN
22. (E) 6AS METER TO REMAIN ULD BE 4-0" ANAY FROM PROPERTY LINE : NALL. REFER TO STRUCTURAL
. e 2 sTER E A.P.N. 071-223-140
23, (N) AC UNIT LOCATION 20 INSTALL TYPE 'X" FIRE RATED %" GYPSUM TRsE e h'iffT‘AoLng;ET:E ;‘#’;TQ‘ENF : == v
DRYNALL ALONG GARAGE WALLE AND CEILING. ] |
24. (N) CRANLSPACE ACCESS, MIN 1B'X24" Nl pesv ol ity z AEY oH AL
3I. PROVIDE POLE AND SHELVING IN (N) CLOSET As ~— | INeS FOR PRESH AIR g pate
25. (E) GARAGE SLAB TO REMAIN SHOAN, VERIFY WORNER FRIOR TO INSTALLATION 84. SOFFIT CEILING AROUND, El’éﬁie COMBISTION-AIR M DEC 01 2016
X ] Ton 7
SAM SEE — - 35. VAULTED CEILING, SEE SECTION. g
26. (N) BUILT-IN BENCH WITH STORAGE UNDERNEATH, 32 k:) &X6 WOOD POSTS AND &xI0 BEAM, SEE S H STINSON
VERIEY SHOR DRANINGS WONNER PRIOR TO TURAL PLANS. 6. MONTIGO H28 DIREET VENT PLACE, COA 2
52, NONCONZORMITY CANNOT BE DEMOLISHED, AND R B o O e WIf\CTURER SPECO ™ — EnEm H
27, (E) WALKWAY TO REMAIN, VERIFY WONNER. THENALLS ARE TO REMAIN. — o 2 [
PROPOSED FIRST FLOOR PLAN I 1= 10 I 1
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NONCONFORMITY CAN NOT

P BE REBUILT IN THE SAME
A LOCATION IF IT 15
DEMOLISHED AND THE

o

(E) 2x4 ROOF
RAFTERS el6
oc

o+ EXISTING NONCONFORMING
X WALLS ARE TO REMAIN

~ SETBACK LINE

ATTIC VENTILATION CALCULATION:

HleH VENT: EYEBROW DORMER VENT
LOW VENT: (3) 2" DIA. VENT HOLES PER BAY.

MEASUREMENTS:

|. OPTIONAL VENT HOLES COVERED BY CORROSION-
RESISTANT WIRE MESH AND MESH OPENING OF NOT LESS
THAN I/16" AND NO MORE THAN 1/4" IN DIMENSION.

2. THE NET FREE CROSS-VENTILATION AREA SHALL BE
PERMITTED TO BE REDUCED TO /300 PROVIDE THAT NOT
LESS THAN 50% AND NOT MORE THAN £0% OF THE
REQUIRED VENTILATING AREA PROVIDED BY VENTILATORS
LOCATED IN THE UPPER PORTION OF THE SPACE TO BE
VENTILATED AT LEAST 3' ABOVE EAVE OR CORNICE VENTS
WITH THE BALANCE OF THE REQUIRED VENTILATION
PROVIDED BY EAVE OR CORNICE VENTS.

3. THE NET FREE CROSS-VENTILATION AREA SHALL BE
PERMITTED TO BE REDUCED TO 1/300 WHERE A CLASS |
OR |l VAPOR BARRIER S INSTALLED ON THE
WARM-IN-WINDOE SIDE OF THE CEILING

4. MAINTAIN |" AIR SPACE BETNEEN ROOF PLYWOOD. 4
INSULATION. ALSO SEE STRUCTURAL FOR DETAILS.

5. UNIFORM UNDER EAVE APPEARANCE BY INSTALLING
COR-A-VENT PS-400 STRIP VENT SYSTEM AT ALL EAVE
LOCATION.

FRONT ADDITION
ATTIC AREA: 179.09 SQFT. / IS0 = |19 SQ.FT.
50% HIGH REQUIRED= 0.60 SQFT.=86.35 SQ. IN.

by

~ 50 % LOW REQUIRED= 0.60 SQ.FT.= 86.35 SQ.IN.

~ Hict
~ INSTALL (1) LON PROFILE EYEBRON DORMER VENT WITH
>~ 100 S@. INCHES NF.V.A. PER VENT, REFER TO ROOF FLAN
~ FOR VENT LOCATION
o~ | X100 = 100 5a. IN.» 8625 £a. IN. REQD

LOW:

PROPOSE MIN. 10 BATS WITH (8) 2' DIA. VENT HOLES PER
BAY.

o X3 X \/4}\5 14 X2 X2=4d4235a. IN.> &6.35 5Q. IN.
REQD ~

~
~

412 412

(E) 2x4 ROOF
RAFTERS 06
oc.

Iy

R

RAFTERS @24
p —
+ 1/8:12

~

¥ NEW ROOF ABOVE (R) /

KITCHEN AND DINING BELOW /

———— NEW FIREPLACE DIRECT VENT,
SEE SPECS ON SHEET A8 | /

/
/

EYEBROW VENT
TTEMNUNBER,  DESCHPTION [T/ BOX|FREE FLOW AREAJLES/ BOXJHEGHT
L TS )
=
L T T
4 B o o200 ¥
T (e (e
o v— T
o

RN

Ds

NEA ROOF ABOVE FRONT
ADDITION AND PORCH. (N)

— ASPHALT SHINGLES AND

— GUTTER TO MATCH (E)
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—
(E) ASPHALT SHINGLE =

ROOFING TO REMAIN \

T AF i
% ER %
§ oy §
(E) WOOD WINDOW AND = E #7 &
DOOR TO REMAIN R ®, 5
T S B B - -
NAVERAGE GRADE (ed00) | LT |
__lLonEsT eRADE Ge1se) !
AVGE. GRADE (E) NOOD GARAGE =
OF LEFT SIDE DOOR TO REMAIN \AVE. GRADE OF
SETBACK RIGHT IDE SETBACK
EL. +86800 EL. +68.00
EXISTING FRONT ELEVATION [
(N) ROOF OVER - 7 N
NEW ADDITION / \
(N) ASPHALT SHINGLE = 7/ N
ROOFING TO TIE IN & AN
MATCH WITH (E) 2-lo" \
_— 4B RIDSE__ _ N — — — —— —
NONCONFORMITY CAN= -
NOT B2 DEMOLISHED, PAINTED WOOD \
AND THE AALLS ARE AINDOWS TO
TO REMAIN MATCH (£) |
N N(E) PLATE HEIGHT (+9850) | 1 i e e Err ErE EECI R R bR T - -
N g S %F g
o HORIZONTAL WooD =
) [ %‘ B SIDING TO MATCH E‘ -
ol @ 17 o 2 \ i EXISTING, OVER [T I
" il 9 E‘ N 2-LAYERS GRADE Dy fif
o -5 o) ., BLDG. PAFER, OVER O © RN
@ 9 EXTERIOR SHEAR ~ ® M
o I y LYWD. OVER 2x z“ o
I 8 Vs FRAMING @ 16" oc. Iy
. @ - P UN.O. SEE STRUCTURAL | 6
[ N W(B) FINSH FLOOR (rapasy | O — — PLANS FOR SHEAR I
; ~Averher erADE (8100) | T GEATIONS # NAILS. |
L\LOWEST GRADE (+2 _ M
V¢ (N) 6x6 POSTS, SEE = (E) NOOD GARAGE —
OF LEFT SIDE STRUCTURAL PLAN DOOR TO REMAIN AVE. GRADE OF
SETBACK RIGHT SIDE SETBACK
EL_+88 00 EL. +£8.00
APPROVED PROPOSED FRONT ELEVATION - PERMIT # 2016/ 1889
ggb‘ HEIGHT LIMIT 28' HEIGHT LIMIT
— — SFRoW LomEsTeRADE — 2
/ N
/ N
/ N
(N) ROOF OVER = / \
NEN ADDITION V N
(N) ASPHALT SHINGLE = / \
ROOFING TO TIE IN &
MATCH WITH (E) Y = %g:’;NZA% f@%‘j
(E) RIDGE 2'-lo" MATCH WITH (E)
- ¢ - T N = = - — -
NONCONFORMITY CAN=.__ |
NOT BE DEMOLISHED,
AND THE WALLS ARE
TO REMAIN |
| e@nkreimer ez . _ _ CEDARSHINGLE SEMI
3 z z
3 E4 — =
. k Iy i 3 TRANSPARENT
° « iy ° 1 MAKE NEW SHINGLE v
: ' 38 ¥ SHELBY GRAY COLOR
. ‘ |4 ;
: [ 2
| amrnBkroor Gaoss) | | O oy
9 saverber erapE (8a.00) | gl |
€ \LONEST GRADE (16788) _ LOCATIONS &
AV6. GRADE (N) 6x6 WOOD COLUMNS & (E) NOOD GARAGE — NAILS
OF LEFT SIDE BASE AROUND STRUCTURAL DOOR TO REMAIN AVS. GRADE OF
SETBACK. POST, SEE RIGHT SIDE SETBACK
EL. +8B.00 STRUCTURAL PLAN EL. +88.00 o' 2 4

PROPOSED FRONT ELEVATION (w/ PLANNING COMMISSION REVIEW) K
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ISSUE LOG

N\

° M a E
oL
~ e EZ
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EXISTING LEFT SIDE ELEVATION ; gk

YOUNG AND
ARCHITECTS,

4962 EL CAMINO REAL ,

TEL: (650) 688-1950 FAX: (650) 323-1112

Achir.

18'-2 3/4"

NONCONFORMITY CAN
NOT BE DEMOLISHED,
AND THE WALLS ARE
TO REMAIN

(E) STUCCO FINISH n/
STONE BAND ON TOP

() ELECTRIC METER TO REMAIN — (N) TANKLESS WATER  — (N) AC UNIT LOCATION =
HEATER LOCATION

APPROVED PROPOSED LEFT ELEVATION - PERMIT # 2016/ 1889

28" HEIGHT LIMIT
~$FRow LoresT o

REMODEL AND ADDITION FOR:
1060 SAN MATEO DRIVE
MENLO PARK, CA 94025

LIZ STINSON

16-2 3/4"

NONCONFORMITY CAN

(E) STUCCO FINISH n/ = L \ . N P
STONE BAND ON TOP —\ I j I T 1 — =] NOT BE DEMOLISHED, APN. 071-223-140
o AND THE WALLS ARE T T

TO REMAIN AEY CH, AL

DATE
DEC 01 2016

o - I o 7
N\ \,; NEST ERADE (+27.68) e — STINSON

(E) ELECTRIC METER TO REMAIN = (N) TANKLESS WATER = (N) AC UNIT LOCATION = g g .
HEATER LOCATION o2 4 ]

PROPOSED LEFT SIDE ELEVATION ( w/ PLANNING COMMISSION REVIEW) | oo [

D13



ISSUE LOG

PLANNING
- N\ 4 JULY 6, 2017
o (E) PLATE HEIGHT (+42.50)
Ky (E) HEADER HEIGHT
—
ol .
o & e g
°f 9 - s
3 —c
: Y
o g =
4 -3
_ L& (E) FINISH FLOOR (+d0 45! I e | I R Mo iz
B ” — T — = O= Y=
Lo | _aAVERAGE oRADE (ed00) ol « g2
€ |LONEST GRADE (+£7.68) /m Ex
—rEEETERAERERE, =] 'a' 2
z
19) 0
EXISTING RIGHT SIDE ELEVATION Az 9°%
- el
z" §:
< - EE
» 2 %
= o
Qo 2%
=R
_ H{E) RIDGE HEIGHT (+10410) e Z §§
P 2§
Sz
oY ¢
H NS
o () PLATE HEIGHT (+48.50) - F < B
T . £
L L dmmommenr = 7
oo
s
9
© = (E) STUCCO FINISH W/
STONE BAND ON TOP TO
REMAIN
_ 3 (E) FINISH FLOOR (+90.45!) L
| o] _savemaseomapEceace)
h \LONEST GRADE (teT188) _ _ __ _
= (N) DECK
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(E) GAS METER TO REMAIN - e
S A3.3
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(E) HIP TO BE REMOVED
FOR (N) ROOF- SEE
PROPOSED ELEVATION
THIS SHEET

(E) PLATE HEIGHT (+4850)
(E) HEADER HEIGHT

(E) WINDOWS TO BE =
REMOVED FOR THE (N)
DESIGN

‘2‘_3“
&-0 5/8"

26"

12' SIDE SETBACK

I
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il
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AV6. GRADE OF
RIGHT SIDE SETBACK (E) STAIRS TO BE REMOVED =
EL. +88.00 FOR (N) STAIRS AND DECK
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EXISTING REAR ELEVATION

| — | 3

(E) RIDGE HEIGHT (+104.10) N —

(E) PLATE HEIGHT (+48.50)

16-2 3/4"
I
|

(N) NOOD DECK~ =
VERIFY DESIGN &
LAYOUT n/ OANER IN
FIELD.

(E) STUCCO FINISH W/ =————
STONE BAND ON TOP

‘2‘_6“
8-0 5/8"

Mo REMAIN

4 Z
HORIZONTAL WOOD

b

BIDING TO MATCH
EXISTING, OVER

PLYAD., OVER 2x

12' SIDE SETBACK

(E) FINISH FLOOR (+40.45)

FRAMING @ 16" o.c.
No. SEE

ETRUGTURAL PLANS

NONCONFORMITY CAN
—JOT BE DEMOLISHED,
AND THE WALLS ARE

E

Achir.
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J Lol \A@A@ewsﬁqfﬁ) JE - o FoLe
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g 0 REMOVE, NEN SHINGLE B PLYWD., OVER 2x
o L\l‘ FINISH ON EXTERIOR WALLS FRAMING @ 16" o.c.
S L ¢fE) FINSH FLOOR (+50.45) UN.G. SEE STRUCTUR, o
= PLANS FOR SHEAR
| 4 J L9 pAvERqes erazE @qfdﬁ‘) — WALL # HOLDDOMN |
: il bl e — LOCATIONS & NAILS.
\_AVE, GRADE
A GRADE OF OF LEFT SIDE
RIGHT SIDE SETBACK SETBACK g q '
EL. +88.00 EL. +88.00 o 28 4

ISSUE LOG

PLANNING
a JULY 6, 2017
VAT
R °
w S
— a
— < 3
A
3=
o %
o= :
g 8
= O
Mo 53
sz
(ST
o =
z =
- =
g
w
- E
o 3

o
z
<

@)

Z

=]

o}

>

TEL: (650) 688-1950 FAX: (650) 323-1112

ARCHITECT
4962 EL CAMINO REAL ,

w 0
= 8
e <
S
o

., B9

s X

8 = <

50 =%

s za

T2 <o

=05

i P o Z

‘NEd

80 = =

AP.N.071-223-140

CHECKED DRAWN
AEY CH, AL

DATE
DEC 01 2016

Jo8
STINSON

PROPOSED RIGHT REAR ELEVATION ( w/ PLANNING COMMISSION REVIEW)

I 14 = 10" I 1

A3.4

D15



JR N

ga‘ HEIGHT LIMIT
ROM LOWEST &

1e'-2 4/4“‘
I

8-0 5/8"

- 1

(e || S

EXISTING CROSS SECTION

I 14" = 10" |2

28" HEIGHT LIMIT
Preov LomEST ERADE — —— —— —

&0 5/8"

(E) FINISH FLOOR (+90.45!)

6 7,

| _gAvERAsE erADE (edg0) e T
:\LO&H@K“&L%L |

==

(5
\&%/

=

PROPOSED CROSS SECTION

| =1 | 1

Al

ISSUE LOG

PLANNING
3 JULY 6, 2017
N e g
s

w H
— ‘
R
o e B2
3=

o %
o= Z:
& 2
= 8%
Ro S
=

v @
B3

az =
- o o
Z g
&

<- E=
) EE
-
Qu 22
B
=
Z o2
- z 2
~ &3
D 8
vz
oY ¢
% w
gz
< 3E

w
=9
o <
o2
o
w O
<=
= g
ED.
» 9
g3
=

REMODEL AND ADDITION FOR:

LIZ STINSON

AP.N.071-223-140

CHECKED DRAVT
AEY CH, AL

DATE
DEC 012016

T8 %
STINSON

A4

D16




VEYOR'S STATEMENT

| CERTIFY THAT THES PARCEL'S BOUNDARY WAS ESTABLISHED BY
SUPERWSION

VICINITY MAP

NO SCALE

BASIS OF BEARING

THERE ARE NO EASEMENTS USTED IN

@ SITE BENCHMARK

SURVEY CONTROL POINT
MAG AND SHINER SET N ASPHALT
ELEVATION = 87.73"
(HAVD 88 DATUM)
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STORM DRAIN UNE
SANITARY SEWER LINE
WATER LINE

GAS UNE

PRESSURE LINE

JOINT TRENCH

SET BACK LINE
CONCRETE VALLEY GUTTER
EARTHEN SWALE
CATCH BASN

EXISTING EROPOSED
- - e
— R —— AW —
—SUE
-
=
55
'3
—_—
e TR
s
{
-
AB MGGREGATE BIASE
A ASPHALT CONCRETE
ACC
AD MAEA DRAIN
BC BEGINNING OF CURVE
B&D BEARMG & DISTANCE
B AR
W, BOTTON OF WALL/FINISH
c8 CATCH BASIN
C&G CURS AND GUTTER
& CENTER LNE
cPp CORRUGATED PLASTIC PRE
SMOOTH NTERIOR]
oo ety }
(=1} CLEANOUT TO GRADE
CONCRETE

8

EEE"ﬂ?;’&zlﬁ"ﬁ?ﬂ'ﬂlﬂ'ﬂﬂﬂ'i‘”'«’ggga

—r

rusb3OFIE
ke

§

¥ UNEAR FEET
AKX MAXMUM
uH MANHOLE
e MINIMLIM
MM, MONUMENT
& NEW
NUMBER
HTS NOT TO SCALE
oc
o
FLANTING AREA

gogpeges SRR RS

SANITARY SEWER
SANITARY SEWER CLEANOUT
g?iH SANITARY SEWER MANMOLE
STA STATION
SO STANDARD
STRUCT STRUCTURAL
T TELEPH!
© ToP OF CURB
TEWP
™ TOP OF PAVEMENT
w ToP oF GRADE
TYPICAL
v VERTICAL
b MITRIFED CLAY PIPE
VERT VERTICAL
W/ WTH
W, W WATER LiNE
w TER METER
WE WELDED WIRE FABRIC

STINSON RESIDENCE
1060 SAN MATEO DRIVE
MENLO PARK, CALIFORNIA

@ SITE BENCHMARK

THE CALCULATED BEARING SOUTH SURVEY CONTROL POINT
145718 EAST OM THE CENTERLINE MAG AND SHINER SET IN ASPHALT
OF SAN MATEQ DRIVE AS SHOWN ON ELEVATION = 87.73
“OAKMLLE TERRACE", FILED ON BOOK (MAVD BB DATUM)
20 OF WAPS, PAGE 6, SAN MATEQ
COUNTY RECORDS, IS THE N"§ oF
CEATS LU P BENCHMARK
TITLE REPOAT WM’:N%SI( SET IN nsv‘sfmum\mt
THERE ARE NO EASEMENTS LISTED B
LOCATED 0.1 MILE SOUTHMEST OF
PRELMINARY TITLE REPORT ISSUED A COM A AAIAD. SATIOH.

BY LAWYERS TITLE COMPANY, ORDER
NO. FLNP-DO61601040 AF, DATED AS

CAMNO REAL, AT THE ELLIOT BUILDING,

POWER POLE OF MAY 20, 2016,
PUBLIC UTRITY EASENENT JL B Tor PROKCION o TE GUNTE
PO BLOCK COLUMNS, 15.9 FEET SOUTHEAST OF
REREORCED CONCRETE PIFE NOTES THE SOUTHEAST CURB OF THE AVENUE, 12.5

s FEET NORTHEAST OF THE NORTHEAST CLRS OF
vl A T 0 . A THE HIGHWAY, 0.3 FEET SOUTHWEST OF THE
Wl&mnr IN FEET AND DECMALS OF A FOOT. SOUTHWEST BRICK WALL, AND 2.0 FEET ABONE
SLOPE. UNDERGROUND UITIITY LOCATION agam;?u'
SEE ARGHTECTURAL DRAWNGS 5 BASED OM SURFACE EVIDENCE e
SANITARY
STORM CRAM BULDING FODTPRINTS ARE

SHOWN AT GROUND LEVEL.

Foas FLOOR ELEVATIONS ARE TAKEM
AT DOOR THRESHOLD (EXTERIOR)

VICINITY MAP
WO SCALE

R'S INFORMATION

ELZABETH STINSON
1060 SAN MATEQ DRIVE
MENLD PARX, CA 04025

APH: OT1=223-140

REFERENCES

THIS_ GRADING AND DRAINAGE PLAN IS SUPPLEMENTAL TO:
1 mﬁwwnmwm&mm

SURVEY™
1060 SAN WATED DRIVE
MENLO PARK, CA
DATED: B==18
Joag N60TS

2 STE PLAN BY YOUNG & BORLIK ARCHITECTS, MMC.
ENTITLED:

CIVIL EMGHETRS * LAND &

IA

MNOTE:

FOR CONSTRUCTION STAKING
SCHEDULING OR QUOTATIONS
PLEASE CONTACT GREG BRAZE
AT LEA & BRAZE ENGINEERING
(510)B87-40086 EXT 116.
asbaya@leabraze.com

SHEET INDEX

€-1.0  TITLE SHEET

C-2.0 GRADING & DRAINAGE PLAN
Cc-3.0 GRADING SPECIFICATIONS
ER-1 EROSION CONTROL

ER-2 ERQSION CONTROL DETAILS
BuP BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES
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. . e
FLATWORK xemores < 1o
FMISHED GRADES AT BULDING PERIMETER SHALL
MINMUM OF 5X FOR THE FIRST 10" AWAY FROM
1804.3 OR TD AN APPROVED DRAINAGE SWALE
" OUTFALL. WANTAIN B CLEARANCE BETWEEN FINISH EARTHEN GRADE AND
BOTTOM OF MUD SILL AT ALL TIMES PER CBC 2304.11.2 UNLESS
STRUCTURAL DETAILING ALLOWS LESS. REFER TO STRUCTURAL PLANS FOR
FOUNDATION DESIGN AND DETALS.

mug‘x&mmmrmw PAVING PER
&4 CBC 230411 TOWARDS FOSITIVE DRAINAGE SHOWN ON PLAN,
STORM DRAIN kewores @ ro @
INSTALL (N) ON=STE STORM DRAMN SYSTEM. USE MINIMUM 107 PVC (SDR
%Nm (ADS N—12 W/ SMOOTH IN
L COVER AND T 0.
SE HOTED.
™ DIRECTION. AVOD USING 807
AND WYE CONNECTIONS.
I{‘\ mmig}mmmnmumm
e POSITVE ALL. SEE DETAL 2 ON SHEET C-2.0.
RAM WATER DOWNSPOUTS TO 4" PVC (SDR-35) TIGHTLINE,
SLOPED AT 1X MNIMUM. DIRECT TO NEAREST DRAN PROVIDE
CLEAN GRADE

LIKES,
NEAREST STORM DRAM LINE AS SHOWH ON
PLAN. SEE DETAIL 4 ON SHEET C-2.0.

) AT VRS
ot <>/“(E) RESIDENCE
(E) *PAD: 8744

"-3’ DIRECT DOWNSPOUTS TO 24 LONG PRECAST CONCRETE SPLASHBLOCKS
W% OR OTHER HARD SURFACL DIRECT AWAY FROM ANY STRUCTURL AND
TOWARDS POSITIVE DRANAGE.

@ INSTALL (N) BUBBLER. SEE DETAL 3 SHEET C-2.0.
UTILITIES emores & 1o S

DEMOLITION rewores 4 1o 42
(:> DEMOLISH IMPROVEMENTS AS NECESSARY TO ACCOMMODATE (N

HO DEMCUTION SHALL COMMENCE WITHOUT RECL
DEMOLITION PERMITS.

PROVIDE TREE PROTECTION AROUND TREES TO REMAIN. SEE DETAIL 6 ON
SHEET ER-2.

gww:comur
EACH WAY PLACED ©

ol _ 2 THCKENED FOOTING © EDGE

/17 PATIO SLABS
20 s

CHRISTY ¥-24 w,
STANDARD GRAT
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WTH AR _ RAIN WATER LEADER TO
/4 TIGHTLINE CONNECTION

=20/ WIS

‘e-2p/ W

PROPOSED CAPTURED ROOF AREA
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RUNOFF ANALYSIS
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SCHEDULING OR QUOTATIONS
PLEASE CONTACT ALEX ABAYA
AT LEA & BRAZE
(510)887-4086 EXT 116. -
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PURPOSE:

WCF“EMEWNM“QEWWW
W AREAS AND TO PREVENT SEDIMENTATION FROM LEAVING THE
CONSTRUCTION AND TES, MAT

AFFECTED
SEDIMENTATION. ALL WEASURES SHOWN ON THIS PLAN SMOULD BE CONSIDERED

EROSION CONTROL

1. T SHALL BE THE OWNER'S/CONTRACTOR'S RESPONSHILITY TO MANTAIN
ENTIRE SITE IN CONPLIANGE WITH THIS ERCSION CONTROL PLAN.

2 THE INTENTION OF THIS PLAN 1S FOR BTDIA EROSIOM AND SCOBENT

ISTRUCT THE LOCAL GOVERMING AGENCY FOR THIS
L § TRACTOR SHMALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR MONITORING EROSION
AND T CON' MEASURES PRICR TO, DURING, AND AFTER STORM

»

SAMITARY FACIUTIES SHALL BE MAINTAINED ON THE SITE AT ALL TIMES.

NG THE RAINY SEASOM. ALL PAVED AREAS SHALL BE KEPT CLEAR OF
AT UATEROAL, o, DEBHIS - TVE STE. SHALL B MARTANED S5 45 0
MHIMIZE SEDMENT-LADEN RUNCFF TO ANY STORM DRAINAGE SYSTEM,
INCLLID®G EXSTING DRAMAGE SWALES AND WATERCOURSES.

6. COMSTRUCTION OPERATIONS SHALL BE CARRIEED OUT IN SUCH A MANNER
marmmn WATER POLLUTION Wil BE COMPLIANCE
msrnmwmusmwmmmnz
MAINTAMED AT ALL

7. CONTRACTOR SHALL PROVIDE DUST CONTROL AS REQUIRED BY THE
APPROPRIATE FEDERAL, STATE AND LOCAL AGENCY REQUIREMENTS.

8. ALL MATERIALS NECESSARY FOR THE APPROVED EROSION CONTROL
MEASURES SHALL BE IN PLACE BY OCTOBER 15TH.

9. EROSION CONTROL STSTONS SHALL BE WSTALLED AND UANTAWED
THROUGHOUT THE RARY SEASON, OR FROM OCTOBER 15TH THROUGH
APRIL 15TH, WHICHEVER 1S LONGER.

TEL N THE EVENT OF RAM, ALL GRADING WORK 15 TO CEASE MAMEDIATELY
AND THE SITE IS TO BE SEALED N ACCORDANCE WITH THE

TROL WEASURES AND APPROVED EROSION CONTROL PLAN.

11, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR CHECKING AMD REPAIRING

-

CONTROL SYSTEMS AFTER EACH STORM.

12 ADDITIONAL EROSION CONTROL MEASURES MAY BE RECUIRED BY LOCAL
JURISDICTION'S ENGINEER™NG DEPMW" OR BUILDING OFFICIALS.

13 MEASURES SHALL BE TAKEN TO COLLECT OR CLEAN ANY ACCUMULATION

mmnmwumv:wmmrmu

14, EROSION CONTROL MEASURES SHALL BE ON-SITE FROM SEPTEMBER 15TH
THRU APFIL 15TH.

15, ALL ERCSON CONTROL MEASURES SHALL BE INSTALLED AND MANTAINED
THROUGHOUT THE RAMNY SEASON OR FROM OCTOEER 15 TO APRIL 15,
WECHEVER IS GREATER.

16, PLANS SHALL BE DESIGNED TO MEET C3 REQUIREMENTS OF THE MUNICIPAL
STORMWATER REGIONAL PERMIT{*MRP") NPOES PERMIT CAS 612008,

17. THE CONTRACTOR TO NPDES (NATIONAL POLLUTION

SYSTEM) BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES FOR SEDIMENTATION
PREVEN CONTROL TO T DELETERIOUS MATERIALS
OR POLLUTANTS FROM ENTERMNG THE TOWN OR COUNTY DRAN

THE MEASURES UNTIL THE LANDISCAPING.

18, THE CON SHALL MAINTAIN ADJACENT 4 A MEAT, CLEAN
DUST FREE AND SAMTARY CONDITION AT ALL TWES AND TO THE
SATIZFACTION OF INSPE] SHALL AT

SHALL WOT
STE BY VEMICLE TRAFFIC. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL INSTALL A STABILIZED
TION. THE INSPEC

2. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL PROTECT DOWN SLOPE DRAMAGE COURSES,
STREAMS AND STCRM DRAINS WITH ROCK FILLED SAND BAGS, TEMPORARY
SWALES, SLT FENCES, AND EARTH PERMS IN CONJUNCTION OF ALL

22 STOCKFILED MATERIALS SMALL BE COVERED WITH WISQUEEN OR A
TARPAULUN UNTE THE MATERIAL 1S REMOVED FROM THE SITE. ANY
REMAINMG BARE SOL THAT STOCKPILE HAS

EXISTS AFTER
SMALL BE COVERED UNTIL A NATURAL GROUWD COVER 15
ESTABUSHED 08 T 15 SEEDED CR PLANTED TO PROVOE GROUND COVER
PRIOR TO THE FALL RAINY SEASON,

nmwmwuuﬂnwummmsm
RIGHT-OF ~WAYOR ANY OTHER DRAINAGE SYSTEM. PROVISIONS SH,
mmmmmmmwﬁnummnmx
DISPOSED

24. TRASH AND CONSTRUCTION RELATED SOUD WASTES WUST BE DEPOSITED
INTO A COVERED RECEPTACLE TO PREVENT CONTAMINATION AND
DISPERSAL BY WND

EROSION CONTROL NOTES CONTINUED:

nmmmwmu'mumumm

285, DUST CONTROL SHALL BE DONE BY WATERING AND AS OFTEN AS REQUIRED BY THE
TOWH NSPECTOR.

Zﬁ.ﬂ_l' hmm“ﬂ SHALL BE INSTALLED PRICR TO SEPTEMBER

KMMMWB
THESE
mmmmmmmnmwmrm

EROSION CONTROL_MEASURES:

7.

REFEREN

1,

z

ﬁrﬁmmmmmmmﬁmmwmm

EXPOSED SLOPES THAT ARE MOT VECETATED SHALL BE HYDROSEEDED.
WHWEWYMMEWMEHW‘SW
WER w:ruws ALL BE IMPLEMENTED, SUCH AS EROSION

TROL BLANKETS, OR A THREE-STEP APPLICATION OF 1) SEED, MULCH,
mm.lm! :Jmmw!]tmmm HYDROSEEDING

M ACCORDANCE W' OF SECTION 207 EROSION
mmwwmrmworn{nmm TON OF
THE STATE OF CALFORNA DEFARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION, AS LAST
REVISED. REFER TO THE EROSION CONTROL SECTION OF THE GRADING
SPECINCATIONS THAT ARE A PART OF THIS PLAN SET FOR FURTHER
INFORMATION.

mmmmwmﬁmwmavwmmw

SHALL
DOWN SLOPE PERIMETER OF THE PROECT. THEY SHALL BE PLACED AT 28

THE
CONTOURS AND ROLLS SHALL BE TIGHTLY END BUTTED. CONTRACTOR SHALL
REFER TO MANUFACTURES SPECIFICATIONS FOR PLACEMENT AND
INSTALLATION INSTRUCTIONS.

S:
CALIFORMIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD'S FIELD WANUAL FOR
EROSICH AND SEDIMENTATION CONTROL

CALIFORNIA STORM WATER QUALITY ASSOCIATION BEST MANAGEMENT
PRACTICES HANDBOOK FOR COMSTRUCTION

PERIODIC MAINTENANCE:

5. CONSTRUCTION
SLT/SOIL BUILDUP,

MANTENANCE 15 TO BE PERFORMED AS FOLLOWS:

A DAMAGES CAUSED BY SOL EROSION OR COMSTRUCTION SMALL BE
REPAIRED AT THE END OF EACH WORKING DAY,

B. SWALES SHALL BE INSPECTED PERIODICALLY AND MAINTANED AS
NEEDED.

C. SEDIMENT TRAPS, BERMS, AND SWALES ARE TO BE BESPECTED AFTER
EACH STORM AMD REPAIRS MADE AS NEEDED,

D. SEDIMENT SHALL BE REMOVED AND SEDWMENT TRAP RESTORED TO TS
ORSOIAL DIMENSIONS WHEN SEDIMENT HAS ACCUMULATED TO A DEFTH
OF 1° FOOT.

E SEDMENT REMOVED FROM TRAP SHALL BE DEPOSITED IN A SUITABLE
AREA AND N SUCH A MANNER THAT IT WLL NOT ERQDE.

F. RILLS AND GULLIES MUST BE REPARED.

GRAVEL BAG INLET PROTECTION SHALL BE CLEANED OUT WHENEVER
SEDOMENT DEPTH IS ONE HALF THE MEIGHT OF ONE GRAVEL BAG.

STRAW ROLLS SHALL BE PERIODICALLY CHECKED TO ASSURE PROPER

ENTRAMCE SHALL BE REGRAVELED AS NECESSARY FOLLOWING

mommmmummuumnm
INTERVALS TO ASSURE PROPER FUN:
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(F) (8:6)707-7383
WHW LEABRAZE COM

LEA & BRAZE ENGINEERMG, INC.
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Water Pollution
Prevention Program

Clean Water,

Materials & Waste Management

Non-Harardous Materlals

O Berm and cover stockpiles of sand. dint
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Waste Management
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et hose down streets
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10 clean wp tracking

they apply to your project, all year long.

Equipment Managen
Spill Control

Maintenance and Parking
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Construction Best Management Practices (BMPs)
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ATTACHMENT E

June 1st, 2017

City of Menlo Park
Community Development
Planning Division

701 Laurel Street,

Menlo Park, CA 94025

Re: 1060 San Mateo Drive
Project description letter for Stinson Residence

The purpose of this letter is to describe the proposed addition and remodel project at 1060 San Mateo
Drive, to accompany our submittal of plans and application for the Use Permit approval. The overall
project includes adding 380 sf to the existing house and combined with interior remodeling of the existing
residence.

The parcel is 10,219 sf, zoned as R-1-S. Based on lot dimensions. The existing home structure has existing
9’-0 %" side setback on a 13’ section of the house, so that section of home and eave represent an existing
non-conformity. The proposed scope of work includes the replacement of the existing wood siding for
new cedar shingles which necessitate a Use Permit approval for development. The owner would like to
expand their house for their growing family while maintaining the main character of the house and be
able to reside in the same neighborhood they have lived for many years.

The design will feature a wide covered front porch, to provide a welcoming presence, the entry columns
will be painted wood to coordinate with the trim and millwork and with a stone veneer at the base. The
windows will be aluminum clad with wood trim, predominantly casement style. The existing attached
garage will remain and there will be no change to the existing driveway. The existing encroaching side
setback of 9’-10” will remain unchanged. The existing right side setback of 10’ will remain and the front
addition will be recede front the existing front wall line, to maintain the front landscape.

Thank you for your time in review of this project. We are proud to present this design for your
consideration, and look forward to the opportunity to create this high quality residence remodel and
addition to compliment the neighborhood.

Sincerely,
Andrew Young
Young and Borlik Architects Inc.
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ATTACHMENT F

RECEIVED

Kielty Arborist Services LLC JUN 01 2007
Certified Arborist WE#0476A v AE MENLO PARK
P.O. Box 6187 @&;SS;NG DIVISION

San Mateo, CA 94403
650-515-9783

December 13, 2016

Young And Borlik Architects, Inc.
Attn: Carla Herrera

4962 El Camino Real, Suite 218
Los Altos, CA 94022

Site: 1060 San Mateo Drive, Menlo Park CA
Dear Ms. Herrera,

As requesied on Tuesday, December 13, 2016 I visited the above site to inspect and comment on
the trees. An addition/remodel is planned for this site and your concern for the future health and
safety of the trees has prompted this visit.

Method:
All inspections were made from the ground; the trees were not climbed for this inspection. The
trees in question were located on a map provided by you. The trees were then measured for
diameter at 54 inches above ground level (DBH or diameter at breast height). The trees were
given a condition rating for form and vitality. The trees condition rating is based on 50 percent
vitality and 50 percent form, using the following scale.

1 - 29 VeryPoor

30 - 49 Poor
50 - 69 Fair
70 - 89 Good

90 - 100 Excellent
The height of the trees was measured using a Nikon Forestry 550 Hypsometer. The spread was
paced off. Comments and recommendations for future maintenance are provided.
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1060 San Mateo Drive /12/13/16

Survey:

Tree# Species DBH

| Redwood 14.1
{Sequoia sempervirens)

2P Redwood 25.9
(Sequoia sempervirens)

K] o Redwood 23.6
(Sequoia sempervirens)

4P Redwood 19.7
(Sequoia sempervirens)

5P Redwood 234
(Sequoia sempervirens)

6P Redwood 28.6
(Seqitoia sempervirens)

7P Redwood 20.4
(Sequoia sempervirens)

8 Redwood 9.5
{Sequoia sempervirens)

1) Redwood 26.8
{Sequoia sempervirens)

10 Redwood 14.1
(Sequoia sempervirens)

11P  Redwood 222
(Seqitoia sempervirens)

12P  Redwood 225
{Sequoia sempervirens)

13P  Redwood 393
(Sequoia sempervirens)

14P Redwood 303

(Sequoia sempervirens)

CON
35

80

80

60

80

80

80

80

80

55

80

80

80

80

2)

HT/SP Comments

35/12

65/15

65/15

55/12

65/15

65/15

35/15

30/10

65/15

35/10

65/15

65/15

70/15

70/15

Fair vigor, poor form, suppressed by larger
redwoods.

Good vigor, good form.

Good vigor, good form.

Fair vigor, fair form, suppressed by larger
redwoods.

Good vigor, good form.

Good vigor, good form.

Good vigor, good form.

Fair vigor, fair form, young tree.

Good vigor, good form.

Fair vigor, poor form, suppressed.

Good vigor, good form.

Good vigor, good form.

Good vigor, good form, 15 feet from corner

of garage, 9.5 feet from driveway.

Good vigor, good form, 9 feet from home.



1060 San Mateo Drive /12/13/16

Survey:

Tree# Species DBH

15P Redwood 40.2
(Seqitoia sempervirens)

16*P Liquidambar 16.3
(Liquidambar styraciflua)

17P  Redwood 15.1
(Sequtoia sempervirens)

18P  Redwood 17.8
(Sequoia sempervirens)

19P Redwood 15.8
(Sequoia sempervirens}

20 Privet 3.7-4.5
{Ligustrum japonicum)

21¥P  Apple 8est
(Malus spp.)

22*P  Apple Best
(Malus spp.)

23*P  Orange best
(Citrus spp.)

24*P Redwood 20est
(Sequoia sempervirens)

25*P Loquat 10est
(Eriobotrya japonica)

26¥P Magnolia Best
(Magnolia grandiflora)

27*P  Tulip magnolia Gest

(Magnolia x solangeana)

*.Indicates neighbor trees

F3

CON
80

60

80

80

30

45

50

50

60

80

50

50

55

(3)

HT/SP Comments

70/15

30/12

40/12

40/12

35/12

12/8

12/10

12/10

10/10

70/20

15/15

15/10

10/10

Good vigor, good form, 10 feet from the
corner home.

Good vigor, fair form, streel tree,

Good vigor, good form, young tree.

Good vigor, good form, young tree.

Good vigor, good form, young tree.

Fair vigor, poor form, codominant at base

with a poor crotch formation.

Unknown vigor, fair form, abundance of
water sprouts.

Unknown vigor, fair form, abundance of
water sprouts.

Fair vigor, fair form, minor dieback in
canopy.

Good vigor, good form, 20 feet from
property line.

Fair vigor, poor form, suppressed by
redwoods, 15 feet from property line.

Poor vigor, fair form, abundance of
deadwood.

Fair vigor, poor form, suppressed by
redwoods.

P-Indicates protected tree by city ordinance(all neighbors
trees are considered protected).
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1060 San Mateo Drive /12/13/16 4)

Summary:

There are 18 redwood trees on this property. The majority of them are of a protected size. All
trees over 135 inches in diameter are considered heritage sized trees in the city of Menlo Park.
The redwood trees on site are in good condition. 8 neighboring trees were also surveyed. None
of the trees located on the neighbors lots are expected to be impacted by the proposed
construction as they are a good distance away from any proposed work.

" On this site a 240 square foot addition is proposed
at the front of the home along with a new front
porch area. Redwood trees #13-15 are in closest
proximity to this work. The addition is an
estimated 16 feet from redwood tree #14. The part
of the existing walkway closest to the home will
need to be removed in order to facilitate
construction. This walkway should be removed by
hand. A jack hammer can be used to break the
concrete into small hand manageable sized pieces.
Excavation for the foundation of the proposed
addition will also need to be done by hand in this
area, If roots are encountered they must be
exposed and remain intact and damage free for the
site arborist to view. No roots over 2 inches in
diameter are to be cut without the site arborist
approval. The proposed foundation in this area
Showing trees #13-15 should be one that requires the least amount of

excavation depth possible in order to save as many
roots that may have grown into this area. Either a shallow slab or a pier and grade beam
foundation should be used. Grade beam or slab should not exceed 8 inches below grade. The
site arborist must be onsite when excavation in this area is to take place. It is the contractors
responsibility to contact the site arborist at least 48 hours in advance to inform him of an
excavation date. Any roots to be cut must be cut cleanly using a hand saw. Depending on the
severity of root loss mitigation measures will be put in place. An irrigation schedule will be
applied after viewing the proposed excavation. Impacts to redwood trees #13-15 are expected to
be minimal as the area where the addition is to take place is a small area. Also the hardscape
where the proposed addition is located likely discouraged some root growth in this area.

Tree protection fencing for redwood trees #13-15 will need to be placed as close as possible to
the proposed addition. A pathway between the fencing will likely be needed in order to access
the area of work. The existing walkway shall be used for access to the addition area. If a wider
pathway is needed, it is recommended that a landscape barrier be placed on areas where the
walkway does not exist. Landscape barriers consist of wood chips spread to a depth of 6 inches
with plywood placed on top. This will reduce the risk of compaction to bare soil areas. On the
next page is a diagram showing recommended tree protection for redwood trees #13-15 along
with a recommended landscape barrier area.



F5

1060 San Mateo Drive /12/13/16 (5)

The green represents where the proposed addition is located. Orange areas represent tree

protection fencing location, and the grey area represents a landscape barrier area for
access.

A small 100 square foot addition and a large deck are proposed at the rear of the property.
Redwood trees #13-15 are in close proximity to the deck(not the addition). The proposed
addition will have no impact to the trees as the distance is sufficient between the trees and
proposed work. At the closest point, the large deck comes within 8 feet from tree #14. It is
recommended that the proposed deck be supported above ground by small piers so that no excess
excavation is not needed in this area. Small piers are to be hand dug to their required depth and
should have the ability to be moved if large roots are encountered. This way no roots will need
to be cut to facilitate the building of the deck. If the above recommendations are taken into
account, no impacts are expected to take place to trees #13-15. The following tree protection
plan will help to insure the future health of the trees on site.

Tree Protection Plan:

Tree protection fencing

Tree protection zones should be established and maintained throughout the entire length of the
project. Fencing for protection zones should be 6-foot-tall metal chain link supported by 2-inch
diameter poles pounded into the ground. The location for protective fencing should be as close
to the dripline as possible still allowing room for construction to safely continue. No equipment
or materials should be stored or cleaned inside protection zones. On the next page is a diagram
showing recommended tree protection fencing locations.
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1060 San Mateo Drive Il2113ll§“r__ ) (6)

The green represents where the proposed additions are located. Orange areas represent
tree protection fencing locations, and the grey area represents a landscape barrier area for
access.

Landscape Buffer

Where tree protection does not cover the entire root zone of the trees a landscape buffer
consisting of wood chips spread to a depth of six inches will be placed where foot traffic is

expected to be heavy. The landscape buffer will help to reduce compaction to the unprotected
root zone.

Root Cutting

Any roots to be cut should be monitored and documented. Large roots or large masses of roots
to be cut should be inspected by the site arborist. The site arborist may recommend irrigation or
fertilizing at that time. Cut all roots clean with a saw or loppers. Roots to be left exposed for a
period of time should be covered with layers of burlap and kept moist.

Trenching and Excavation

Trenching for irrigation, electrical, drainage or any other reason, should be hand dug when
beneath the dripline of desired trees. Hand digging and careful placement of pipes below or
beside protected roots will dramatically reduce root loss, thus reducing trauma to desired trees.
Trenches should be back filled as soon as possible using native materials and compacted to near
original levels. Trenches to be left open with exposed roots shall be covered with burlap and
kept moist. Plywood laid over the trench will help to protect roots below.
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1060 San Mateo Drive /12/13/16 N

Irrigation

Normal irrigation should be maintained throughout the entire length of the project. All of the
imported trees will require normal irrigation. Irrigation should consist of surface flooding, with
enough water to wet the entire root zone. If the root zone is traumatized this type of irrigation
should be carried out two times per month during the warm dry season,

This information should be kept on site at all times. The information included in this report is
believed to be true and based on sound arboricultural principles and practices.

Sincerely,
Kevin R. Kielty David P. Beckham
Certified Arborist WE#0476A Certified Arborist WE#10724A



Public Works

STAFF REPORT

Planning Commission

Meeting Date: 7/131/2017
eIy OF Staff Report Number: 17-052-PC
MENLO PARK
Regular Business: Nominate a Commissioner to Serve on the
Transportation Master Plan Oversight and Outreach
Committee

Recommendation

Staff recommends the Commission nominate a member to serve as a representative on the Transportation
Master Plan Oversight and Outreach Committee for potential Council appointment on August 29, 2017.

Policy Issues

The development of a Transportation Master Plan (TMP) is included in the Council’'s adopted 2017 Work
Plan (#46) and is one of the highest priority implementation programs in the 2016 General Plan Circulation
Element. The creation of an Oversight and Outreach Committee (the Committee) will help guide the TMP
process to a successful completion. The Committee would be a Brown Act body, meaning all meetings of
the Committee would be open to the public and noticed at least 24 hours prior to the meeting.

Background

On November 29, and December 6, 2016, the City Council completed actions to approve the ConnectMenlo
General Plan Land Use and Circulation Elements. This was a multi-year, comprehensive process that
represents a vision for a live/work/play environment in the former M-2 Area while maintaining the character
and values that the City has embraced. The General Plan serves as the City’s comprehensive and long
range guide to land use and infrastructure development in the City. The Land Use and Circulation Elements,
along with the Housing Element which was adopted in 2014, provide the key policy framework to guide the
City’'s physical development. While the adoption of the General Plan was a major accomplishment for the
City, the work is not done. The plan is dynamic; the Elements contain a number of goals, policies and
programs that implement the City’s vision.

Transportation challenges, including multi-modal safety, traffic congestion, neighborhood quality of life, and
regional coordination are significant concerns to the City of Menlo Park. The Circulation Element includes a
number of forthcoming transportation-related programs, including those to encourage multi-modal
transportation, provide opportunities for active transportation to encourage health and wellness, minimize
cut-through traffic on residential streets, and consider changes to the transportation impact metrics the City
uses to evaluate development proposals. High priority transportation-related programs are the development
of a TMP and updates to the Transportation Impact Fee (TIF).

A TMP would provide a bridge between the policy framework adopted within the Circulation Element and
project-level efforts to modify the transportation network within Menlo Park. Broadly, it provides the ability to
identify appropriate projects to enhance the transportation network, conduct community engagement to
ensure such projects meet the communities’ goals and values, and prioritize projects based on need for
implementation. The TMP, when completed, would provide a detailed vision, set goals and performance
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metrics for network performance, and outline an implementation strategy for both improvements to be
implemented locally and for local contributions towards regional improvements. It will serve as an update to
the City’s Bicycle and Sidewalk Plans. Following development of the Master Plan, the TIF program update
would provide a mechanism to modernize the City’s fee program to collect funds towards construction of the
improvements identified and prioritized in the Master Plan.

The TMP, however, is not designed to identify project-level, specific solutions to individual neighborhood
cut-through traffic concerns, specific Safe Routes to School infrastructure plans, or provide detailed
engineering designs of the improvements that will be identified in the Plan. These efforts would be
prioritized in the Plan for future work efforts and through current projects such as Willows Neighborhood
Complete Streets.

On May 23, 2017, the City Council authorized the City Manager to enter into an agreement with W-Trans,
after an extensive consultant selection process, for the TMP and TIF Program in a not to exceed amount of
$400,000. The overall project schedule is included as Attachment A.

Analysis

The scope of work for the development of the TMP includes the creation of the Committee comprised of 11
members appointed by the City Council. The compaosition of the Committee would be two at-large members,
two members of the City Council, three members from local organizations, and one member from each of
the following City Commissions:

e Complete Streets Commission
Environmental Quality Commission
Parks & Recreation Commission

e Planning Commission

These four Commissions, out of all seven City Commissions, most align with the purpose of the TMP with
their typical review subjects and carry-out assignments.

Staff is asking each Commission to nominate one member for appointment to serve on the Committee,
subject to Council confirmation of the appointment. If more commissioners are interested in serving, he or
she could apply for one of the at-large appointments. All Commission nominations should be completed by
August 23, 2017. Recruitment for the two at-large appointments, through an open application process
(www.menlopark.org/TMP), will commence in July and close on Monday, August 14, 2017.

Each member nominated by a commission will be asked to complete the same application so the City
Council can have equal information about all potential members. The packet of applications will be posted
on the website and distributed to the City Council. The appointments are tentatively scheduled for the
August 29, 2017 City Council meeting.

The core mission for the Committee is as follows:

e Provide advisory input and recommendations to the consultant and staff regarding the outreach process
and draft Master Plan materials and submittals

e Guide and keep the project process on track to meet the key milestones; and

e Reach out to community members to share content and encourage participation at community
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engagement activities such as workshops/meetings and other planning activities.

The term for this appointment will correspond with the TMP project schedule, which is targeted for
approximately one year starting from July 2017. Although tentative, the Committee is expected to attend
four meetings as summarized below:

Oversight and Outreach Committee Proposed Meetings

Event Date and Approximate Time Purpose

Review existing transportation conditions
o Review study performance metrics and prioritization criteria

Review transportation strategies and recommendations

Meeting #1 September 2017, evening

Meeting #2 January 2018, evening o Review Draft Transportation Master Plan
Meeting #3 March/April 2018, evening e Review Final Transportation Master Plan
Meeting #4 July/August 2018, evening e Review Transportation Impact Fee Program

The Committee meetings would typically be held at the Arrillaga Family Recreation Center or Menlo Park
Senior Center in the early evening on a day that avoids conflicts with other City meetings whenever
possible, likely on Thursdays.

In addition, Committee members are encouraged to attend project workshops and other public events.
Although tentative, the events are listed below:

TMP Community Events

Event Date/Time Location
Downtown Wednesday, August 16, 2017 Downtown Menlo Park
Block Party 5:30 - 8:00 pm Santa Cruz Ave b/t University Dr & El Camino Real
Kelly Park Tuesday, August 22, 2017 Kelly Park

Concert Series 6:00 — 8:00 pm 100 Terminal Ave
Neighborhood "

walk-shop #1 TBD TBD
Neighborhood

walk-shop #2 U= UED
Neighborhood

walk-shop #3 TBD TBD

* TBD = to be determined
The “neighborhood walk-shops” are walking tours of neighborhood streets, with a focus on observing and
identifying local transportation issues and opportunities. They are designed for the general public to interact

with City staff and officials in person. More detailed information about these walk-shops will be publicized in
the near future.
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In addition to attending public events, interested individuals can follow the latest project progress through
the project website (www.menlopark.org/TMP) and have opportunities to provide inputs on ideas, priorities,
and vision for the TMP through the website.

If the Commission is not interested in having a representative on the Committee, the City Council could
consider either decreasing the membership or converting a commission slot to an at-large slot.

Impact on City Resources
The formation of the Committee is part of the scope of work in the approved TMP contract with W-Trans.

Environmental Review

The formation of the Committee to help guide the development of the TMP is not a project under the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines. Future project actions originated from the TMP will
comply with environmental review requirements under CEQA.

Public Notice

Public Notification was achieved by posting the agenda, with the agenda items being listed, at least 72
hours prior to the meeting.

Attachments
A. Project Schedule

Report prepared by:
Kevin Chen, Assistant Engineer

Report reviewed by:
Kristiann Choy, Senior Transportation Engineer
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ATTACHMENT A

Transportation Master Plan
Project Schedule

Project Initiation June 2017
Transportation Information Summary June —July 2017

Public Engagement (1) July - September 2017
Identify Performance Metrics/Prioritization CriteriaSeptember 2017
Initial Strategies and Recommendations September — December 2017
Public Engagement (2) January 2018

Admin Draft TMP February 2018

Draft TMP March 2018

Final TMP April 2018
Transportation Impact Fee April—June 2018
Meetings Ongoing
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