Planning Commission

REGULAR MEETING AGENDA

Date: 3/26/2018
Time: 7:00 p.m.
City Council Chambers
701 Laurel St., Menlo Park, CA 94025

CITY OF

MENLO PARK

A. Call To Order

B. Roll Call

C. Reports and Announcements

Under “Reports and Announcements,” staff and Commission members may communicate general
information of interest regarding matters within the jurisdiction of the Commission. No Commission
discussion or action can occur on any of the presented items.

D. 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.

E. Consent Calendar

E1.  Approval of minutes from the March 12, 2018, Planning Commission meeting. (Attachment)

E2.  Architectural Control/Fred Rose and Anne Gregor/130 Forest Lane:
Request for approval for Architectural Control for exterior modifications to the front facade of an
existing residence in the R-3 (Apartment) zoning district, including the addition of new gross floor
area. (Staff Report #18-026-PC)

F. Public Hearing

F1. Use Permit/Morris Carey, Carey Bros. Remodeling/423 O'Connor Street:

Request for a use permit to convert an existing duplex at the front of the lot to a secondary dwelling
unit, demolish two additional existing dwelling units at the middle/rear of the parcel, and construct a
new two-story detached single family residence at the middle/rear. The secondary dwelling unit
would feature aesthetic characteristics different from the proposed main residence. The applicant
is requesting to exceed the secondary dwelling unit regulations for total square footage and the
number of bedrooms and bathrooms, as may be permitted by a use permit. The project site is a
substandard lot with respect to lot width located in the R-1-U (Single Family Urban Residential)
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zoning district. (Staff Report #18-027-PC)

F2. Use Permit/Rebecca Nathenson/715 Regal Court:

Request for a use permit to partially demolish and remodel an existing nonconforming single-story,
single-family residence and construct new first and second story additions greater than 50 percent
of the existing floor area on a substandard lot with respect to lot width in the R-1-U (Single Family
Urban Residential) zoning district. In addition, the proposed work would exceed 50 percent of the
existing replacement value in a 12-month period. The project also includes the demolition of an
existing detached two-car garage and construction of a new detached single-car garage and art
studio space with an uncovered parking space behind the residence. (Staff Report #18-028-PC)

F3. Use Permit and Variances/Greg Gallo/797 Live Oak Avenue: Request for use permit to demolish
an existing two-story, single-family residence and construct two two-story, single-family residences
on a substandard lot with respect to lot width in the R-3 (Apartment) zoning district. The project
includes a request for variances for the new rear residence to encroach into the required 20-foot
separation between main buildings located on adjacent lots, on both the left and right sides. The
proposal also includes an administrative review of a tentative parcel map to subdivide the project
into two condominium units. (Staff Report #18-029-PC)

G. Study Session

Gl. Study Session/Rich Truempler/164 Jefferson Drive: Request for a study session to review a
proposal for a use permit, architectural control, and environmental review to construct a new six-
story office building, approximately 320,000 square feet in size, and a new five-story parking
structure with approximately 1,560 spaces on a two-parcel site with two existing four-story office
buildings to remain, each approximately 130,000 square feet in size, located in the O-B (Office,
Bonus) zoning district. The proposal also includes a request for a use permit to modify design
standards such as the required base height of the proposed building. Paseos would be provided
along the south and west sides of the project site as required by the ConnectMenlo General Plan.
The total existing and proposed office development on the parcel would be approximately 580,000
square feet of gross floor area. The project will be pursuing bonus level development. (Staff Report
#18-030-PC)

H. Informational Items

H1. 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: April 9, 2018
e Regular Meeting: April 23, 2018
e Regular Meeting: May 7, 2018

l. 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: 03/21/18)
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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: 3/12/2018
Time: 7:00 p.m.

MENLO PARK City Council Chambers

A.

701 Laurel St., Menlo Park, CA 94025
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, Larry Kahle (Vice Chair), John
Onken, Henry Riggs, Katherine Strehl

Staff: Cecelia Conley, Contract Assistant Planner; Arnold Mammarella, Consulting Architect; Kaitie
Meador, Associate Planner; Ori Paz, Assistant Planner; Thomas Rogers, Principal Planner

Reports and Announcements

Principal Planner Thomas Rogers said the City Council at its March 13, 2018 meeting would review
and potentially take initial action on the Facebook East Campus Development Agreement and
Conditional Development Permit Amendments. He said they would conduct a study session on the
City's Below Market Rate Housing (BMR) including the potential of implementing the City ‘s BMR
requirements to rental development and addressing the question of state law and City BMR
requirements for bonus level development of properties rezoned in the former M-2 zoning district.
He said the City Council at its March 27, 2018 meeting would hold a study session on the
Facebook Willow Village project.

Public Comment

There was none.

Consent Calendar

Commissioner Larry Kahle said he had a correction to the February 26, 2018 minutes on page 24,
bottom paragraph, “...he appreciated where the street labeled cross street was located...” to show
“cross street” as the name of a street.

Commissioner Henry Riggs moved to approve the Consent Calendar as recommended with edits
to the minutes recommended by Commissioner Kahle and those he had sent in an email to staff,

copies of which were at the dais. Commissioner Susan Goodhue seconded the motion, clarifying
that she would abstain on the February 26 minutes as she was absent from that meeting.
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E1l.  Approval of minutes from the February 26, 2018, Planning Commission meeting. (Attachment)

ACTION: Motion and second (Riggs/Goodhue) to approve the February 26, 2018 minutes with the
following edits; passes 6-0-1 with Commissioner Goodhue abstaining.

e Page 3, 2" paragraph, revise the line to read: “Commissioner Henry Riggs said he was heping
fer-expecting a gray terracotta..

e Page 16, 2™ paragraph rewse sentence to read: “Senior Planner Perata said the prolect would
have four phases.
and 25.

e Page 20, 4" paragraph, revise the line to read:”He said they anticipated lifting all the campus
buildings’ finished floor elevations to 14 foot ASL. He said the mixed use was 15 foot ASL but
one way of reducing imperter imported...”

e Page 20, 5" paragraph, revise sentence to read: “Mr. Tenedes said to clarify that the ruling
grade on the site was currently between nine foot or 13 foot ASL”

e Page 24, 2" full paragraph, revise the 4" line to read: “He said he did not see any reason to
retain the specificity...”

o Page 24, bottom paragraph, revise the line to read: “...he appreciated where the street labeled
cross-street Cross Street was located...”

E2.  Architectural Control/Maria Carty/23 Hallmark Circle:
Request for architectural control for exterior modifications to an existing single-family residential
townhouse in the RES(X) (Residential Estate Suburban, Conditional Development) zoning district.
(Staff Report #18-021-PC)

ACTION: Motion and second (Riggs/Goodhue) 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 1 (Section 15301, “Existing
Facilities”) of the current California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines.

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

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

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

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

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

€. The property is not within any Specific Plan area, and as such no finding regarding consistency is
required to be made.
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F1.

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

a. Development of the project shall be substantially in conformance with the plans provided by
Woodland Construction Builders, Inc., consisting of six plan sheets, dated received March
5, 2018, and approved by the Planning Commission on March 12, 2018 except as modified
by the conditions contained herein, subject to review and approval of the Planning Division.

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

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

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

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

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

Public Hearing

Use Permit/David Crouch/1049 Almanor Avenue:

Request for use permit to demolish an existing two-story, single-family residence and detached
garage and construct a new two-story single-family residence and an attached garage on a
substandard lot with regard to lot width in the R-1-U (Single-Family Urban) zoning district. The
project includes a proposal to remove three heritage trees, one of which is dead. In addition, the
Planning Commission will review the City Council recommendation to abandon the public utility
easement (PUE) as referenced in the January 16, 2018, City Council Staff Report (#18-003-CC).
The Planning Commission will determine whether the proposed abandonment is consistent with
the City’s General Plan and will forward its recommendation to the City Council. (Staff Report #18-
022-PC) Continued from the meeting of February 26, 2018

Staff Comment: Contract Assistant Planner Cecelia Conley said the staff report had been updated
since the one prepared for the February 26 Planning Commission meeting.

Applicant Comment: David Crouch, David Crouch Custom Homes, said the project would be his
home. He said the street had a variety of house styles and some two-story remodels and new
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homes. He said the street had a dedicated sidewalk and many of the lots were very small. He said
this lot was made up of three different parcels including two small ones that were created by
rezoning when Highway 101 was widened. He said with that rezoning the lot inherited four different
easements with two of those running down the right side, one crossing the rear, and also an
access easement, which was a shared driveway. He said the lot was pie shaped and at the front of
the lot the minimum width was 56 feet. He said subtracting the 12-foot right side setback required
for a corner lot and subtracting the nine-foot, 10-inch left side setback from the access and actual
setback, the frontage was only 34-foot wide. He said he would need 21 feet in width for a two-car
garage. He said the needed turning radius for a rear, detached garage was not met by the shared
driveway. He said he split the two parking spaces with one space in the rear yard, and a one-car
attached garage in the front. He said the proposed second floor was smaller than the first floor with
a lower roofline to reduce mass and was well within the daylight plane. He said the house sat on a
corner and its right side would face Van Buren Avenue and Highway 101. He said he designed the
master bedroom on the second floor with high windows, where they would face the left side
neighbor’s rear yard.

Mr. Crouch said he requested a relocation of a street tree that he believed was planted fairly
recently. He said the City in turn requested that some other trees on the lot be removed. He said
oak tree #1 was on the right side close to the property line and leaned towards Van Buren Avenue.
He said the tree condition was okay but its form was poor. He said the City Arborist had noted
some health issues with the tree. He said that caused him concern as it hung over a City sidewalk
and street regarding liability. He said also it was planted directly above a sewer main line. He said
the proposed first floor plate height would sit below the tree and would not require the tree to be
trimmed. He said the second story would be offset from the first story. He said only 10% pruning of
that side of the tree would be needed to accommodate the second story. He said for the record
that the City Arborist had indicated it would need more than 25% pruning. He said that was not the
case and he requested multiple times to meet with the City Arborist onsite but was declined. He
said another question asked was whether he could build close to the tree. He said for the record
that they would be building three-feet and four-inches away from the tree. He said they had hand
dug 12-inches down where the fence had been located on the old parcel and found no significant
roots. He said they did find that one root had been cut and another damaged, and from further
discovery they found concrete where the old fence line had been. He said his foundation would be
a slab on grade to minimize excavation in this area. He said he would only need to excavate six
inches of dirt and from their discovery they would not impact the roots of the oak tree at all. He said
there were a number of the trees down the right side of the property that he intended to keep
except for oak tree #3 that was too close to his proposed footprint and tree #2 that would sit right
on the footprint. He said to have the street tree relocated the City Arborist requested that a number
of trees on the right side be removed. He said a neighbor did not want tree #7 removed. He said in
summary that his design minimized impact on the daylight plane, had a low mass due to the low
level roofline, a setback second story, and he would keep oak tree #1, if required.

Chair Combs asked staff about the approval or disapproval of the heritage tree removals and if that
was within the Commission’s purview or the City Arborist’s. Principal Planner Rogers said the City
Arborist had the discretion regarding street tree removals or relocations as well as heritage tree
removals, which have an appeal process. He said staff had spent considerable time on the topic
and the recommendation to the Commission was that of both the City Arborist and the Planning
Division.

Commissioner John Onken said he did not see a proposed landscape plan. Mr. Crouch said based
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on his previous experience before the Planning Commission he had thought it had more authority
to direct decisions about trees. Principal Planner Rogers said that single-family residential
development project applications were not required to provide a landscape plan. He said the site
plan for this project Sheet A1.3 showed the location and size of the new plantings.

Chair Combs said the Commission could make a recommendation regarding trees but was not the
final arbiter for the tree concerns.

Commissioner Kahle said the applicant had noted different design styles in the neighborhood and
the staff report indicated the style in the neighborhood was traditional. Mr. Crouch said it was a
stucco house with exposed soffits with some leaning toward Mediterranean but with a simpler
modern element. Commissioner Kahle said other than the wood doors and columns that the entire
house seemed to be stucco. Mr. Crouch said he was using integral color coat and changes in
planes on the vertical side to create interest with a roof line breaking up the first and second floor
mass. He said the house would have trees on the right side and a seven-foot fence on the left side
between the shared driveway and the house. Commissioner Kahle asked if the entry hip could be
changed to a entry gable to have more focus on the entry noting the two dominant second-story
gables. Mr. Crouch said he considered both but thought the gable was too much for this lot with
little frontage. Commissioner Kahle said the roof stepped down in two places, which made sense
on the left side. He asked why on the right side as that was all one wall plane. Mr. Crouch said it
was needed to change the roof plane for the laundry room area.

Chair Combs opened the public hearing.
Public Comment:

e Carolyn Ordonez, neighbor, said she would like the three oak trees at the subject property
saved. She said oak tree #3 was slated for removal and that the applicant’s arborist had rated
the tree in fair condition. She said it was a 35-foot oak that bent in the picturesque way oaks
do, but it did not lean, and the City Arborist said it was not in imminent danger of falling. She
said the applicant indicated he designed the project to save the trees without modification if
removing the trees was not allowed. She said tree #7 provided most of the screening at the
rear of the property if tree #3 was removed. She said if both trees were removed, the property
would have no landscape screening. She said Van Buren Road did not have houses facing the
road which was lined with side yard fences and a right-of-way. She said the right-of-way was
mostly an oak woodland. She said marching street trees in a row was not consistent with the
existing streetscape. She said she had lived on Almanor Avenue for 34 years and there had
been no street trees there or in the right-of-way until recently. She said if all the heritage oak
trees remained there was still room for a street tree in the right-of-way. She noted the pollution
and noise associated with the freeway as well as from low flying aircraft and asked that the
heritage trees that helped abate pollution and noise, and provide visual screening be protected.

Chair Combs closed the public hearing.

Commission Comment: Commissioner Kahle said the dominant use of stucco was overwhelming
and other materials were needed to balance it. He said the entry hip could be attractive as a gable.
He said the applicant wanted a steep roof pitch but in approaching the maximum height had then
cut it off and made it a flat roof. He said it could work but it was problematic. He said the different
roof planes gave three different head heights on the second floor and that needed to be thought
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through better. He said the design was not as refined as it could be and he was having trouble
supporting the project.

Commissioner Riggs said he thought a gable roof to the entry would most easily and immediately
help the street elevation, and once built would help the house’s appearance.

Commissioner Onken said oak tree #1 at the end of Van Buren provided visual relief from the
sound wall and highway. He said he would recommend keeping the tree and pruning as needed,
noting the applicant had shown success building next to trees. He said if the tree was removed he
would like the Commission to get a landscape plan showing some significant type of replacement
tree on the corner but not on top of the sewer to hopefully have the same effect as the existing oak.
Chair Combs said the staff recommendation was to keep oak tree #1. Commissioner Onken said
he would want a commitment to a landscape plan with a significant tree replacement should oak
tree #1 fall.

Commissioner Andrew Barnes thanked the applicant for working with the easements and going
through the arduous process of improving the lot. He said he tended to agree with other
Commissioners about the gable roof entry. He said he saw the other design pieces as the
applicant’s preference. Mr. Crouch said he designed a gable roof entry but had decided a hip roof
would look better. He said if the Commission thought it should be a gable roof entry he could do
that.

Commissioner Katherine Strehl moved to approve the project with the modification to have a gable
roof entry.

Chair Combs said he could support the project without a change to the entry roof. He said he
appreciated Commissioner Kahle’s critique of the dominant material but similar to Commissioner
Barnes would defer to some extent to the applicant on that matter.

Commissioner Barnes said the Commission was asked to take action on the use permit and make
a recommendation on the proposed PUE abandonment’s consistency with the General Plan
update. He asked if that would take two motions.

Replying to Chair Combs, Principal Planner Rogers said staff's recommended action included both
the use permit approval and the recommendation to the City Council of the consistency of the
proposed PUE abandonment with the General Plan. He said if Commissioner Strehl’s motion to
approve with the gable entry modification was as recommended in the staff report, then all
necessary actions would be included.

Commissioner Strehl said her motion was to approve as recommended in the staff report with the
modification to the entry roof from hip to gable. Commissioner Goodhue seconded the motion.

Commissioner Barnes asked if the motion should include Commissioner Onken’s recommendation
regarding the oak tree #1 on the corner of Van Buren. Chair Combs said the recommendation in
the staff report included preservation of oak tree #1. He said if something happened to the tree
Commissioner Onken was requesting the Commission see a landscape plan of what the tree
would be replaced with. Ms. Conley said the Commission could make that recommendation but
ultimately it was the decision of the City Arborist. She said to clarify that the City Arborist
recommended keeping oak tree #1 and had provided protection measures to be followed and one
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of the project-specific conditions was a qualified arborist would have to be on site for any below
ground work within 10 feet of any heritage tree.

Commissioner Onken said his concern was if the tree fell that a significant tree be used as
replacement but not in the same location over a sewer line, which he thought would need
Commission’s review of a landscape plan. Principal Planner Rogers said procedurally when a
heritage tree was removed whether in advance of approval or it just fell that it would not have to be
replanted exactly where it was located. He said the general advisement was it would be planted
within the vicinity of the tree it was replacing. He said if this particular tree fell during construction
the City Arborist would visit the site to determine if there was any evidence indicating the liability of
the applicant, and if that was the case, a financial penalty would apply and a replacement tree
required. He said if the tree fell on its own then a replacement tree would be required but no
financial penalty. He said the Commission in this case could state for the record its preference for
the size, type and location of a replacement tree if for whatever reason the tree fell.

Recognized by the Chair, Mr. Crouch said on the site plan, D3, the City Arborist requested three
new street trees. He said one of those he was positioning toward the corner to bookend the house
and street as described by Commissioner Onken.

Commissioner Strehl said she believed that West Bay Sanitary District had regulations prohibiting
tree planting over sewer mains should tree #1 come down.

Commissioner Goodhue said she was required to build her house between two heritage trees. She
said one of those, a redwood, died because of the drought. She said she had to remove it and then
she was able to replant a very large tree but not right next to the house. She said the applicant
would be better off keeping the tree and pruning it as replacement trees of the size required were
Very expensive.

ACTION: Motion and second (Strehl/Goodhue) to approve the item as recommended in the staff
report with the following modification; passes 6-1 with Commissioner Kahle voting in opposition.

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 a finding that the PUE abandonment is categorically exempt under Class 5 (Section
15305, “Minor Alterations in Land Use Limitations”) of the current California Environmental
Quiality Act (CEQA) Guidelines.

3. Approve Resolution No. 2018-01, determining the abandonment of the Public Utility Easements
(PUEsSs) is consistent with the General Plan.

4. 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.

5. Approve the use permit subject to the following standard conditions:
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a.

Development of the project shall be substantially in conformance with the plans prepared by
David Crouch Homes, consisting of 16 plan sheets, dated received February 15, 2018, and
approved by the Planning Commission on March 12, 2018, 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 Heritage Tree Ordinance and the arborist report by Mayne Tree Expert
Company, Inc. dated June 28, 2018 (Revised February 13, 2018).

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

a. Prior to issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall submit documentation of the

recordation of the lot merger (as detailed in the staff report and Attachment G), subject to
the review and approval of the Planning Division and Engineering Division.

Prior to the lot merger recordation, the applicant shall submit documentation of the
recordation of the PUE abandonment, subject to the review and approval of the Planning
Division and Engineering Division.

Prior to issuance of building permit, the applicant shall note on the plans that a certified
arborist will be on site to oversee and document any below-ground work within 10 feet of
any heritage tree during demolition and construction of the project, subject to review and
approval of the Planning Division.

Prior to building permit final inspection, the applicant shall relocate the street tree on
Almanor Avenue (tree #15), plant three street trees on Van Buren Road, and remove the
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F2.

four recommended trees on the Van Buren Road side of the lot (trees #4, 5, 6, and 7), as
outlined in the staff report, arborist report, and on the Site Plan (Plan Sheet A1.3), subject
to review and approval of the City Arborist.

e. Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the applicant
shall submit a landscaping plan which documents the details of the tree relocation, planting,
and removal noted in condition 6d, subject to review and approval of the Planning Division
and City Arborist.

f. Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the
applicant shall submit revised plans showing the hipped roof front entryway
replaced with a gabled roof front entryway, subject to review and approval of the
Planning Division.

Use Permit/Keith Rocha/312 Durham Street:

Request for a use permit to remodel and construct first- and second-story additions to an existing
single-story single family residence that would exceed 50 percent of the replacement value of the
existing nonconforming structure 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 subject parcel is
located on a substandard lot in the R-1-U (Single-Family Urban) zoning district (Staff Report #18-
023-PC)

Staff Comment: Assistant Planner Ori Paz said he received an email at 6:10 pm today from the
applicant’s representative Daniel Warren with additional letters of support. He said he was not able
to open the attachment and print the letters.

Applicant Presentation: Daniel Warren, project applicant and designer, said the project owners,
Keith and Janine Rocha, had lived at the property for about eight years. He said they were
proposing a second story to the home as the best solution for the increased living space needed
for their growing family. He said the style was Craftsman but with a more modern element including
square rather than tapered columns, and with the traditional Craftsman-style siding and stone. He
said the property owners reached out to all of the surrounding neighbors and received support
responses from all property owners and two renters.

Commissioner Riggs noted the size of the home with just a one-car garage. He said a complaint
made in this neighborhood was about cars parked on front yards, and asked how that could be
prevented with this proposal. Assistant Planner Paz said when a property had a nonconforming
parking situation typically that nonconformity was allowed to continue. He said the City required a
garage door to be setback 20 feet from the street so parking could occur in the driveway. Principal
Planner Rogers said there was a separate municipal code section about parking in yards. He said
it was written that the violation occurred when the parking happened and not when the paving
happened. He said in this case the pavement was shown and would not violate that section of
municipal code of additional parking in yards. He said however if that did occur in the future that
was a violation that would go through Code Enforcement.

Commissioner Riggs said he saw a reference to divided light windows and asked if those were true
divided lights or simulated divided lights with internal glass dividers. Mr. Warren said they specified
the simulated divided lights. Commissioner Riggs said the Commission preferred the simulated
divided lights with external and internal grids. Mr. Warren said he would confirm use of that type.
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Commissioner Riggs asked about the master suite side windows and how privacy for the
neighboring house was addressed. Mr. Warren said there were some trees and the windows were
guite some distance, about 75 feet, from the rear of the neighboring home.

Replying to Commissioner Strehl, Mr. Warren confirmed the roof would be metal and the windows
were vinyl clad.

Commissioner Kahle asked if they had considered upgrading the windows to wood and not doing
the standing seam metal roof. Mr. Warren said they had discussed that and the property owners’
preference was for the proposed roof and window materials. Commissioner Kahle asked about the
horizontal siding material. Mr. Warren said it would either be wood or Hardie siding. Commissioner
Kahle said the elevations showed a vertical corner board that was painted a different color and
asked if that was to emphasize the corners. Mr. Warren said the trim would have white accent for
the gable batten board, the corners, window trim and garage door. Commissioner Kahle said he
did not like the white corners. He noted a large two-story house further down the project street that
had the white painted corner boards and that seemed to emphasize the verticality too much. He
noted the small gable over the bedroom #1 shower and asked if that could be removed and the
window made flat. Mr. Warren said it was intended to break up the roofline and allow for the
bathroom in the bedroom.

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

Commission Comment: Commissioner Onken moved to approve as recommended in the staff
report. Commissioner Riggs seconded the motion. He said he agreed with Commissioner Kahle
that a house looked much better without corner boards and particularly corner boards painted in
contrast, and that the front elevation for the project would look much better without that. He asked
staff if the corner boards were absent or painted out whether that raised issues of substantial
conformance with the project approval. Assistant Planner Paz said it would be most straight
forward to have a condition requiring it either be changed or allow for the flexibility to change at the
building permit stage. Commissioner Riggs said if Commissioner Onken agreed as the maker of
the motion he would like a condition to allow the applicant to either paint out or remove the corner
boards. Commissioner Onken accepted the modification to the motion.

ACTION: Motion and second (Onken/Riggs) to approve the item as recommended in the staff
report with the following modification; passes 6-1 with Commissioner Kahle voting in opposition.

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
consisting of nine plan sheets, dated received March 7, 2018, and approved by the
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Planning Commission on March 12, 2018, 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.

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

a. Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the
applicant may submit revised plans that remove the lightly colored vertical corner
boards from the elevations, or specify that they are painted to match the siding,
subject to review and approval by the Planning Division.

G. Regular Business

G1. Architectural Control/Charlie Troglio/840 Menlo Avenue:
Request for architectural control to construct a new, three-story mixed-use building on a vacant lot
in the SP-ECR/D (EI Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan) zoning district. The building would
consist of parking and lobby entrances on the ground floor, non-medical office on the second floor,
and three dwelling units (with terraces) on the third floor. (Staff Report #18-024-PC)

Staff Comment: Associate Planner Kaitie Meador said since the publication of the staff report an
email from a neighbor expressing concerns with the scale and design of the building was received.
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She said copies of it and a letter and email from the applicant regarding the loading zone were at
the dais.

Commissioner Riggs noted he had done concept planning for this project six or seven years ago.

Applicant Presentation: Ken Hayes, Hayes Group Architects, project architect, said he was
presenting on behalf of the Troglio family, noting Charlie Troglio and his sister Gloria were present.
He provided a slide presentation noting the project site was about 6,900 square feet on the corner
of Menlo Avenue and Evelyn Street. He said it was located in the Specific Plan downtown area and
was allowed 2.0 FAR, a 30 foot wall height at the street, a 38 foot overall height, and zero setback.
He said the surrounding properties including public parking lots #4 and #5, two-story office
buildings, a multi-family complex, homes converted to office space, and Draeger’s Market.

Mr. Hayes said the project would have two ancillary pedestrian entrances, one going to public
parking plaza #4 and one to Menlo Avenue. He said those would also serve as an exit for the
upper stories and the garage level. He said accent spaces using a special pattern of masonry that
would be either planters and/or seat walls would be placed around the perimeter of the building to
activate the side walk and provide interest to the building. He said the window mullions were very
deep for shading purposes and although placed in a seemingly random pattern, those windows
would view the tops of the trees on Menlo Avenue. He said materials were brick base, dark bronze
anodized window frames, clear high performance glass as transparent as possible, glass railings
along the second floor office on second floor to create the terraces on the third floor, residential
units set back about eight feet and wrapped in cement plaster with metal sun shading device that
tied the facade together bringing some of the second floor to the third floor.

Commissioner Goodhue asked about the width of the sidewalk on the short side of the building and
along Draeger’s. She said currently from that parking lot walking into Draeger’s there was a
sidewalk, and asked if it was the same. Mr. Hayes said it would be the same width as the existing
sidewalk. Commissioner Goodhue confirmed with Mr. Hayes that the sidewalk would be distinct
separating it from the parking plaza.

Chair Combs said the staff report indicated this item was coming to the Commission as a regular
business item for approval instead of a study session because of the long administrative process
the project had had. He asked staff to provide some detail about that. Principal Planner Rogers
said the Troglios applied for a permit in 2014 with a different architect, with a proposal that
programmatically was similar to the current one but which had had design-related issues complying
with Specific Plan requirements. He said the applicants decided to go with another architect. He
said the Specific Plan did not require study sessions except for public benefit bonus projects. He
said as a matter of practice that if the project was not a public benefit bonus project under the Plan
and one that staff saw was on the right track, staff would not plan to bring the project for a study
session, since part of the Specific Plan objectives were to provide greater certainty and clarity.

Commissioner Onken said the Commission had received a letter questioning today the ownership
of the loading zone. He asked about Draeger’s current loading practices and how this project might
affect that. Mr. Hayes said there were options on the table regarding that. He introduced John
Hanna.

John Hanna, the applicants’ attorney, said he sent a couple of letters, which he thought were in the

Commission’s packet, indicating that the agenda item tonight was the architectural control approval
of this project, and had nothing to do with Draeger’s loading zone and loading zone issues. He said
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the City Council in 2002 said that if and when the 840 Menlo Avenue came up for development that
the loading zone frontage on Evelyn Street would need to go. He said the minutes for that meeting
indicated that Draeger’s was given two years to come up with some alternate location for the
loading zone, which did not occur. He said the applicants were seeking architectural control
approval for their project and it seemed neither the time or place to go into Draeger’s issues and
problems with loading zone.

Commissioner Kahle asked if the project’s first floor next to two City public parking plazas might
have been retail space with parking offsite. Associate Planner Meador said the area was zoned as
P or Parking, which meant the applicants had to replace existing parking on the lot to the project’s
base parking requirement. She said with that and the somewhat narrow and small lot, there had
been no room to fit retail on the first level. She said under the Specific Plan the project was
required to provide parking and there was no mechanism under the Plan to provide parking off-site,
until such time as a parking structure is developed. Commissioner Kahle said the window mullions
on the second floor overhang the property line, which he did not know was allowed. Associate
Planner Meador said under the Plan there was a certain distance a project might cantilever over
the property line into the right of way with requirements that they had to be at least eight feet above
the sidewalk for clearance.

Commissioner Kahle said there appeared to be a gap between this new building and Draeger’s
Market. Mr. Hayes said an eight-inch space was code-mandated for building drift based on the
type of construction. He said they would design an expansion joint from the sidewalk level so the
gap would not be visible. He confirmed with Commissioner Kahle that would also be at the top to
prevent debris from accumulating. Commissioner Kahle said an eight-foot acoustic wall was on top
and confirmed with Mr. Hayes that was because of the roof mounted equipment on Draeger’s
building. Commissioner Kahle asked if Draeger’s roof was used for anything other than
mechanical. Mr. Hayes said that was all they had seen on the maps they had reviewed.
Commissioner Kahle asked if the brick was intended to match that on the Draeger’s building. Mr.
Hayes said that a sample was on the materials board and was not intended to match.
Commissioner Kahle said he appreciated Mr. Hayes’ comment about the lobby facing downtown
but he felt the other corner was very unwelcoming. Mr. Hayes said they had designed the recesses
around the perimeter with perforation in areas relative to how the parking was configured in the
interior. He said they needed the full depth of the lot to get wall thickness and vehicle spaces and
required backup so there was no opportunity for plant material. He said they had originally shown
plant material, a planter, along that frontage that was basically on the right of way, which they were
told they could not do. Commissioner Kahle noted the nice brick lattice work on other parts of the
building and asked if they had thought about doing the same treatment at the corner. Mr. Hayes
said they found the lattice was most effective between solid ends. Commissioner Kahle said he
was not quite sold on the mullions and the randomness of those. Mr. Hayes said the goal was a
pattern that felt more organic. He said traditional construction materials such as window mullions
tended to be straight and they wanted to avoid a grid-look appearance. He said the randomness
created more of a non-orthogonal feel that did not seem like typical office space. He said they were
located in order to line up office walls in a coherent manner inside the building. Commissioner
Kahle asked what the smallest spacing was. Mr. Hayes said he thought the smallest space was a
foot. Commissioner Kahle said the sloping metal roof over the staircase was a different piece of all
the elements and the sloping part of it was bothering him. He asked if they had considered not
sloping it or using skylights or windows to help with the stair tower. Mr. Hayes said they were trying
to work within the facade plane of 45 degrees at 30 feet which led to the sloping form, and there
was no reason for the stairs to be another six to eight feet on the outside edge. He said they also
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thought the materiality of it would tie in with the material of the window frames to bring that back
inside. He said it then turned and ran down the other side of the building where the units were
accessed on the Draeger’s side of the building. Commissioner Kahle said it was a nice design.

Chair Combs opened public comment. He noted he had nine speaker cards with six of the
speakers having the last name Draeger. He said staff indicated some speakers would have
donated time. He said he would need clarity on who was donating time to whom. He noted the
speaking time for an individual was three minutes and with donated time from two speakers was a
maximum of nine minutes per person.

Ms. Camas Steinmetz, Draeger’s attorney, said there was a coordinated presentation with four
speakers with each speaking slightly more than three minutes with donated time from other
speakers. She said no speaker for this presentation would speak more than four to five minutes.

Replying to Chair Combs, Ms. Steinmetz said the order of speakers was Tony Draeger, Richard
Draeger, Magnus Barber of Nelson/Nygaard Consulting, and Camas Steinmetz. She said speaking
time was being donated by Francis Draeger, Mary Claire Draeger, Peter Draeger, and Victoria
Draeger.

Mr. Hanna asked if the applicant would have the opportunity to respond depending on what was
said by Draeger’s as he did not think it would be about architectural control approval. Chair Combs
said he would need to hear what the speakers had to say.

Public Comment:

e Tony Draeger, Menlo Park, said they were requesting the Commission’s help for Draeger’s to
be allowed to continue receiving their groceries from Evelyn Street. He outlined the history of
Draeger’s noting in 1991 the two-story marketplace opened. He said grocery business was
hard for independent, family-owned operations in a landscape mainly dominated with
international chain stores. He listed other local grocery business independently owned that no
longer operated. He described Draeger’s niche market featuring locally sourced packaged
foods, produce, local produced artisan bakery, and their own kitchens creating bakery and
delicatessen products. He noted their philanthropy including contributions to local schools and
non-profits. He noted the awards their grocery has won. He said Draeger’s Menlo Park served
12,000 customers per week which averaged to 6,000 unique households with an average of
two shopping visits per week, and the majority of the customers were from Menlo Park. He said
those weekly visits often included visits to other merchants downtown. He said that Evelyn
Street was not a busy street and safely accommodated truck activity. He said since that
location was approved for their deliveries in 2001 there had been zero complaints. He said
moving the loading zone into the public parking plaza would compromise their much needed
customer parking and moving it to Menlo Avenue would require expensive capital improvement
upgrades and ongoing costs for receiving. He said their traffic consultant would explain why
their receiving did not need to be relocated to accommodate the new development.

e Richard Draeger, Woodside, said that relying on the public parking plaza without any loading
zone would cripple their business. He said parking plaza #4 was among the heaviest utilized
parking plazas in the central business district with capacity utilization beyond 100% from
October through December. He said also it was beyond 100% at peak shopping hours such as
lunch and dinner time, and peak days of Friday, Saturday, and Sunday. He said this was when
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Draeger’s derived its most revenue and profitability. He said to operate the store’s loading zone
in parking plaza #4 would require the elimination of nine to 10 parking spaces due to the 65-
foot length of semi-delivery trucks. He said a nine parking space reduction for receiving
represented more than 9% of the unrestricted parking and would translate into at least a 10%
reduction in Draeger’s sales and potentially sales of other businesses. He said mixing heavy
truck delivery during daytime shopping hours with high volume customer auto and pedestrian
traffic increased the probability of accidents and other unsafe conditions. He said Menlo
Avenue receiving was not the preferred option as it was closer to the residential
neighborhoods, and there were possible traffic conflicts that could occur there. He said the
changes to their store to receive from Menlo Avenue would require an expenditure of
approximately $50,000. He said keeping retail viable in the central business district was
tenuous enough already and since the 2008 financial crisis, it took over six years for the
downtown to recover. He said with online shopping threats the retail district needed the City’s
support.

¢ Magnus Barber, Nelson/Nygaard Consulting, San Francisco, said his firm had worked on the
General Plan Update, Specific Plan Update, and numerous development projects in Menlo
Park for transportation and parking management. He showed a slide representing the size of
delivery trucks and explained the concern with adding trucks of this size in the parking plaza.
He said they looked at the City’s guidelines for driveway design and the intent of the guidelines
was to keep all user groups safe including bicyclists, pedestrians, drivers and loading
personnel. He said the main issue was to keep good visibility for people entering and exiting
the driveway and passing traffic. He said the Menlo Park guidelines suggested a 30 feet
minimum from the corner plus a radius for the driveway entrance. He said nearby the Trader
Joe’s had approximately 22-foot between their driveway and the adjacent street. He said
another block along at 628 Menlo Avenue that property had less than 35 feet between its
driveway and the adjacent street, and that this was next to EI Camino Real with higher volume
of traffic and speed. He said he looked at the collision history at these locations for the past five
years, and found that none of those were related to driveway ingress and egress. He said
based on the guidelines and general street design principles that from a transportation
perspective there were no reasons why the driveway for this project should not be located on
Menlo Avenue. He said Draeger’s preferred option for the proposed project was to locate the
driveway on Menlo Avenue so it was 30 feet from the intersection plus five foot for the driveway
radius. He said that would work fine with internal circulation in the garage and would provide
the space for loading used today. He said a second option was to locate the driveway on
Evelyn Street except slightly closer to Menlo Avenue to provide space for one semi on Evelyn
Street allowing existing Draeger’s operations to continue. He said national guidelines
suggested a 30-foot clearance was preferable but also recognized an existing built up
environment, and that you can work with what you have. He said this option presented a more
centrally placed driveway that might be easier for the architect to incorporate into the design.

e Camas Steinmetz said she was a land use attorney, engaged by Draeger’s to represent them
as this project could have a crippling impact on their loading and delivery. She said they were
not asking the Commission to take action on the loading zone but requesting the Commission
consider changes to the project design that would minimize the impact on loading. She said all
five findings needed to be made for the discretionary architectural control permit and they
guestioned whether the three highlighted findings could be made with the driveway location as
proposed as it would require elimination of the loading zone on Evelyn Street or losing parking
plaza space to loading. She said loss of customer parking would directly translate into lost
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sales for nearby retailers including Draeger’s, She said increased truck deliveries in the parking
plaza would increase the potential for conflicts between the delivery trucks, customers,
vehicles, and pedestrians. She said the project as proposed would also conflict with one of the
Specific Plan’s guiding principles to sustain Menlo Park’s village character. She said the
recommended condition of approval 4.f in their opinion could not be satisfied unless agreed to
by Draeger’s. She said as explained in the staff report, condition 17, for the original approval of
the Evelyn Street loading zone, required the City Council to reconsider the placement, design
and use of this loading zone when development at 840 Menlo Avenue was actively pursued.
She said it did not as Mr. Hanna alluded require elimination of the loading zone. She said not
mentioned in the staff report was condition 18 that limited the Council’s discretion to modify the
loading zone. She said as proposed by Mr. Barber there were two alternative driveway
configurations that Draeger’s could support, and both would require revisions to the proposed
plans. She said they requested the Commission either deny the permit as proposed or continue
the hearing and allow the applicant to return with revised plans that relocated their driveway to
Menlo Avenue pursuant to Option A presented, their preferred alternative.

¢ Joyce Schmidt said she worked at 830 Menlo Avenue and had been there since 1991. She
requested the Commission not approve the project as presented without further study. She said
her concern was a 39-foot tall and 11,471 square feet building on a lot she thought was barely
the size of a tennis court. She said its appearance, a space age building, would destroy the
character of the neighborhood. She said the project would have parking for 13 cars but with
loading zone issues nine or 10 parking spaces could be lost in the public parking plaza. She
said there were times of year where her clients could not park and were late to their
appointments. She said new offices brought new traffic. She questioned the housing being
provided and the number of parking spaces. She said the project needed a parking and traffic
study and those needed to happen at different times of the year particularly between October
and January. She requested that the Commission not approve the project tonight or until further
study had occurred.

¢ Richard Poe said Lydia Cooper and Gloria Walker were donating time to him. He said the issue
was loading zones and the City’s statutes did not vest jurisdiction in the Planning Commission
over loading zones. He said staff had designed a process pursuant to law whereby this meeting
would be followed with a hearing before the City Council about the loading zone. He showed a
map of two loading zones in public parking plaza #4 that Draeger’'s was given free of charge by
the City 17 years ago. He said Council spent one year from 2001 to 2002 on this topic and
came up with a plan to have it come back to them in two years and that never happened. He
said John Hanna's statement that the loading zone issue for Draeger’'s was to have been
solved by them long ago was true. He showed slides showing the prevalence of trucks being
unloaded in what would be the entire frontage of the applicants’ proposed project. He said 910
trucks a month brought deliveries to Draeger’s and only one third of those trucks were using
the two loading zones in parking plaza #4. He said Draeger’s use permit required them to
provide 45-spaces of parking across Menlo Avenue. He said he had visited that lot during peak
periods of the day and it was agreed at the Complete Streets Commission hearing when this
was discussed in January that there was ample parking during peak periods in that lot. He said
he and Mr. Troglio measured and found that lot was actually closer to the front door of
Draeger’s than the spaces where the City has provided loading zones in public parking plaza
#4. He showed photos of those loading zones empty while trucks were lined up on Evelyn
Street to unload. He showed a cover letter dated March 22, 2002 to Arlinda Heineck, City
Planning, from Carol Dylan, an attorney for the Draeger’s, regarding the Council’s decision
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made on March 5, 2002, stating “attached to this letter is the revised plan for the loading zone
on Evelyn Street which reduces the loading area so that the curb cut is no longer included in
the loading zone. Draeger’s will continue to work toward complete elimination of the loading
zone on Evelyn, and expects to deliver a further revision to the plan in the near future.” He said
the staff report from March 5, 2002 said “We recommend against any frontage of the Troglio
property which they acknowledged would be developed off Menlo Avenue because it is unsafe
on Menlo Avenue.” He showed a photo of Evelyn Street from 2015 which showed 90 minutes
parking. He said they believed at the time this application was made, all through the process
until May 2017 and so did staff in good faith that the Draeger’s loading zone on Evelyn Street
had disappeared years ago as they promised it would. He said the Draeger’s never said
anything about the fact those spaces had been converted to parking. He said since 2014 there
had been four notices to Draeger’s, two they sent out noticing public meetings regarding their
projects and two notices mailed by the City inviting Draeger’s to call, write letters, visit the staff,
to discuss anything with their project and at no time since 2014 said anything until tonight’s
meeting.

Chair Combs asked for other speakers who had provided slips to speak. Dave Walker and
Alexandra Walker declined to speak. Chair Combs asked if anyone else wanted to speak or if
anyone had provided a comment card that he had missed. There being none, he closed the public
comment period.

Commission Comment: Commissioner Barnes said that with the architectural control before them
the Commission might make recommendations for modifications. He asked staff what areas they
considered germane to this project from its perspective. Principal Planner Rogers said he would
respond initially as the question was directed to him but noted that Associate Planner Meador was
the project planner with knowledge of all the project details. He said in general the
recommendation from staff held and they did not have a different recommendation after hearing
tonight’s presentations. He said Draeger’s has been a very important part of Menlo Park for many
years, and staff had had a number of meetings with them to try to evaluate some alternatives, and
if not getting to a perfect solution for the alternative loading at least getting to an acceptable
solution. He said he certainly understood the applicants’ perspective as well. He said it was true
the City had sent notices on three different occasions. He said the first was in February 2014 for
the original proposal, which had the driveway on Evelyn Street a bit farther toward Menlo Avenue,
but generally in the same location as now proposed. He said there was another notice in
December 2016 when a revised application was submitted, as well as the notice for tonight’s
meeting. He said he had had a number of conversations with Michael Draeger about the project
but he did not recall the loading zone being brought up in those discussions. He said to that extent
he felt for the applicant as they might have missed a chance to agree on something mutually
beneficial at an earlier point. He said he believed the proposal before the Commission was
approvable as presented. He said regarding the schemes shown this evening for alternate garage
locations that those were worth discussing if those might address other issues the Commission
might have with the proposed project, and it could consider continuing the project to a later date.
He said from staff’s perspective the proposed project was something that could be approved by the
Planning Commission. He said the City Council would then consider the loading zone issue. He
said it was not explicit in the staff report but if the City Council said it would not change the loading
zone from Evelyn Street in such a way that the project became infeasible, then the project as
approved by the Planning Commission would have to be revised and resubmitted to comply with
that. He said the Commission could focus upon what was in front of them with an acknowledgment
that a reevaluation of the loading zone by the City Council was required.
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Commissioner Barnes asked staff to confirm that the proposed location of the loading zone on
Menlo Avenue was considered a viable option. Associate Planner Meador said after reviewing the
options with the applicants, Draeger’s and the Transportation Division, staff did not see any
foreseeable negative impacts from locating the loading zone on Menlo Avenue and considered it a
viable option.

Commissioner Barnes said he liked what had been done for this project architecturally with its
cubist form and random placement of fins. He said it was lighter than other projects recently seen
proposed for the downtown. He said the use of materials was well done in relation to what was
north and south, with a lot of the glass on the building going towards the north and Draeger’s to the
south. He said they had done a good job of at-grade parking creating interest to what was
effectively a podium parked building. He said he liked the materials and the lightness of the
structure. He said it seemed less formulaic even within the very prescriptive downtown Specific
Plan guidelines, and felt it worked well for Menlo Park.

Commissioner Onken said he would support Commissioner Barnes’ sentiments. He said regarding
the design and the architecture that Menlo Avenue, but not in a bad way, was very much the back
side of the downtown. He said this project when built would be the best building along Menlo
Avenue, noting there were a number of bad buildings on that street. He said Draeger’'s was a
perfectly fine, large retail building but was not a front door to the City. He said he could sympathize
with the idea of making this building try to face diagonally to downtown even though it would be
facing some parking and a bit of street sacrificing its front door from Menlo Avenue. He said
however if its front door was on the Menlo Avenue side that might be the beginning of improving
the appearance of Menlo Avenue. He said the building was very nice. He said he wondered if the
building could be mirrored, flipping it so the entrance was on the other side with the garage entry
then moved. He said the application basically prohibited Draeger’s loading from Evelyn Street
because of its driveway placement.

Chair Combs said he thought with the development of this property that Evelyn Street should
immediately end as a loading zone. He said irrespective of different options or where the driveway
was for the City to allow a loading zone servicing one building in front of another building
diminished the property owner’s ability to get value from their building. He said they all agreed that
Draeger’s was a Menlo Park institution and no one discounted the value of their market to the City
and specifically to its downtown. He suggested that if Draeger’s wanted to encumber another
property to such an extent for their business’ needs, that they should buy the property.

Commissioner Goodhue said she agreed with Commissioner Barnes that this was a great design
with a good sense of place and relation to the Draeger’s building. She said to Commissioner
Onken’s point about shifting the building that it was interesting to consider. She said she tended to
agree with what the architect said in his presentation and what Commissioner Onken said about
Menlo Avenue as the back side. She said except for Draeger’s that the buildings on Menlo Avenue
tended to relate to the public parking plaza. She said she agreed that this building should speak to
the core and it made perfect sense for that front door and garage entrance next to it as they
referenced each other as the entrance. She said if its front was on Menlo Avenue she thought it
would not work as well. She said she thought even though the rendering seemed to indicate two
stark walls coming together at the corner that it would work with the various articulations above it
and in the brick as well. She said she fully supported the project proposal.

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



Draft Minutes Page 19

Commissioner Strehl said she also supported the proposed project. She said she thought the
architecture hit the mark and that it would integrate well with the brick on Draeger’s building. She
asked if there were two loading zones in the parking lot first thing in the morning. Associate
Planner Meador said that currently there was a loading zone in the parking lot closest to the
building and Draeger’s also had the ability to use the parking on the other side. She said staff was
looking at extending the hours of that with a revised loading zone. Commissioner Strehl asked if
staff concurred with the Complete Streets Commission’s consensus that a loading zone on Menlo
Avenue would be a good option. Associate Planner Meador said that Commission recommended
Menlo Avenue not be used for loading but staff still believed it was a viable option, and was
continuing to recommend that. Commissioner Strehl noted the property would be subdivided and
asked if that meant the condominiums would be for sale. Associate Planner Meador said the
property owner could better answer that question.

Richard Poe said his position in this matter was as a real estate broker. He said the property was
owned in a generation skipping family trust. He said the only reason for doing the subdivision was
so that if in the future something unexpected happened and it was necessary to sell one of the
condominium units that it would be an option to solve a financial issue. He said they did this now
as the rules for subdivision might change in the future.

Commissioner Strehl asked what the anticipated number of employees would be in the office
space. Mr. Poe said the standard traditionally was one employee per 300 square feet so with just
under 6,000 square feet that could be about 20 employees.

Commissioner Strehl said she liked the orientation of the building as proposed and did not think it
would work facing out on Menlo Avenue.

Commissioner Kahle said he thought the project would be a great addition to the downtown. He
said he tended to agree with Commissioner Onken that it would be interesting to look at flipping
the entrance so that it was more pedestrian friendly. He said another option would be to open up
both corners and add more transparency. He said not having an option for retail on the ground
floor was a missed opportunity and suggested for other projects moving forward it would be great if
the parking plazas could provide the needed parking. He said a loading zone on Menlo Avenue
was a viable option. He said he fully supported the project.

Commissioner Riggs said he liked the building as soon as he saw the rendering. He said he found
the architect had done an excellent job in terms of materials and context, the lightness of the
materials as mentioned by Commissioner Barnes, and even the differentiation between the uses
was unusually clear for a modern building. He said he shared with Commissioner Kahle some
concern with the long, blank brick walls but the only thing inside was parking or utility rooms. He
said regarding the comments that the project would significantly impede the success of Draeger's
Market and the design should be reconsidered, he thought Troglios’ right to build on their property
as they had hoped to do for at least a decade and a half took primary position. He said it would be
a real asset to have the building added to the downtown. He said it was unfortunate that one of
their best neighbors had at this point to make an investment and a shift in process assuming the
parking #4 areas did not work out as loading zones. He moved to make the findings regarding
CEQA, to adopt the findings for architectural control, including the standard conditions and the
special conditions as recommended in the staff report. Commissioner Strehl said she would
second the motion.
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Chair Combs said the Complete Streets Commission did not like the option of Menlo Avenue for
loading and asked if there was an option they supported. Associate Planner Meador said in that
Commission’s action they suggested meet and discuss alternative options beside Menlo Avenue
with the applicant and Draeger’s. She said Transportation staff did that and after additional
research still decided that Menlo Avenue was a viable option, and would propose that at a future
City Council meeting.

Commissioner Barnes said he understood the Draeger family’s concern and the importance of
good commercial loading access. He said without a reason to change the applicant’s orientation of
ingress/egress as it was perfectly approvable that if the City Council kicked it back they would have
to readdress the issue from an access point.

ACTION: Motion and second (Riggs/Strehl) to approve the item as recommended in the staff
report; passes 6-1 with Commissioner Onken voting in opposition.

1. Make findings with regard to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) that the proposal
is within the scope of the project covered by the El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan
Program EIR, which was certified on June 5, 2012. Specifically, make findings that:

a. A checklist has been prepared detailing that no new effects could occur and no new
mitigation measures would be required (Attachment I).

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

c. Upon completion of project improvements, the Specific Plan Maximum Allowable
Development will be adjusted by 3 residential units and 6,610 square feet of non-residential
uses, accounting for the project's net share of the Plan's overall projected development and
associated impacts.

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

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

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

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

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

e. The development is consistent with the EI Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan, as verified
in detail in the Standards and Guidelines Compliance Worksheet (Attachment F).

3. Approve the architectural control subject to the following standard conditions:
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a. Development of the project shall be substantially in conformance with the plans prepared by
Hayes Group Architects, consisting of 34 plan sheets, dated received on February 28,
2018, approved by the Planning Commission on March 12, 2018, except as modified by the
conditions contained herein, subject to review and approval of the Planning Division.

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

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

d. Prior to commencing any work within the right-of-way or public easements, the applicant
shall obtain an encroachment permit from the appropriate reviewing jurisdiction.

e. Prior to building permit issuance, Stormwater Pollution Prevention Program Best
Management Practices (BMPs) for construction shall be implemented to protect water
guality, in accordance with the approved Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP).
BMP plan sheets are available electronically for inserting into Project plans. The plan is
subject to the review and approval of the Engineering Division.

f.  Prior to building permit issuance, the applicant shall submit a plan for: 1) construction safety
fences around the periphery of the construction area, 2) dust control, 3) air pollution control,
4) erosion and sedimentation control, and 5) tree protection fencing. The plans shall be
subject to review and approval by the Building, Engineering, and Planning Divisions prior to
issuance of a building permit. The fences and erosion and sedimentation control measures
shall be installed according to the approved plan prior to commencing construction.

g. Prior to building permit issuance, the Applicant shall submit a draft “Stormwater
Treatment Measures Operations and Maintenance (O&M) Agreement” with the City
subject to review and approval by the Engineering Division. The property owner will be
responsible for the operation and maintenance of stormwater treatment measures for the
project. The agreement shall be recorded and documentation shall be provided to the
City prior to final occupancy.

h. Prior to building permit issuance, the applicant shall submit a Grading and Drainage Plan
for review and approval by the Engineering Division. Post-construction runoff into the
storm drain shall not exceed pre-construction runoff levels. A Hydrology Report will be
required to the satisfaction of the Engineering Division. Slopes for the first 10 feet
perpendicular to the structure must be 5% minimum for pervious surfaces and 2%
minimum for impervious surfaces, including roadways and parking areas, as required by
CBC 81804.3. Discharges from the garage ramp and underground parking areas are not
allowed into the storm drain system. Discharge must be treated with an oil/water
separator and must connect to the sanitary sewer system. This will require a permit from
West Bay Sanitary District.

i. Prior to building permit issuance, Applicant shall submit Covenants, Conditions and
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Restrictions (CC&Rs) to the City for City Attorney and Engineering Division review and
approval. The CC&Rs shall provide for the maintenance of all infrastructure and utilities
within the Project site or constructed to serve the Project. This shall include, but not be
limited to, the private open spaces, shared parking spaces, common walkways, common
landscaping, and the stormwater drainage and sewer collection systems.

j. Prior to building permit issuance, the Applicant shall submit engineered Off-Site
Improvement Plans (including specifications & engineers cost estimates), for approval by
the Engineering Division, showing the infrastructure necessary to serve the Project. The
Improvement Plans shall include, but are not limited to, all engineering calculations
necessary to substantiate the design, proposed roadways, drainage improvements, utilities,
traffic control devices, retaining walls, sanitary sewers, and storm drains, pump/lift stations,
street lightings, common area landscaping and other project improvements. The Plan shall
include removal and replacement of any damaged and significantly worn sections of
frontage improvements. During the design phase of the construction drawings, all potential
utility conflicts shall be potholed with actual depths recorded on the improvement plans
submitted for City review and approval. All public improvements shall be designed and
constructed to the satisfaction of the Engineering Division. The Off-Site Improvements Plan
shall be approved prior to issuance of a building permit.

k. Prior to building permit issuance, and as part of the off-site improvements plan, the
applicant shall submit plans for street light design per City standards, at locations approved
by the City. All street lights along the project frontages shall be painted Mesa Brown and
upgraded with LED fixtures compliant with PG&E standards, and are subject to the review
and approval of the Engineering Division.

I.  Prior to building permit issuance, the applicant shall provide documentation indicating the
amount of irrigated landscaping. If the project proposes more than 500 square feet of
irrigated landscaping, it is subject to the City's Water Efficient Landscaping Ordinance
(Municipal Code Chapter 12.44). If this project is creating more than 5,000 square feet of
irrigated landscaping, per the City’s Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance (Municipal Code
12.44) the irrigation system is required to have a separate water service. Submittal of a
detailed landscape plan would be required concurrently with the submittal of a complete
building permit application.

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

n. If construction is not complete by the start of the wet season (October 1 through April 30),
the applicant shall implement a winterization program to minimize the potential for erosion
and sedimentation. As appropriate to the site and status of construction, winterization
requirements shall include inspecting/maintaining/cleaning all soil erosion and
sedimentation controls prior to, during, and immediately after each storm event; stabilizing
disturbed soils through temporary or permanent seeding, mulching, matting, tarping or other
physical means; rocking unpaved vehicle access to limit dispersion of much onto public
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right-of-way; and covering/tarping stored construction materials, fuels, and other chemicals.
Plans to include proposed measures to prevent erosion and polluted runoff from all site
conditions shall be submitted for review and approval of the Engineering Division prior to
beginning construction.

0. The Applicant shall retain a civil engineer to prepare "as-built" or "record" drawings of public
improvements, and the drawings shall be submitted in AutoCAD and Adobe PDF formats to
the Engineering Division prior to Final Occupancy.

p. Street trees and heritage trees in the vicinity of the construction project shall be protected
pursuant to the Heritage Tree Ordinance and the recommendations of the arborist report
prepared by Michael L. Bench, dated December 14, 2017. Applicant shall submit a tree
preservation plan, detailing the location of and methods for all tree protection measures as
part of a complete building permit application and is subject to review and approval by the
City prior to building permit issuance.

g. Street trees shall be from the City-approved street tree species or to the satisfaction of City
Arborist. Irrigation within public right of way shall comply with City Standard Details LS-1
through LS-19.

r. Prior to building permit issuance, the applicant shall pay all Public Works fees. Refer to City
of Menlo Park Master Fee Schedule.

s. Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the applicant
shall submit a lighting plan, providing the location, architectural details and specifications for
all exterior lighting subject to review and approval by the Planning Division.

t. Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, a design-level
geotechnical investigation report shall be submitted to the Building Division for review and
confirmation that the proposed development fully complies with the California Building
Code. The report shall determine the project site’s surface geotechnical conditions and
address potential seismic hazards. The report shall identify building techniques appropriate
to minimize seismic damage.

u. A complete building permit application will be required for any remediation work that
requires a building permit. No remediation work that requires approval of a building permit
shall be initiated until the applicant has received building permit approvals for that work. All
building permit applications are subject to the review and approval of the Building Division.

v. Prior to building permit issuance, the applicant shall submit plans for construction related
parking management, construction staging, material storage and Traffic Control Handling
Plan (TCHP) to be reviewed and approved by the City. The applicant shall secure adequate
parking for any and all construction trades. Construction parking in the public parking
plazas will be subject to City review and approval. The plan shall include construction
phasing and anticipated method of traffic handling for each phase.

w. All public right-of-way improvements, including frontage improvements and the dedication

of easements and public right-of-way, shall be completed to the satisfaction of the
Engineering Division prior to building permit final inspection.
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4. Approve the architectural control subject to the following project-specific conditions:

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

b. Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the applicant
shall submit an updated LEED Checklist, subject to review and approval of the Planning
Division. The Checklist shall be prepared by a LEED Accredited Professional (LEED AP).
The LEED AP should submit a cover letter stating their qualifications, and confirm that they
have prepared the Checklist and that the information presented is accurate. Confirmation
that the project conceptually achieves LEED Silver certification shall be required before
issuance of the building permit. Prior to final inspection of the building permit or as early as
the project can be certified by the United States Green Building Council, the project shall
submit verification that the development has achieved final LEED Silver certification.

c. Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the plans shall be
updated to provide clarification that the commercial windows/storefronts shall be recessed
from the primary building fagade a minimum of 6 inches, subject to review and approval of
the Planning Division.

d. The parking garage gate shall remain open between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m.,
in order to limit the potential for vehicles blocking the sidewalk while waiting for the gate to
open. The Transportation Manager may adjust these times if requested in the future,
provided that the applicant demonstrates that pedestrian safety will not be compromised.

e. Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the Applicant
shall submit plans that include undergrounding of the overhead utilities along the project
frontage on Evelyn Street in accordance with the approved plan set. All lateral connections
to overhead electric, fiber optic, and communication lines shall be placed in a joint trench.
The undergrounding plans will be finalized prior to building permit issuance and are subject
to PG&E, City of Menlo Park, and the Menlo Park Fire Protection District review and
approval.

f. Project approval is conditional on the City Council reconsidering the placement, design,
and/or use of the Draeger’s Market loading zones currently located on Evelyn Street. The
building permit shall not be issued prior to City Council action to modify this loading zone.

g. Prior to issuance of each building permit, the applicant shall pay the applicable Building
Construction Street Impact Fee in effect at the time of payment to the satisfaction of the
Public Works Director. The current fee is calculated by multiplying the valuation of the
construction by 0.0058.

h. Any nonstandard improvements within public right-of-way shall be maintained in perpetuity
by the owner. Owner shall execute an Agreement to maintain non-standard sidewalks and
planting strips if any. Agreement shall be subject to review and approval of the Engineering
Division and City Attorney and shall be recorded prior to final occupancy.
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H1.

i. Prior to final inspection, the Applicant shall submit a landscape audit report to the Public
Works Department.

j.  Prior to issuance of building permit, the applicant shall submit the El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Preparation Fee, which is established at $1.13/square foot for all net new
development. For the subject proposal, the fee is estimated at $12,962.23 ($1.13 x 11,471
net new square feet).

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

i. The TIF is estimated to be $37,717.20. The fee was calculated as follows: ($4.80/s.f. x
6,610 s.f. office) + ($1,996.40/unit x 3 multi-family units). Please note this fee is updated
annually on July 1st based on the Engineering News Record Bay Area Construction
Cost Index. Fees are due before a building permit is issued.

ii. The City has adopted a Supplemental Transportation Impact Fee for the infrastructure
required as part of the Downtown Specific Plan. The fee is calculated at $393.06 per
PM peak hour vehicle trip, with a credit for the existing trips. The proposed project is
estimated to generate 12 PM peak hour trips, so the supplemental TIF is estimated to
be $4,716.72. Payment is due before a building permit is issued and the supplemental
TIF will be updated annually on July 1st along with the TIF.

Replying to Commissioner Riggs, Commissioner Onken said he thought the matter was
unresolved, and there was an opportunity to continue the project and refine it in such a way to
satisfy all the involved parties’ concerns.

Commissioner Onken said he would need to recuse due to the next project’s proximity to his
residence.

Study Session

Study Session/Sagar Patel/1704 El Camino Real: Request for a study session for the public benefit
bonus proposal associated with the architectural control and variance request to construct a new
70-room hotel consisting of three stories and an underground parking level in the SP-ECR/D (EI
Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan) zoning district. The proposed development would be at the
Public Benefit Bonus level, which would exceed the Base level floor area ratio (FAR) on the subject
site. The public benefit bonus proposal includes the contribution of Transient Occupancy Tax
(TOT) revenues to the City on an on-going basis. No actions will take place at this meeting, but the
study session will provide an opportunity for the Planning Commission and the public to become
more familiar with the proposal and to provide initial feedback on the applicability of the Public
Benefit Bonus and on the proposed design (Staff Report #18-025-PC)

Chair Combs said he had some comment cards for this study session. He noted the late hour and
said he would open for public comment right after applicants’ presentation and before
Commissioner questions of the applicant.
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Staff Comment: Corinna Sandmeier, Senior Planner, said the only update was an email sent to the
Commissioners earlier today from a group of neighbors from the Park Forest neighborhood. She
said the email provided an overview of changes made to the proposal by the applicant in response
to working with the neighbors as well as some remaining concerns including the density of the
proposal.

Applicant Presentation: Sagar Patel, the applicant, introduced Jim Rato, RYS Architects, the
project architect. He said his father and he have owned and operated the property, known as the
Red Cottage Inn, since 1994. He said their hotel was at the end of its life and they looked
extensively at renovating it, but it did not make sense financially. He said his father and he also
had lived in the neighborhood and they tried as hard as they could to try to address some of the
neighbors’ concerns. He said they have worked on designs, colors, and removing backup
generators.

Jim Rato, the project architect, made a visual presentation about the project. He said the project
was nearly directly across from Menlo College. He said the site did not actually touch ElI Camino
Real but had ingress and egress with an easement through two intervening commercial sites. He
said residential townhomes were located to the east and south of the site. He said the west side of
the subject property was adjacent to the commercial properties, a small office building and a retail
store. He said parking for the existing site was on the west side facing El Camino Real and that
frontage had an almost 30-foot setback. He said they were asking to keep the 30-foot setback
rather than the required maximum 20-foot front setback under the Specific Plan as they would
have one of their garage ramps in that area and to have a bit of yard in front of the building wall.
He said the north side of the project would have the smallest setback and guest rooms without
windows. He said easterly of the north project side where a set of townhouses were located they
recessed the building as much as 47 feet where 10-foot setback was required. He said on the east
side facing the Park Forest homes that they recessed the building almost 40-feet to keep the
environment as natural as possible with trees to provide screening for the neighbors. He said to the
south they had 17-feet that accommodated the ramp to the garage, some replacement heritage
trees, and a bio-retention planter box required by public works.

Mr. Rato said the siting of the proposed building was in part to respond to neighbor concerns for
appropriate architecture with visual and physical separation, preservation of light, air and views,
minimized noise, and to keep as much parking as possible, and to address the Specific Plan
design guidelines. He said thirdly they wanted the site to be easily accessible for emergency
response. He said fourth they wanted to provide at least some of the hotel brand’s signature
design to qualify for a business franchise. He said lastly the goal was to maintain the property
owner’s long standing reputation in the community for providing reasonably priced lodging for them
and their visitors by aligning with one of the foremost brands in lodging and hospitality in the world.

Chair Combs opened the public comment period.
Public Comment:

e Susan Neville said she was speaking for many of the residents of the Park Forest
neighborhood located east of the subject property. She said her remarks would highlight items
from the email they sent today. She said that most of them found the proposal not in keeping
with the residential character of the area and that having a chain hotel in close proximity to their
homes very likely would depress their property values. She said overall they were gratified with
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the meetings they had had with the property owner and the changes made to the design in
response to some of their concerns. She said the areas they would like to see revisited were
the change in the design of the second floor roof at the rear of the property as they were
concerned with the metal screening element and the look and noise of five commercial air
conditioning units. She said the roofline at the southeast corner of the building was not as
attractive from their vantage point as it was in the prior design. She said they would like to have
input on the choice of trees for the eastern border to make sure they were tall enough to screen
the entire project.

¢ Glenna Paddon said she lived in Park Forest in the townhome most immediately adjacent to

the subject property. She said page B20 described the view she would expect to have after the
building was constructed. She said the applicant and architect had been very willing to accept
the neighbors’ input. She said that the City was expecting to receive substantial revenue from
this large project based on an economic evaluation. She asked if the City was prepared for lost
tax revenue due to declining property values in their neighborhood resulting from the proposed
project. She asked the City to consider the net value of the economic benefit from the project
and the economic loss of the residential home values to the City’s tax base.

o Mike Brady, Menlo Park, said his home was directly across from the last speaker’s home and
was equally as close to the proposed development. He said their neighborhood was a very
unique area of about 110 townhouses built around a large park. He said they should consider
the density of the project noting it was the entryway into the City from the north. He said the
applicant had worked with them and had pushed the project away from his residence toward El
Camino Real so it had less of a mass effect on their immediate area.

e John Onken, Park Forest, speaking as an individual resident, said they thought the view of the
project from their neighborhood could be helped. He said it was great that the rear elevation
had been dropped down and the trellis added. He said the building did not necessarily need the
additional metal work and suggested more openness would be better. He said the building
could probably do without the heavy industrial railings on the top of the parapet. He suggested
the parapet could be raised or they could do something slightly more elegant. He said there
was mention of air conditioning condensers or some kind of mechanical equipment up in that
area but most of the roof was a very large open well for mechanical equipment. He said if the
project was approved it would be really important to condition that no mechanical equipment
making any noise whatsoever was anywhere but behind the parapet on the roof. He said there
were muted colors brought into the back of the project to satisfy the neighbors but the front still
had a somewhat strident Mediterranean feel with very light, bright colors. He noted Davis Polk,
the law firm on the corner of Encinal Avenue and El Camino Real. He said that building was
also Mediterranean but was a very good neighbor architecturally through better detailing,
deeper colors, and much more muted appearance as opposed to what was being proposed
here. He said in the landscaping area there was confusion that the drawings showed
podocarpus and not redwoods. He said they would be fine with podocarpus as long as it was
tall enough to screen when planted.

e Susie Neville, Buckthorn Park resident, said that she and four other homeowners were present
from Buckthorn Park. She said their homes faced the wide part of the proposed hotel. She said
she echoed the comments made by the Forest Park residents. She said not addressed was the
proposed density, additional traffic, the fact there were numerous hotels along EI Camino Real
already, and depressed property values for neighbors. She said on their neighborhood’s side
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she did not think the third floor was recessed at all and they would have the view of the tall
white three-level hotel. She said redwoods would be preferable to them. She said they were
concerned with the pool noise as that was located near their neighborhood. She said they
would not support the project as proposed.

Commission Comment: Commissioner Barnes referred to the five items in the staff report listed as
considerations for the Commission, and asked for clarification. Arnold Mammarella said that the
Commission could probably work through these items tonight. He said some issues specific to this
project was the difference of the first floor commercial height from 15-feet to 13-feet, for the
building to be set back and not specifically meeting the modulation requirements. He said how the
building came together architecturally was the larger issue. He said the design was kind of a
Spanish architecture. He said the program of the building was three floors of hotel rooms that were
very cellular but the architecture was typically more figurative with more variations in roofline. He
said the architecture was not really coming through the roofline with the tower in front and other
details. He said the porte cochere was not fitting well in the front. He said the neighbors had raised
the massiveness. He said he thought those were more significant issues than some of the Specific
Plan issues but they would appreciate the Commission’s input on the latter as well.

Commissioner Barnes noted he knew the applicant on a social level. He asked Mr. Patel how they
arrived at the architectural style they were proposing. Mr. Patel said they started with an
interpretation of a Farmhouse style but based on discussions with neighbors that they wanted
something that would match the neighborhood more. He said most of the townhomes in the
neighborhood were stucco and that pushed them from doing more of a modern look that he
preferred to a more stucco traditional look something that would blend into the neighborhood more.
Commissioner Barnes asked his thoughts on the questions regarding details and articulation. Mr.
Patel said they agreed with some of those but they were getting feedback from a design
consultant, potentially the Commission’s feedback and the neighbors’ feedback. He said they were
trying to get to a central place within that and go from there. Mr. Rato said early on with
discussions with the applicant the preference was for a simpler, less articulated interpretation of
Neo-Spanish style. He said the Specific Plan guidelines would work much better on larger
buildings directly fronting onto EI Camino Real than the one they were proposing. He said hotels
tended to be repetitive and he requested that they not be required to do articulation true to the
historic design style.

Commissioner Barnes said there were questions about the colors and color palette and if any of
that was a corporate designation. Mr. Patel said that they were not following any Hampton Inn
protocol. He said Hampton Inns were very scalable and custom. He said in Menlo Park a Hampton
Inn would command a rate equal to or higher than the City’s Residence Inn. He said they liked the
taupes. He said originally they came in with darker colors and were told to lighten it up. He said
they were looking for guidance on which way to go with the project as they were being pulled in
different directions. He said they understood they were a dense hotel at 1.1 versus .7 FAR with a
differential of 8,000 square feet. He said even at .7 FAR they had second and third floor guest
rooms and first floor parking. He said going to bonus they were able to park underground and add
rooms on the first floor. He said they were open to feedback on style and colors but there was not
too much they could do with the massing.

Commissioner Kahle said he thought a modern Farmhouse would have been a good style but he

expected that was no longer a choice. He said it was great the property owner was working with
the neighbors, which he hoped continued. He said the two-piece clay tile rather than the one-piece
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S tile was a more authentic look. He said the pool might not be used as much as they thought
being on the north side of a three-story building. He said he walked the site today and where the
current pool was there was a mass of trees. He said he did not think it was a big difference
whichever side the pool was on. He said he agreed with most of staff's comments such as a few
railings done well would be better than a few not done well, the roof pitch seemed too steep for the
style, the headers above the windows could be large timbers, the stone wainscot did not seem to
fit, and a few decorative items could greatly enhance the character. He said also there was a
reference the tower did not relate to the entry. He said it could be a greater focal point of the
design. He said staff asked if the porte cochere was a significant enough feature to justify it being
there and pushing forward. He said it could be a nice design feature but it needed more
refinement. He said it was unfortunate the heritage tree in the front had to be removed but he
thought the project benefitted from pushing it forward and working with the neighbors in the rear
was worth it. He said the design seemed a knockoff of a Spanish-style and notwithstanding the
comments of trying to streamline it, the Spanish style was very rich in terms of elements such as
arches and wrought iron that they could use to enhance the design. He said obviously there were
challenges noting that the height issue needed to be dealt with but in general he thought the
project was moving in the right direction.

Chair Combs said the neighbor concern with density was valid noting it was a very special
neighborhood with a unique park area. He said the area was within the Specific Plan area and in
developing the Plan the debate had occurred in the City about density and providing possibility for
bonus level density. He said the project as proposed was not outside what was zoned.

Commissioner Riggs said the access was an easement through two other properties. He asked if
that meant the applicant was not in a position to improve the driveway. Mr. Patel said the
maintenance for the driveway legally belonged to him and he would improve it.

Commissioner Riggs said he shared Commissioner Kahle’s observation about the perhaps
necessarily generic forms. He said when he first saw the rendering he agreed with others that it
looked like a hotel one would see traveling Interstate 5. He said in looking at the elevations he
found it was more than that. He said there was detailing particularly at the roof and a rhythm above
and beyond what he would expect. He said he found most of the elevations quite attractive. He
said his opinion, which might sync with staff and others, two towers stood out. He said the one at
the corner with the hotel name with a three-story high arch around three rectangular windows was
an element that could be better. He said on the south elevation the two-story arch over two
windows almost worked. He said they had an opportunity to put something above it rather than just
a flat parapet. He said the applicant had done the best he could with the direction to go with
stucco. He said he fully supported the front setback of 30 feet and in the writing of the Specific
Plan it was never intended for a 20-foot maximum setback to be applied to a flag lot. He said he
hoped staff would not apply that in this case. He said he appreciated the 13-foot floor to floor
height as it would lower the building. He said he was a bit concerned that 10 to 16 parking spaces
would potentially be valet spaces which usually meant using the neighborhood as a parking
reserve. Mr. Patel said they have a contingent valet parking system in case the .85 parking ratio
did not work and all of that would be accommodated within their parking garage. Commissioner
Riggs asked if Mr. Patel was willing to relocate the mechanical units in the roof well. Mr. Patel said
yes and the units were very quiet.

Commissioner Riggs suggested a bar could be placed under the applied balconies to suggest a
floor. He said regarding the roof pitches he thought those were working. He said regarding headers
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above windows that if their scheme could accommodate wood headers that would be good. Mr.
Patel asked if that was throughout the project as he thought it would be busy. Commissioner Riggs
said throughout noting not above arched windows and at least on the second and third floor
windows. He suggested the applicant could present something for review. He said with the paint
scheme he understood the neighbors’ suggestion to keep it light and minimize the contrast. He
said however one of the most popular Spanish-influenced buildings was the DavisPolk building at
1600 ElI Camino Real. He suggested the applicant present an alternative color scheme that they
could live with. He said the alternative window colors was a good idea. He said he would support
flexibility regarding the modulation and staff’'s suggestion that a minor fagade modulation could be
interpreted not to apply. He said regarding the porte cochere that it might help to provide more
views next time.

Commissioner Goodhue said she generally agreed with the Commissioners’ feedback. She said
the applicant had done a good job responding to neighbors’ feedback and articulating on the sides
of the building to lessen the uniformly massiveness. She said the applicant had a tremendous
opportunity to work on the front of the building, in particular the entrance. She suggested working
on the tower with the Hampton Inn name and the porte cochere related to the building. She said
when the project came back it would be desirable to see better articulated and more cohesively
stylistic elements like a porte cochere. She said looking at the porte cochere and the flat roof she
just saw a desolate space. She said she understood the hesitation to not have busy facades but
she encouraged the applicant to listen to staff comments about stylistic elements such as recessed
windows and well placed elements which for the style they were trying to articulate were important.

Chair Combs said there was also a discussion point regarding transfer occupancy tax as public
benefit.

Commissioner Barnes said the Specific Plan allowed for a project to go from .75to 1.1 FAR and
the height. He said the only variances sought were from the greater front setback and the reduction
of the floor to floor height from 15 feet to 13 feet. He said they had not received any comments that
either would be deleterious to the neighborhood. He said the object was to get the best project
possible. He said the comments regarding the details indicated a desire for the applicant to reach
into the style more, which did not necessarily mean just more stuff. He said he thought it meant
more specificity for specific elements to add the requisite detailing to make it architecturally
interesting. He said he heard quality over quantity.

Commissioner Barnes made a few general comments about the applicability of annual TOT as a
public benefit and what amount was fair. Chair Combs said they decided that TOT would be the
public benefit for the hotel at Glenwood Avenue and El Camino Real, which seemed to imply at
some level that TOT could be the public benefit. He said one of the speakers raised a concern
about decreased property values and that was not calculated as to any impact. He said he did not
know how they could possibly determine that. Commissioner Riggs said TOT was roughly 12% of
room rate revenue and all that went to the City. He said property taxes were limited to a little more
than 1% and the City would get 10% of that. He said the TOT was a solid benefit.

l. Informational Iltems
I1. Future Planning Commission Meeting Schedule

Principal Planner Rogers said the March 26 agenda would have a number of small residential
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development items. He said also a study session for a proposed third office building development
at 164 Jefferson Drive, known as the Sobrato Commonwealth Corporate Center, would be on the
March 26 agenda.

Chair Combs said Commissioner Goodhue and he would need to recuse themselves for the 164
Jefferson Drive item.

e Regular Meeting: March 26, 2018
e Regular Meeting: April 9, 2018
e Regular Meeting: April 23, 2018

J. Adjournment
Chair Combs adjourned the meeting at 11:23 p.m.

Staff Liaison: Thomas Rogers, Principal Planner

Recording Secretary: Brenda Bennett
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STAFF REPORT

Planning Commission

Meeting Date: 3/26/2018
CITY OF taff R rt Number: 18-026-P
MENLO PARK Staff Report Numbe 8-026-PC
Consent Calendar: Architectural Control/Fred Rose and Anne

Gregor/130 Forest Lane

Recommendation

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission approve architectural control for exterior modifications to
the front facade of an existing residence in the R-3 (Apartment) zoning district, including the addition of
new gross floor area, at 130 Forest Lane. The recommended actions are contained within Attachment A.

Policy Issues
Each architectural control request is considered individually. The Planning Commission should consider
whether the required architectural control findings can be made for the proposal.

Background

Site location

The subject property is located at 130 Forest Lane, near the intersection of Forest Lane and Stone Pine
Lane in the Park Forest neighborhood near the City’s northern border. The adjacent parcels along Forest
Lane are also located within the R-3 (Apartment) zoning district, and contain townhouses and associated
common space. The parcel and the townhouses surrounding the parcel were originally developed under
the jurisdiction of San Mateo County as a Planned Unit Development and are known collectively as the
Park Forest development. The area represents a variety of architectural styles, with most townhouses at a
three-story scale. Many residents have modified their units since being annexed into the City of Menlo
Park. Closer to EI Camino Real, parcels are located within the SP-ECR/D (EI Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan) zoning district, including a property at 1704 El Camino Real that is proposed for
redevelopment with a three-story hotel. A location map is included as Attachment B.

Analysis

Project description

The existing single-family townhouse contains approximately 2,248.5 square feet of gross floor area. The
existing townhouse also includes a two-car garage, which is not included in the calculation of gross floor
area. The townhouse consists of three levels with two bedrooms and two and a half bathrooms. The
applicant is proposing a minor addition to infill the existing recessed area on the third level, adding
approximately 42.8 feet to the existing bedroom. There would also be exterior modifications, which are
described in detail in the following section of this staff report. The project plans are included as Attachment
C, and the project description letter is included as Attachment D.
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Design and Materials

Only the front elevation of the townhouse is proposed to be modified. The applicant proposes removing
and replacing damaged and outdated trim on the upper main roof parapet, as well as on the on the
balcony. The applicant would provide new balcony roof framing as required, and would enclose structural
columns with wood cladding to provide a more substantial appearance. A new balcony guardrail would be
a brushed post and cable system. The sagging garage door would be shored up, and new wood cladding
would be added to the garage door as required.

The applicant also proposes replacing the existing solid double entry door with a new single door with
glass sidelight. As shown on the color board, the front door frame is proposed in vermilion (an orange red
color), in order to provide an accent feature. Other exterior changes to the front elevation include
enclosing the existing electrical meter adjacent to the front door with wood cladding and blind doors, as
well as providing a front entry seat and planter in line with the new larger porch column. Both the seat and
planter would be wood clad. The applicant proposes replacing all windows with new wood windows with
new wood windows with white exterior finish. The proposed front elevation, showing some of the colors
and materials, can be seen on Plan Sheet A-4.0. A color and material board has also been included in the
submittal, and will be available for Planning Commission review prior to considering the consent calendar
at the March 26 meeting.

Staff believes the project would be consistent with the existing contemporary architectural style of the
individual unit. The project would also be compatible with the existing architectural style of the overall Park
Forest development, which features a number of townhouses with a variety of materials and architectural
styles. In addition, the project would have a relatively small impact to the neighbors given the limited scope
of work.

Correspondence

A letter from the Park Forest Il Homeowners Association Architectural Committee relaying approval of the
project and a letter of support from the across-the-street neighbors (131 Forest Lane) are included as
Attachment E.

Conclusion

Staff believes the project would result in a consistent architectural style for the individual unit. Additionally,
the project would be compatible with the existing architectural style of the overall development, which
features a number of townhouses with a variety of materials and architectural styles. The proposal has
been approved by the applicable homeowners association. 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.
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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

Project Plans

Project Description Letter
Correspondence

moow>»

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
Color and Materials Board

Report prepared by:
Cecilia Conley, Contract Assistant Planner

Report reviewed by:
Thomas Rogers, Principal Planner
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ATTACHMENT A

130 Forest Lane — Attachment A: Recommended Actions

LOCATION: 130 Forest | PROJECT NUMBER: APPLICANT: Fred OWNERS: Fred Rose and

Lane

PLN2017-00054 Blome Anne Gregor

PROPOSAL: Request for architectural control for exterior modifications to the front facade of an existing
residence in the R-3 (Apartment) zoning district, including the addition of new gross floor area.

DECISION ENTITY: Planning DATE: March 26, 2018 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. Adopt the following findings, as per Section 16.68.020 of the Zoning Ordinance, pertaining to architectural
control approval:

a
b.

o

The general appearance of the structure is in keeping with the character of the neighborhood.
The development will not be detrimental to the harmonious and orderly growth of the city.
The development will not impair the desirability of investment or occupation in the neighborhood.

The development provides adequate parking as required in all applicable city ordinances and has
made adequate provisions for access to such parking.

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

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

a.

Development of the project shall be substantially in conformance with the plans provided by
Blome Architecture, consisting of seven plan sheets, dated received March 6, 2018, and approved
by the Planning Commission on March 26, 2018 except as modified by the conditions contained
herein, subject to review and approval of the Planning Division.

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

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

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.

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

130 Forest Lane

Menlo Park, California

RensiONS

T Foming R

Vicinity Map

General Notes

Project Building Code Summary

Project Zoning Data

Index of Drawings

All work shall be done in strict accordance with all applicable codes adopted by local jurisdictions, latest
editions, as amended by State Of California and local jurisdiction. Not all code requirements are explicitly
called out on d the final P

The intent of the Construction Documents is to include alllabor, materials, equipment, and transportation

Scope of Work Interior and exterior remodel and addition to existing
townhouse.
Exterior work to include upgrading the front facade with

2 new windows, new stucco and wood sding, new roof eave
necessary for the complete and proper execution of the Wark, consistent with good practice. Any work or trim, new trim detail and railing on existing porch, new entry
item not specifically called for in the drawings but required for a complete and fully functioning installation door.

intent of the by the Contractor as ifspecified. Interior work shall include minor addition to infil existing
3 adhere N woris autore i xpncs recessed area on the upper level.
& by the owner.
contractor and any addtonalrequired documentation or cost t the projec without prior wrtten ann’ove\
i the sole responsilny of e contactor Building Code California Residential Code

4. Deviations or alterations to any por the Work or ils will not 2016 versions California Bmldmg o Srucura)
by the Arehiteet prio o work being done. Calfornia Plumbin

5. Contractor to verify allexisting conditions before commencing with work in order to ensure conformance Calforna Mecharica Code
with Construction Documents. All inconsistencies shall be brought to the attention of the Architect prior to California Electrical Code
proceeding with any work. Calfornia Energy Code

6. Any questions regarding the intent related to the layout of the new work shall be brought to the attention of California Green Building Code
the Arhiect prio to procecding withany work. Calfornia Fire Code.

7. These Construction Documens (d d other d ), by the Architect California Reference Standards Code
and th , are professional Service] for use solely

i project aslisted on this sheet. This includes tsin b R
hitect's consultants shall be deemed the authors and owners of
f d shall , statutory and other reserved rights, Type of Construction v
Enclucing copyrghs. The Iniumentsof Sevce sl ot b o5y th uner, o1 fture Gwner fo
Project or future additions or alterations to this Project or for other projects, without the prior written Fire Protection
e Architeet. Any use o Service shall be at the Owner's sole Automatic Sprinklers ot required
tisk and without libilty to the Architect and the Architect's consultants. @ Detectors equired in all existing and new sleeping rooms, adjoining
8. These Construction Documents, as instruments of professional service (Instruments of service), may require halls, and every level. Smoke detectors shall be hard wired
Jarif a e No impliet with battery backup and interconnected to act as one
noris astothe device

performance of the Project.
s published be strictly compl for all
manufactured materials and equipment into the buildine.

All materials shall be of the specified grades or better. Second hand or used material shall not be.
incorporated in the building without the specific approval of the Architect.
Contractor shall be held responsible for a loss and damage that may happen to new or existing Work or to
any of the materials used thereon until the acceptance of the Work by the owner. Damage incurred to
isting condiions o remain are to be returned to thei orignal conciton

During the premises shall be kept free from f or
rubbish, and the Work shall be made broom clean from time to time. At the completion of the Work, all
glass, floors, plumbing fixtures, etc., shall be left clean and free from debris, rubbish and miscellaneous.
materials.

General Contractor and any subcontractors shall guarantee all work installed by him for a period of one (1)
year from the date of final completion of the Work. The General Contractor and subcontractors agree that
. shal be replaced

during ), any 3 y
promptly and properly without cost to the Owner or Architect.

Flood Zone No

Grading All grades to remain natural

Project Address 130 Forest Lane.
Menlo Park, CA 94025

aPN 060-343-400
Zone R-3 (Apartment)
Lot Area 19635 5F
Coverage Refer t0 A-L0
House Floor Area Refer to A-LO

Summary, not including garage area
Level Ex New

1 ey
First Level 20
Second Level 00
Third Level 428
tal 22085 448

parking 2 covered

G10  General Information

A10  Site Plan, Area Plans
Existing Floor Plans
Proposed Floor Plans
Roof Plan

Exterior Elevations
Sections

Project Directory

PROJECT ADDRESS.
130 Forest Ln
Menlo Park, CA 94025

OWNER
Anne Gregor & Fred Rose
130 Forest Ln

Menlo Park, CA 94025
(650) 328-2120

BUILDING DEPARTMENT
Laurel Street

(650) 327-1653 fax

ARCHITECT
Blome Architecture - Fred Blome
719 Regal Court

fred@blomearchitecture.com

FRED BLOVE
719 gl Cour vl Ptk CA 94025
§50025 5440 X 850322 1362

BLOME
wich itar e

Addition and Alterations
130 Forest Lane
Menlo Park, California
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ATTACHMENT D

BLOME

architecture

10/2/2017
Community Development - Plamming Division REC EIVED
City of Menle Park, CA 94025
0cT 03 2017
Re: 130 Forest Lane, Menlo Park, CA
Townhouse Addition and Alterations CITY OF MENLO PARK
Architectural Contro! Submittal PLANNING DIVISION

To Whom It May Contern:

We mre submitting the Project ait 130 Forest Lase for an Architectural:Cortrolreview and
approval, for a minor addition and aiterations to the front elevation. This property is a single-
family townhouse built in 1965 with painted trim and stucco finish.

Purpose of the Project and general scope of work is as follows:
1. Replace domaged wood #rim and framing.
2. Update the design style- of the townhouse; replacing the existing trim and finishes with a
more contemporary style consistent with the generol trend of updated townhouses on
Forest Lane, using stoined wood siding and painted stucco and trim.
3. Add 42.8 sf by infilling an existing front window recess on the third floor.

Project detail:
1. Remove and replace damaged and outdated exterior trim on the upper main roof
poropet.

2. Remove and replace domaged trim and framing on the balcony, and replace
substandard boloony guardrail. Provide new buloony roof framing as required, and
enclose structural columns with wood cladding to provide o more substantiol -appearance.
New balcony guardrail will be a brushed stainless post and cable system.

Shore up sagging garage door header and replace finishes as required to this work with

new wood cladding.

5. Replace existing solid double entry door with a new single door with glass sidelight. The
wood dadding will extend into this area.

6. Enclose existing electrical meter adjacent to thie front door with weod dadding and blind
doors.

7. Provide front entry seat ond planter inline with the new larger ponch columre These will
be wood clad. The planter will also provide a place for routing the balcony roof drainage
pipe away from the front walls and flatwork to minimize upheaval damage due to current
condition.

8. Infilt the existing window recess on the third floor, so that the new wall and windows are
flush with the remaining woll. This will add 42.8 sf to the existing bedroom.

9. Replace oll windows with mew woot windows with white exterior finish.

)

Fred Blome - Blomne Architecture
719 Regal Court Menlo Park Calforna 94025 650.325.5443
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There- are na changes to the existing setbacks, nor changes to the: existing site layout. No work
shall occur in the rear of the townhouse.

The Park Forest Il Homeowners Association Architectural Committee has reviewed and approved
the project plans and proposed front elevation. Their approval letter is attached. The neighbors in
the immediate vicinity have been contacted and no objections have been raised.

i you have any questions or concerns, please contact us.

Sincerely,

PedFS e

Fred Blome

Page 2 of 2
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PARK FOREST II HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE
Date: January 12, 2018
To: Anne Gregor and Fred Rose

130 Forest Lane
Menlo Park, Ca. 94025

From: Park Forest Il Architectural Committee

Subject: Exterior Front Facade Finishes Approval
Dear Anne and Fred,

Thank you for submitting your finishes and color palette for the front fagade of
your townhome at 130 Forest Lane. The exterior paint color (B. Moore Gray
Temptation 1609}, accented with a white trim [color yet to be determined), and
the cedar cladding (natural with a clear finish) are approved. The door frame
color (vermillion 2002.10) is fo be an orange red. You may want o paint a
sample of this o confirm the color will “reads” to meet expectations.

The finishes have been reviewed by the Park Forest Il Architectural Committee
and are approved as submitted within the conditions all the exterior changes
conform to the City of Menlo Park requirements.

Your proposed renovation will be a nice improvement to your home which we
are sure you will thoroughly enjoy. The Stone Pine community will also benefit
from these improvements; we thank you for the design enhancements.

The Architectural Committee wishes you success with the upcoming project
upon which you are embarking.

Best regards,

b‘\sgz_\_m

Anne Lear
Architectural Committee
Park Forest Il Homeowners Association

ATTACHMENT E
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From: Helen Peters

To: Conley, Cecilia L
Subject: Proposed Changes to 130 Forest Lane
Date: Monday, March 19, 2018 8:04:03 AM

To the Planning Commission
We are writing in support of owners Fred Rose and Anne Gregor's proposal to repair and update the front facade of

130 Forest Lane. As across-the- street neighbors, no one has a more direct view of the front of 130 than we do. We
believe the new plans will substantially improve not only our view, but also enhance the ambience of Forest Lane.

Sincerely

Helen Peters and Detlev Kunz, 131 Forest Lane


mailto:CLConley@menlopark.org

Community Development

STAFF REPORT

Planning Commission

Meeting Date: 3/26/2018
CITY OF taff R rt Number: 18-027-P
MENLO PARK Staff Report Numbe 8-0 C
Public Hearing: Use Permit/Morris Carey, Carey Bros.

Remodeling/423 O'Connor Street

Recommendation

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission approve a use permit to convert an existing duplex at the
front of the lot to a secondary dwelling unit, demolish two additional existing dwelling units at the
middle/rear of the parcel, and construct a new two-story detached single family residence at the
middle/rear. The secondary dwelling unit would feature aesthetic characteristics different from the
proposed main residence. The applicant is requesting to exceed the secondary dwelling unit regulations
for total square footage and the number of bedrooms and bathrooms, as may be permitted by a use
permit. The project site is a substandard lot with respect to lot width located in the R-1-U (Single Family
Urban Residential) zoning district, at 423 O’Connor Street. 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 423 O’Connor Street in the Willows neighborhood. Using Regal Court in the
east-west orientation, the subject property is located on the northern side of O’Connor Street and between
Elliott Drive and Byers Drive. A location map is included as Attachment B.

O’Connor Street is a residential street that extends across the neighborhood and connects to the City of
East Palo Alto to the east. Houses along this block include both one- and two-story residences. While the
majority of residences in the neighborhood are one story in height, some two-story residences exist along
O’Connor Street. The residences primarily reflect a mixture of either ranch or craftsman architectural
styles, but some modern home designs also exist. The neighborhood features predominantly single-family
residences in the R-1-U (Single Family Urban Residential) district, apart from some denser uses in the R-2
(Low Density Apartment) district along Menalto Avenue and multifamily residences in the R-3 (Apartment)
district along the western edge of Euclid Avenue, bordering the City of East Palo Alto. At the rear, the
subject property adjoins larger multifamily residences within the City of East Palo Alto.

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

Project description

The subject property is currently occupied by a duplex that is nonconforming with respect to the left side
yard setback, a studio unit located above a detached garage, and a single family residence that is
nonconforming with respect to the rear yard setback, on a lot that is substandard with respect to lot width.
Overall, the four existing housing units exceed the density currently allowable on this lot, and are
understood by staff to be legal nonconforming structures.

The applicant is proposing to maintain and remodel the 1,492-square-foot front duplex and reduce it to a
1,118-square-foot secondary dwelling unit with a 200-square-foot carport, demolish a 624-square-foot,
two-story studio residence and garage, demolish a 957-square-foot single family residence, and construct
a 2,324-square-foot, single-family, two-story residence in the rear of the property. The subject property
also currently contains two sheds that are proposed to be demolished.

As a result of these changes, the duplex would be reduced to a three-bedroom, two-bathroom secondary
dwelling unit. The remodeling of the duplex would result in the demolition an existing nonconforming dining
area that currently extends into the left side yard setback and an illegal kitchen nook. An existing porch at
the front of the duplex would remain for this proposed secondary dwelling unit, and a new detached, one-
car carport would be constructed to provide a covered parking space at the rear of the unit. An existing
driveway at the left side of the property would remain, although staff would note that a car parked here
could result in a violation of Municipal Code Section 8.20.070, which limits the number of vehicles that
may be parked on driveways that do not lead towards a garage or carport.

The main residence, proposed in the rear of the property, would contain three bedrooms, three bathrooms,
and an attached garage, with both stair and elevator access between the two floors. An uncovered parking
space at the middle of the property would complete the off-street parking requirement for the main
residence.

The existing buildings currently exceed the maximum floor area, but the various changes would result in
compliance with these standards. The proposed project would adhere to all Zoning Ordinance regulations
for setbacks, lot coverage, floor area limit (FAL), height, daylight plane, and parking. 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 existing structures feature composition shingles and stucco finish, in a ranch/traditional residential
style. The remodeled secondary dwelling unit (and current duplex) would be modified to contain a more
contemporary stucco and wood exterior design. The exterior materials would comprise a combination of
stucco and clear cedar vertical siding for the walls, wood fascia, and asphalt shingles for the roofing. The
windows would be within a vinyl frame, and the doors would be painted wood. Staff believes that the size
and scale of the frontage of the proposed project would be compatible with existing residential
development in the neighborhood.

City of Menlo Park 701 Laurel St., Menlo Park, CA 94025 tel 650-330-6600 www.menlopark.org
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The proposed two-story single-family main residence in the rear of the property would feature a more
modern style to complement the more traditional front unit. The main residence would feature a tall,
narrow, and linear design for the walls, and the exterior materials would comprise clear cedar vertical
siding, and flat roofs made of maodified bitumen. In addition to the cedar siding, some stucco would be
located along the second story walls. The size and scale of the proposed main residence would be
designed to be compatible with the proposed secondary dwelling unit, and would be positioned to limit
views from O’Connor Street.

Staff believes that the scale, materials, and style of the proposed residences would be consistent with the
broader neighborhood, given the similar architectural styles and sizes of structures in the area.

Secondary dwelling unit regulation modifications

Zoning Ordinance Chapter 16.79 establishes the regulations for secondary dwelling units, and projects
that comply with these limits can (with some exceptions) be reviewed and approved by staff through the
building permit process. However, Section 16.79.030 states that projects requesting modifications to the
secondary dwelling unit development regulations (except for the density and subdivision limits, which
cannot be modified) can be considered and approved by the Planning Commission through the use permit
process.

As noted earlier, the subject proposal is requesting modifications to the following secondary dwelling unit
requirements:

e Unit Size:
e The proposed secondary dwelling unit would be 1,118 square feet in size, which would exceed the
standard limit of 640 square feet.
e The proposed unit would have three bedrooms and two bathrooms, in excess of the standard limits
of one bedroom and one bathrooms.
e Aesthetics:
e The secondary dwelling unit would have a different design than the new main residence, in
particular with regard to rooflines.

Section 16.79.030 does not provide any specific criteria with which to evaluate requests for modifications
to the secondary dwelling unit development regulations, although staff would note that the mechanism is a
use permit, not a variance. Use permits require consideration of the health, safety, morals, comfort, and
general welfare of persons and properties in the vicinity, but do not require a finding of unique hardship or
other more stringent variance-type determinations.

From staff's perspective, the proposed requests at this particular property are justified for a few unique
reasons. First, the project would bring the property into a conforming dwelling unit count of two instead of
four, and also bring the FAL into compliance. The secondary dwelling unit would utilize an existing building
fabric from the duplex, with the removal of nonconforming and illegal portions of the structure located
within the left side setback. Lastly, following the proposed remodeling, the aesthetics of the proposed
secondary dwelling unit, which, while not directly similar to the main residence at the rear, would be

City of Menlo Park 701 Laurel St., Menlo Park, CA 94025 tel 650-330-6600 www.menlopark.org
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compatible with regard to materials and the overall design spirit. The nature of this site is rather unique
and, as such, staff does not consider this project as a precedent with regard to modification requests for
secondary dwelling units.

Trees and landscaping

The applicant has submitted an arborist report (Attachment F) detailing the species, size, and conditions of
the heritage and non-heritage trees on site. The report discusses the impacts of the proposed
improvements and provides recommendations for tree maintenance and the protection of some trees,
based on their health. As part of the project review process, the arborist report was reviewed by the City
Arborist, and revisions were required in order to ensure the health of trees on or near this site.

There are five heritage trees located near or within the subject property, with three trees in the subject
property and two located in neighboring properties. All of these trees are proposed to remain. To promote
privacy, the applicants have proposed a series of Indian laurel trees along the left and rear property lines,
in addition to the existing heritage trees, to screen views between the main residence and neighboring
properties. There are also four non-heritage trees, all located near the front property line, which are to be
removed for driveway and landscaping upgrades. The construction of the proposed project is not
anticipated to adversely affect the heritage trees located on the property, although a tree protection zone
is provided for each of the five heritage trees (Trees 1, 2, 3, 8, and 9). Within the tree protection zones,
preservation measures, as advised by the City Arborist, include tree protection fencing, selective root and
canopy pruning, wood chip mulching, installing root protection pads, engaging in some demolition by
hand, wrapping tree trunks, and trimming portions of the roof overhang on the secondary dwelling unit that
are pressing into existing trees. All recommendations identified in the arborist report shall be implemented
and ensured as part of condition 3g. The applicant is aware that one additional detail must be provided for
Sheets A-2 (Site Plan — Demolition Only) and A-5 (Site Plan — Proposed Development), specifically
indicating that the portion of the roof overhang that is growing into the trunk of Tree 3 (Coast Live Oak)
shall be trimmed. This requirement is provided in condition 4a.

Correspondence

The applicant has stated that they completed outreach with many of the neighbors in the immediate
vicinity of the project. Staff has not received any letters regarding the proposal.

Conclusion

Staff believes that the design, scale and materials of the proposed residences are compatible both on site
and with the surrounding neighborhood. The proposed project would reduce the number of dwelling units
on site from four to two, remove the nonconforming walls and floor space of the secondary dwelling unit,
and bring the overall floor area into conformance. No heritage tree impacts are anticipated. The floor area,
building coverage, and height of the proposed residence would all be below the maximum amounts
permitted by the Zoning Ordinance, and the new development occurring from the main residence in the
rear of the property would be within the setback and daylight plane requirements. Staff recommends that
the Planning Commission approve the proposed project.

City of Menlo Park 701 Laurel St., Menlo Park, CA 94025 tel 650-330-6600 www.menlopark.org
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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 3 (Section 15303, “New Construction or Conversion of
Small Structures”) 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

Tmoow»

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:
Matt Pruter, Associate Planner

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

423 O’Connor Street — Attachment A: Recommended Actions

LOCATION: 423 PROJECT NUMBER: APPLICANT: Carey OWNER: Pranay Gupta
O’Connor Street PLN2017-00015 Bros. Remodeling

PROPOSAL: Request for a use permit to convert an existing duplex at the front of the lot to a
secondary dwelling unit, demolish two additional existing dwelling units at the middle/rear of the parcel,
and construct a new two-story detached single family residence at the middle/rear. The secondary
dwelling unit would feature aesthetic characteristics different from the proposed main residence. The
applicant is requesting to exceed the secondary dwelling unit regulations for total square footage and
the number of bedrooms and bathrooms, as may be permitted by a use permit. The project site is a
substandard lot with respect to lot width located in the R-1-U (Single Family Urban Residential) zoning
district.

DECISION ENTITY: Planning DATE: March 26, 2018 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 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
Carey Bros. Remodeling consisting of 18 plan sheets, dated received March 21, 2018, and
approved by the Planning Commission on March 26, 2018, 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.

PAGE: 1 of 2
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423 O’Connor Street — Attachment A: Recommended Actions

LOCATION: 423 PROJECT NUMBER: APPLICANT: Carey OWNER: Pranay Gupta
O’Connor Street PLN2017-00015 Bros. Remodeling

PROPOSAL: Request for a use permit to convert an existing duplex at the front of the lot to a
secondary dwelling unit, demolish two additional existing dwelling units at the middle/rear of the parcel,
and construct a new two-story detached single family residence at the middle/rear. The secondary
dwelling unit would feature aesthetic characteristics different from the proposed main residence. The
applicant is requesting to exceed the secondary dwelling unit regulations for total square footage and
the number of bedrooms and bathrooms, as may be permitted by a use permit. The project site is a
substandard lot with respect to lot width located in the R-1-U (Single Family Urban Residential) zoning
district.

DECISION ENTITY: Planning DATE: March 26, 2018 ACTION: TBD
Commission

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

ACTION:

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 Davey Resource Group, dated
March 19, 2018.

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

a. Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the applicant
shall submit revised project plans that include the following language for the front
residence’s rear-facing eaves adjacent to Tree #3 (Coast Live Oak), on Sheets A-2 (Site
Plan — Demolition Only) and A-5 (Site Plan — Proposed Development): “Trim portion of roof
overhang that is growing into trunk.” The revised project plans shall be subject to review
and approval of the Planning Division.

PAGE: 2 of 2
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423 O’Connor Street — Attachment C: Data Table ATTACHMENT C

PROPOSED EXISTING ZONING
PROJECT PROJECT ORDINANCE
Lot area 10,792 sf 10,792 sf 7,000 sfmin.
Lot width 55 ft. 55 ft. 65 ft. min.
Lot depth 190 ft. 190 ft. 100 ft. min.
Setbacks
Front 20.0 ft. 20.0 ft. 20 ft. min.
Rear 20.0 ft. 14.0 ft. 20 ft. min.
Side (left) 6.0 ft. 34 fi 5.5 ft. min.
Side (right) 11.8 ft. 126 ft. 5.5 ft. min.
Building coverage 3,169 sf 3,719 sf 3,777 sf max.
294 % 345 % 35 % max.
FAL (Floor Area Limit) 3,642 sf 3,886 sf 3,748 sf max.
Square footage by floor 2,602 sf/lst 2,304 sf/lst
574 sf/2nd 312 sf/2nd
466 sf/garage and 312 sf/garage
carport 145 sf/porches
101 sf/porches 958 sf/accessory
buildings
Square footage of 3,743 sf 4,031 sf
buildings
Building height 23 ft. 19 ft 28 ft. max.
Parking 2 covered/1 uncovered 1 covered/1 uncovered 2 spaces for main unit, 1
space for SDU
Note: Areas shown highlighted indicate a nonconforming or substandard situation.
Trees Heritage trees* 5 Non-Heritage trees 4 New Trees 35
Heritage trees proposed 0 Non-Heritage trees 4 | Total Number of 40
for removal proposed for removal Trees

*Includes three trees in the subject property and two trees on neighboring properties.
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CAREY BROS. REMODELING

2420 Sand Creek Rd., C-1318, Brentwood, CA 94513

(877) 734-6404

Lic#: 442880

www.careybro
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SYMBOLS

GENERAL CONDITIONS

SHEET INDEX

X DECORATIVE PADDLE FAN

FLUORESCENT GEIL FIXTURE
——  UNDERCABINET LIGHT
ToF SURF. MT. WALL LIGHT
3L SURF. MI. CEILING LIGHT
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@ 6" Recess Lickr
6D SMOKE DETECTOR
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5 SWITCH
5 SWITCH 3 Way
5 SWITCH 4 WAY
=2 OUTLET HIDDEN
[@] ourLer ceLng
& OUILET FLOOR
S QUILET 1V
<3 OUTLET 10V SWITCHED
S OUTLET 220
) THERMOSTAT
sy SERVICE/SUB PANEL

ooy NEW WALL (HATCHED!
* REMOVED WALL (DOTTED)
1 EXISTING WAL HOLLOW)
== HEAT REGISTER FLR/CEIL
—— HEAT REGISTER WALL/TOE KICK
RETURH ARR INLET
¥ GAS COCK
i HOSE BB
+— WATER
< PHONE OUTLET
<4 CABLE TV OUTLET
Looo] CHIVES
B CHIME BUTTON
[ DANPERED EXT. OUTLET COVER
T MEDICINE CABINET
—— TONEL BAR
w2 77 HOLDER
VENT FAN
ENT/LIGHT FAN
HEAT/LIGHT/VENT FAN

I. Attic ventilation shall be not less than 1/150 of the attic area. Foundation ventilation shal equal 1/150 of the subareaq,

and shall be cross ventilated on at least 2 opposing walls. Vent screens shall have 1/4" corrosion resistant metal mesh.

All heat ducts shall be insulated and installed per the requirements of the most current CMC.

All exterior doors and windows and attic accesses shall be weather-stripped.

All new windows and glass doors shall have insulated single strength gloss and shall be so certified and labeled.

Exhaust fans and ducts shall be dampered.

Water lines supplied to additions shall be tapped from the nearest existing water line.

. Sanitary sewer lines shall be ABS or equivalent material approved by the city where the work is being performed. All water

supply lines shall be in copper, and, where connected to existing galvanized iron pipe, shall be protected by dielectric unions.

. All plumbing fixtures shall be approved for use by the CPC and the State of Cdlifornia Energy Commission.

. All plumbing work shall conform to the UPC and the specifications of the city where the work is being performed.

10. Bath fans shall provide 5 changes of air per hour minimum.

Il Roof jacks shall comply with chapter 5 of the CPC.

12. Electrical contractor shall design all wiring in conjunction with CEC, the specifications and requirements of the city where the

work is being performed and the plans and specmcuhons

Toilets shall have no more than a 128 gallon reservoir; showerheads shall not allow a flow of more than 2 gallons per minute,

and faucets shall not allow a flow of more than 15 gallons per minute.

14. Stucco shall be 7/8” thick applied in 3 coats, and shall cure 7 days between each coat minimum.

15. All interior and exterior finishes shall match those that exist as closely as possible, unless specified otherwise.

16. Provide fire and draft stops per CRC, CBC.

I7. Applicable codes include the 2016 California Building Code, 2016 Cdiifornia Mecharical Code, 2016 California Plumbing Code,
2016 California Electrical Code, and the 2016 Cadlifornia Energy Code.

IS EN NN

NeXes]

o

CODE REFERENCE CYCLE: 2016 CBC, CEC, CRC, CMC, CPC, CGBSC, California Energy Codes and all applicable city Ordinances.
STRUCTURAL NOTES
LOCATION COMPRESSIVE STRENGTH

@ 28 DAYS MAX. AGGREGATE SLUMP
Slabs on Grade 2500 psi 3/4" 3"
Footings 2500 psi 12" 4"

I. Reinforcing steel shall be grade 40, meeting ASTM A-6I5.  Clearances of reinforcing steel to earth, weather or formed surfaces
shall be in accordance with the most current edition of the CRC, CEC.

2. Sill plates bearing on concrete shal be foundation grade redwood or pressure-treated fir.

3. Minimum nailing and fastening shall comply with the most current edition of the CRC, CBC.

4. All plywood shall be CD interior grade with exterior glue, thickness as detailed in drawings and shall have an American Plywood
Association Span Identification Index Stamp. Plywood for floors shall be tongue and groove.

5. Gypsum walboard at walls and ceilings shall be attached with cooler nails fo all studs, joist, blocking and top and bottom plates.
Use 5d nailing (or eﬂuwo\en{ size drywall screws) at 70.C. with 1/2" sheetrock. Garoge firewalls shall have 5/8" sheetrock at
garage side and shall be attached with 6d nails {or equivalent drywall screws) at 4" O.C.

6. Al framing construction shall be done in accordance with the most current edition of the CRC, CBC, and in conjunction with
the specifications of the city where the work will be performed.
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OFFICIAL STAMPS

THE PROJECT

FAL - BLDG COVERAGE - MAX HEIGHT
CALCULATIONS:

A. MAXIMUM FLOOR AREA ALLOWED 3,748 SF
B. EXISTING FLOOR AREA 3,877 SF
C. PROPOSED FLOOR AREA 3,675 SF
D. MAXIMUM BUILDING COVERAGE 3,777 SF
E. EXISTING BUILDING COVERAGE 4,031 SF
F. PROPOSED BUILDING COVERAGE 8,753 SF
G. MAXIMUM HEIGHT ALLOWED 28'-0" FT
H. EXISTING HEIGHT 19'-0" FT
I. PROPOSED HEIGHT 20°-7" FT
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TREE_PRESERVATION SPECIFICATIONS AND NARRATIVE

1. GENERAL
1.1, ALL MEASURES WILL BE REVIEWED AFTER INSTALLATION AND APPROVED BY OWNER AND CITY ARBORIST.
1.2, SUBSTITUTIONS OR ALTERNATIVE METHODS OR MATERIALS SHALL BE REVIEWED AND APPROVED BY GITY
ARBORIST.

1.3.  ALL TREE PROTECTION MEASURES MUST BE IN PLACE PRIOR TO COMMENCEMENT OF DEMOLITION, SITE
CLEARING OR CONSTRUCTION AND MAINTAINED THROUGHOUT CONSTRUCTION. TREE PROTECTION MEASURES
MAY ONLY BE REMOVED WITH CITY ARBORIST APPROVAL

4. REFER TO THE TREE PROTECTION ACTION KEY (TPAK) FOR SPECIFIC RECOMMENDATIONS FOR EACH TREE.

2. TREE PROTECTION FENCE
1. TYPIGALLY, INSTALL AFTER ROOT PRUNING AND PRIOR TO CLEARING & GRADING.

2.2, FENGE SHALL BE 6 HIGH CHAIN LINK FENCE FABRIC MOUNTED ON &', 1.5 GALVANIZED STEEL PIPE
LINE POSTS. CORNER POSTS SHALL BE 2'¢. FENCE SHALL BE ATTACHED TO POSTS USING ALUMINUM
TIES. PLASTIC "ZIP" TIES SHALL NOT BE USED.

2.3, TREE PROTECTION AREA SIGNS SHALL BE AFFIXED TO ALL TREE PROTECTION FENCE AT 30' SPACING
AVERAGE. SIGNS SHALL BE BILINGUAL (ENGLISH AND SPANISH). SIGNS SHALL NOT BE AFFIXED DIRECTLY
TO TREES. SEE DETAIL.

2.4 SILT FENCE SHALL BE COORDINATED FOR INSTALLATION TO ENHANCE PROTECTION AND AVOID
UNNECESSARY ROOT CUTS BY SILT FENCE INSTALLATION.

2.5. FENCE MAY BE REMOVED ONLY AFTER ALL CONSTRUCTION AND FINAL LANDSCAPING IS COMPLETE AND
WITH C/TY ARBORIST APPROVAL.

3. ROOT PRUNE

3.1 THE EXACT LOCATION AND DEPTH WILL BE DETERMINED DURING THE PRE—CONSTRUCTION MEETING.
SPECIFIC EQUIPMENT & METHODS WILL BE DETERMINED BY CITY ARBORIST BASED UPON DEPTH & TREE
IMPACT. (SEE DETAIL)

3.2. HAND PRUNE ROOTS OVER 1" DIAMETER WITHIN CRZS OF SIGNIFICANT TREES. STEEP SLOPES, DEEP
EXCAVATIONS AND PAVEMENT/CURB REMOVAL WILL BE REVIEWED WHEN OPEN FOR HAND ROOT PRUNING
DURING CONSTRUCTION.

3.3. COORDINATE WITH SILT FENCE INSTALLATION TO MINIMIZE UNNECESSARY ROOT DAMAGE.

3.4, ROQT PRUNING SHALL BE PERFORMED BY A CERTIFIED ARBORIST.

4. WOOD CHIP MULCH

4.1, INSTALL MULCH FOR DESIGNATED SIGNIFICANT TREES. MULCH AREA SHALL BE ONE OF THE FOLLOWING,
AT THE DISCRETION OF THE CONTRACT ARBORIST AND OWNER:

4.1.1. INSTALL MULCH BED RINGS. MULCH SHOULD COVER AT LEAST THE ENTIRE STRUCTURAL ROOT ZONE.
LARGER MULCH BEDS ARE PREFERRED.
4.1.2. PROVIDE CONTINUOUS MULCH STRIP 10" TO 15" WIDE ALONG LOD WITHIN PRESERVED CRZ AREAS,

42, MULCH SHALL BE INSTALLED TO A DEPTH OF 4.

4.3. MULCH SHALL BE DOUBLE GROUND SHREDDED HARDWOOD, AGED FOR AT LEAST & MONTHS FROM AN
APPROVED SOURCE. INSUFFICIENTLY OR IMPROPERLY AG LCH CONTAINING HIGH BACTERIAL COUNTS

OR HIGH LEVELS OF BARK OR OTHER MATERIALS RESISTANT TO DECOMPOSITION SHALL NOT BE USED.
MULCH SHALL NOT CONTACT TRUNK OF TREES

4.4. EDGING IS NEITHER NECESSARY NOR DESIRABLE FOR THIS OPERATION.

5. CONSTRUCTION MONITORING/INSPECTIONS

5.1. A CERTIFIED ARBORIST SHALL MAKE REGULAR MONTHLY INSPECTIONS DURING ACTIVE CONSTRUCTION AND
DEMOLITION AND PROVIDE REPORTS TO THE OWNER AND CITY ARBORIST. REPORTS SHALL DOCUMENT
CONDITION OF TREE PROTECTION DEVICES AND PROVIDE RECOMMENDATIONS FOR MAINTENANCE AND/OR
ADDITIONAL CARE.

6. MISCELIANEOUS TREE PROTECTION REQUIREMENTS

6.1, NO TOXIC MATERIALS SHALL BE STORED WITHIN 100" OF TREE PROTECTION AREAS.

6.2. ALL WORK IN OR NEAR TREE PROTECTION AREAS SHALL BE PERFORMED IN A MANNER TO MINIMIZE
DAMAGE TO TREES, SHRUBS, GROUND COVER, SOIL AND ROOT SYSTEMS.

6.3, MECHANIZED EQUIPMENT SHALL NOT BE PERMITTED TO ENTER ANY TREE PROTECTION AREAS.

7. CANOPY PRUNING & SUPPORT CABLES

Al CANOPY PRUNING SHALL BE CLEANING PRUNING AND/OR RESTORATION PRUNING AND SHALL BE IN
CONFORMANCE WITH CURRENT ANSI A300 STANDARDS AND ISA BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES.

7.2. PRUNING SHALL REMOVE ONLY DEAD, DYING, DAMAGED OR BROKEN BRANCHES GREATER THAN 17 IN
DIAMETER. PRUNING OF SMALL TREES MAY INCLUDE REMOVAL OF LIMBS TO IMPROVE STRUCTURE.

7.3. FOUAGE REMOVAL SHALL NOT BE MORE THAN 25% OF THE TOTAL LIVE CANOPY VOLUME OF ANY TREE
IN ANY ONE SEASON. PRUNING SHALL NOT REMOVE INTERIOR BRANCHING EXCEPT AS OTHERWISE STATED.

7.4. PRUNING FOR SPECIFIC CLEARANCE (FOR CONSTRUCTION ACCESS OR PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS) SHALL
BE REVIEWED AND APPROVED BY THE OWNER AND CITY ARBORIST.

7.5. SUPPORT CABLES SHALL BE INSTALLED IN CONFORMANCE WITH CURRENT ANS| A3D0 STANDARDS AND
ISA BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES

8. ROOT PROTECTION PAD

8.1, TEMPORARY MATTING TO PROTECT EXISTING ROOTS AND SOILS FROM PROPOSED SHORT TERM
CONSTRUCTION TRAFFIC IMPACTS.

8.2. TO PREPARE SITE, REMOVE ANY DEBRIS BY HAND AND SPREAD AN EVEN LAYER OF WOOD CHIP MULCH
12" THICK OVER THE ENTIRE AREA TO RECEIVE PAD.

8.3. TOPSOIL SHALL NOT BE DISTURBED OR REMOVED. NO GRUBBING, GRADING, EXCAVATION OR EQUIPMENT
TRAFFIC SHALL BE ALLOWED Il TO R RPM. EQUIPMENT MAY TRAVEL ON RPM_AFTER IT

IS INSTALLED, BUT SHOULD BE MINIMIZED. TRACKED EQUIPMENT SHOULD NOT TURN ON RPM TO AVOID

8.4. MULCH MAY BE COVERED WITH PLYWOOD, GEOCOMPOSITE MATTING, STEEL PLATE OR OTHER MATERIAL TQ
HOLD MULCH IN PLACE AND/OR FOR HEAVY TRAFFIC.

8.5. PAD SHALL BE INSTALLED BY A CERTIFIED ARBORIST.

8.6. PAD SHALL NOT BE REMOVED BY SITE CONTRACTORS.

9. SPECIAL "BY HAND" DEMOLITION PROCEDURES

9.1 DEMOLITION OF CONCRETE, WALKS, CURBS, AND OTHER HARDSCAPE WITHIN TREE PROTECTION AREAS
(TPAS) SHALL BE PERFORMED BY THE CONTRACT ARBORIST OR DIRECTLY SUPERVISED BY A CERTIFIED
ARBORIST.

9.2. MECHANIZED EQUIPMENT SHALL NOT ENTER THE TPAS.

9.3 BACKFILL OF VOIDS FROM DEMOLITION WITHIN THE TPAS SHALL BE LOOSELY PLACED TOPSOIL. ONLY THE
AMOUNT OF SOIL NECESSARY TO FILL THE VOID WITHOUT SPREADING OVER EXISTING ADJAGENT GRADES
SHALL BE ALLOWED.

ROOTS ENCOUNTERED DURING DEMOLITION SHALL BE REVIEWED ON A CASE—BY—CASE BASIS BY THE
CONTRACT ARBORIST. THE ARBORIST SHALL PROVIDE APPROPRIATE TREATMENT OR PRUNING METHODS AS
NEEDED AND IN GENERAL CONFORMANCE WITH ACCEPTED INDUSTRY STANDARDS AND THIS SECTION.

9.5. CARE MUST BE TAKEN TO AVOID DAMAGE TO ROOTS AND TRUNK DURING DEMOLITION. USE OF
HAND-HELD EQUIPMENT TO BREAK CONCRETE IS PERMITTED, BUT MUST BE DIRECTLY SUPERVISED BY
CERTIFIED ABORIST.

10. TREE_TRUNK PROTECTION WRAP
TRUNKS OF TREES IN CLOSE PROXIMITY TO CONSTRUCTION SHALL BE PROTECTED WITH A SINGLE WRAP
OF GEOCOMPOSITE. GEOCOMPOSITE SHALL BE DOUBLE SIDED, GEONET CORE WITH NON—WOVEN
COVERING (SUCH AS TENAX TENDRAIN 770/2) OR EQUIVALENT.

10.2. WRAP SHALL BE NOT LESS THAN 10' HIGH ON TRUNK OR UP TO THE LOWEST LIMB (WHICHEVER IS
LESS). EXPOSED ROOT FLARE SHALL ALSO BE FULLY COVERED.

10.3. WRAP SHALL BE TIED WITH ROPE OR WIRE. TIE MATERIAL SHALL NOT CONTACT TRUNK.

10.4. WRAP SHALL BE REMOVED PROMPTLY AFTER CONSTRUCTION.

9.4
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ATTACHMENT E
CAREY BROS. REMODELING

A Family Owned Company in the Business of Building Quality since 1976

October 12,2017

Menlo Park

Community Development Department
Planning Division

701 Laurel Street

Menlo Park, CA 94025

423 O’Connor Street, Menlo Park, CA 94025
PN: PLN2017-00015
Project Description Letter -RESUBMISSION

We have been engaged by the property owner of the above referenced property to redevelop the
site and structures. We are proposing the construction of a new two-story home at the rear of the
property, and the conversion of the existing residence at the front into a secondary dwelling unit
that exceeds the development regulations with regard to unit size.

The proposed secondary dwelling will be completely remodeled inside and out. The existing
ranch-style architecture is proposed to remain intact, but will incorporate similar colors,
materials, textures and architectural elements to that of the main dwelling unit that is proposed at
the rear. We understand that this may deviate from the strict interpretation of the aesthetic
requirement for secondary dwelling units and, therefore, we wish to obtain a use permit to
deviate from this requirement.

The property is surrounded on three sides by four parcels of land. Two of the adjoining parcels are
single-family residences and two others are high-density multi-family properties. There are four
residences located at 423 O’Connor Street, 423A, 423B, 423C & 423D. 423A & B consists of a
duplex located at the front of the property. 423C is a studio apartment above a garage at the center
of the lot. 423D is a detached single-family residence at the rear of the property. There are also
several other appurtenant structures on the property (i.e. garage, storage shed, patio cover, etc.).

When 423 O’Connor Street was originally annexed into the city of Menlo Park, four living units
existed on the property. As a result of the annex, 423 O’Connor St. was re-zoned single family
residential. In spite of this fact, the four existing residences remained and have been continually
occupied by multiple renters.

The current owner wishes to reduce the number of dwellings from four to two. This would be
accomplished by converting the duplex at the front of the property back to a single-family
residence. Its sagging, dilapidated appearance would be completely updated and beautified to
match other well-kept homes in the neighborhood. We propose to completely remove ALL other
structures from the property.

E1 2420 Sand Creek Rd. C-1318, Brentwood, CA 94513 CaLic# 442880 925-759-4789 http://www.careybros.com



Even though four units exist, the development regulations with regard to unit size prevent the
owner from having a secondary dwelling unit that is proposed to be approximately 1279 SF. The
size of the planned unit is within Menlo Park’s lot coverage limit and the lot coverage of the total
proposed development is less than that which currently exists.

As you will see from the preliminary plans for this project, it is our intension to develop the site in
keeping with other “Flag Lot” style homes that are so prevalent in the neighborhood. All elements
of construction will be sustainable and green. Also, we propose to install all new landscaping over
the entire property. The two existing massive heritage trees will be commercially pruned and
thinned for tree health, safety and beauty in accordance with the Arborist Report, which has been
included as part of this application. All hardscape (driveways, paths, and patios) will be new and
the soft-scape will include native, water efficient plantings.

This use permit is necessary for the preservation and enjoyment of substantial property rights
possessed by the property owner and, therefore, similar to the rights of others in the area. If
granted, the number of occupancies would be reduced by half, and the owner would be giving
up his right/privilege of having four units.

The proposed decrease in density would be a substantial benefit to neighbors and the community.
Approval of the requested use permit will be materially beneficial to the public health, safety and
welfare of those at adjacent properties. And, there would be no impairment of light or air to any
adjacent property. In fact, the health, safety and welfare of the neighborhood would substantially
improve based on the proposed reduction in occupancy. Fewer dwellings equate to fewer vehicles,
less traffic and less congested on-street parking. In addition, the proposed improvements will
enhance the appearance and value of the subject property, the surrounding properties, the
neighborhood, and the community in general.

We have reached out to neighbors in the area and they have expressed their overwhelming
support of this proposed project.

Thank you for consideration.
Sincerely,

Morris D. Carey, Jr.

Carey Bros. Remodeling

morris@careybros.com
925-759-4789

E2 2420 Sand Creek Rd. C-1318, Brentwood, CA 94513 CaLic# 442880 925-759-4789 http://www.careybros.com
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ATTACHMENT F

March 19, 2018

Carey Brothers Remodeling
2420 Sand Creek Road, C-1318.
Brentwood, CA 94513

RE: Revised Arborist Report and Tree Protection Plan for Potential Development Impacts at 423
O’Connor St., Menlo Park, CA 94025.

Dear James,

Thank you for contracting with Davey Resource Group regarding the above project. In support of
your objectives, Davey Resource Group (DRG) is pleased to provide you with the attached report
for the planned construction.

A DRG International Society of Arboriculture (ISA) Certified Arborist conducted the site inspection
of the trees located at the above address in Menlo Park, California on March 21, 2017. The trees
were assessed for location, size, current condition and overall health, as well as identifying critical
and structural root zones to assist with tree protection plans. The attached report can be used to
make informed decisions about demolition and construction planning, as well as submission to
the City of Menlo Park for permitting purposes.

The survey of nineteen trees determined the following:
= Four distinct species were evaluated
=  The evaluated trees were in Fair to Poor condition (64% - 47%).

= Four of the nine trees are recommended for removal prior to the start of construction
activities.

= The remaining trees may be retained following the appropriate tree protection measures
laid out in the attached Tree Preservation Plan (TPP).

Please feel free to contact me at 916-899-7917 or Lori.Murphy@davey.com if you would like
more information or have any questions.

Sincerely,
o P
“ B
Lori A. Murphy
Davey Resource Group

Certified Arborist #WE-7844AM
ISA Tree Risk Assessment Qualified
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REVISED ARBORIST REPORT AND

TREE PROTECTION PLAN
423 O’Connor St.
Menlo Park, CA

March 2018




Revised Arborist Report & Tree Protection Plan for
423 O’Connor St
Menlo Park, CA

Prepared for:
Carey Brothers Remodeling
2420 Sand Creek Road, C-1318
Brentwood, CA 94513

March 2018

Prepared by

Davey Resource Group
A Division of The Davey Tree Expert Company
1500 North Mantua Street
Kent, OH 44240

Contact: Lori Murphy
Western Region Office
6005 Capistrano, Unit A
Atascadero, CA 93422
Phone: (916) 899-7917

E-mail: Lori.Murphy@davey.com
www.daveyresourcegroup.com

Notice of Disclaimer
Inventory data provided by Davey Resource Group is based on visual recording at the time of inspection.
Visual records do not include testing or analysis and do not include aerial or subterranean inspection.
Davey Resource group is not responsible for discovery or identification of hidden or otherwise non-
observablerisks. Records may not remain accurate after inspection due to variable deterioration of
inventoried material and site disturbance. Davey Resource Group provides no warranty with respect to the
fitness of the urban forest for any use or purpose whatsoever or for future outcomes of the inventoried trees.
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Summary

In March of 2017, Davey Resource Group (DRG), a division of The Davey Tree Expert Company, was contracted
by Carey Brothers Remodeling to conduct a tree assessment and develop a Tree Protection Plan (TPP) for trees
at 423 O’Connor St. in Menlo Park, California. The request was made to assess the current condition of the trees
and develop a tree protection plan for proposed construction at the site.

An International Society of Arboriculture (ISA) Certified and ISA Tree Risk Assessment Qualified Arborist from
Davey Resource Group conducted the evaluation of the trees on March 21, 2017. The trees were assessed by
their location, size, current condition, and overall health. The current site survey was used to plot the critical
root zones (CRZ) of the trees to help guide construction options in order to reduce potential impacts on the
trees.

The evaluations determined the trees, based on the visual inspections, ranged from Fair to Poor condition. Four
trees are recommended for removal based on the current plan. The remaining trees will be retained with the
appropriate tree protection measures laid out in the attached TPP. No appraised or replacement value was
requested or provided for the evaluated trees at this time.

Introduction

Background

Carey Brothers Remodeling is planning renovations of the existing structures located at 423 O’Connor St., Menlo
Park, California. Since the City of Menlo Park values the preservation of existing trees during site development,
the client, Carey Brothers Remodeling, requested that Davey Resource Group provide an arborist report on the
health of the trees and identify tree protection measures before final plans are submitted to the City of Menlo
Park for approval for the new project.

Assignment

Davey Resource Group (DRG) was contracted to conduct a site evaluation of the trees at 423 O’Connor St. in
Menlo Park. The assignment included a visual assessment of the trees’ condition, observations of the site
conditions and preparing a tree protection plan to assist in design planning and preservation of the trees
potentially impacted by the development.

Limits of Assignment

Many factors can limit specific and accurate data when performing evaluations of trees, their conditions, and
potential for failure or response to site disturbances. No soil or tissue testing was performed. All observations
were made from the ground and no soil excavation to expose roots was performed. The most recent
development plans were available to assist in determining potential construction impacts. The determinations
and recommendations presented here are based on current data and conditions that existed at the time of the
evaluation and cannot be a predictor of the ultimate outcome for the evaluated trees in the future.

Purpose and Use of Report

The purpose of this report is to provide summary of the evaluation of the trees located at423 O’Connor St.,
Menlo Park, California, including an assessment of the current condition and health, as well as providing a tree
protection plan for all evaluated trees/canopies that may be impacted by construction plans. The findings in this
report can be used to make informed decisions on design planning, and be used as the final arborist report to
be provided to the City of Menlo Park for permitting purposes.



F6

Observations

Methods

Only a visual inspection was used to develop the findings, conclusions, and recommendations found in this
report. Data collection included measuring the diameter of significant trees at approximately 54 inches above
grade (DBH), height estimation, canopy radius estimation, a visual assessment of tree condition, structure and
health, and a photographic record. Numerical values were assigned to grade the attributes of the trees, including
structure and canopy health, and to obtain an overall condition rating. No physical inspection of the upper
canopy, sounding, root crown excavation, resistograph or other technologies were used in the evaluation of the
trees.

Site Observations

The surveyed site is a multi-family residential property approximately one quarter of an acre in size located in
the City of Menlo Park, with in the County of San Mateo. Nine trees were evaluated as part of this report (Table
1). Four distinct species identified were comprised of three coast live oak (Quercus agrifolia), two coast
redwoods (Sequoia sempervirens), one northern California black walnut (Juglans hindsii), and three Italian
cypress (Cupressus sempervirens). Five of the trees are considered ‘Heritage trees’ under the Citys’ Heritage
tree ordinance ( https://www.menlopark.org/205/Heritage-trees ) having a DBH of 15 inches or greater.

Table 1. Species Composition

Species Count
Cupressus sempervirens 3
Juglans hindsii 1
Quercus agrifolia 3
Sequoia sempervirens 2

Visual assessments determined tree condition ratings ranged from a low of 47% (Poor) to a high of 64% (Fair)
and an average condition rating being 58% (Fair). Tree diameters ranged from 6 inches up to 37 inches for a
coast live oak, with the average diameter being 18 inches. Tree canopy radiuses ranged from 2 feet for the
Italian cypress to 40 feet for a coast live oak, and the average canopy radius was estimated at 15 feet. Finally,
tree heights ranged from 30 feet for an oak and a redwood to 80 feet for a coast redwood, while the average
height was approximately 43 feet. Tree photographs and a complete Tree Inventory and Condition Assessment
can be found in Appendices A and B.
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Analysis and Discussion

Critical and Structural Root Zones

The diameter of the surveyed trees was used to illustrate the potential critical root zone (CRZ) of each tree. The
CRZ is considered the maximum possible radius of the root zone of a tree. The CRZ was calculated by multiplying
the DBH by 1.5 feet. Therefore, tree #1, with a DBH of 25 inches had a calculated CRZ of 37.5 feet (25 x 1.5).
This distance may extend beyond the tree canopy dripline and is normally considered the tree protection zone
(TPZ). Tree protection fencing is normally installed to protect the CRZ, but at a minimum should be installed at
the dripline of the tree.

Similar to the CRZ, the structural root zone (SRZ) was also calculated using a commonly accepted method
established by Dr. Kim Coder in Construction Damage Assessments: Trees and Sites.' In this method, the root
plate size (i.e. pedestal roots, zone of rapid taper area, and roots under compression) and limit of disruption
based upon tree DBH is considered as a minimum distance that any disruption should occur during construction.
Significant risk of catastrophic tree failure exists if structural roots within this given radius are destroyed or
severely damaged. The SRZ is the area minimal or no disturbance should occur without arborist supervision.
Both the CRZ and SRZ for the surveyed trees are illustrated in Appendix C. All work performed in the TPZ of the
trees to be retained should be supervised by a Certified Arborist.

An analysis of the construction plans determined that the SRZ of #'s 4,5,6, & 7, located on the subject
property, directly conflict with proposed development. The CRZ of all remaining trees fall within the project
bounds, and specific protection measures are necessary to preserve these trees. These measures are laid out
in the attached Tree Protection Plan.

1 Dr. Kim D. Coder, University of Georgia June 1996
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Conclusion and Recommendations

The survey of nine trees determined the following:

e Eight of the trees were in Fair condition and 1 tree was in Poor condition.

e Four of the nine trees are recommended for removal for driveway and landscaping upgrades. All are
on the subject property.

e The remaining trees may be retained by following the appropriate tree protection measures laid out in
the attached TPP, including tree protection fencing.

e All concrete demolition and removal shall be done by hand to expose existing grade. Mechanical
demolition shall go no deeper than existing grade.

e All turf and irrigation shall be at least ten feet or further from the trunk of protected oak trees.

Temporary root protection is recommended by using a four-inch layer of mulch. Additional root protection with
plywood over mulch should be used to allow for construction equipment access as needed. Chain link tree
protection fencing, root pruning, temporary root protection mats, and tree protection area signs are
recommended in areas specified on the TPP drawing for this project. Regular tree condition assessments and
construction monitoring are recommended. All work within the TPZ of trees to be retained should be done by
hand and supervised by a Certified Arborist. The attached TPP in Appendix C details the specific tree
protection measures required for the project under ‘Details and Specification’.



Appendix A — Tree Photographs

#3 growing into eaves (angle 1).
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Photo 4 — Tree #3 growing into eaves of house (angle 2). Photo 5 — Tree #3 canopy over house & tree #2 (redwood) on far right.
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Leaning trunk of tree #1

"Photo 11 —

Photo 10 — Tree #1 on Ieﬁ, tree #2 on right
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Photo 14 — Tree #3 between buildings
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Photo 15 - Laning trunk of tree #9 on neighbors property
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Appendix B — Tree Inventory and Condition Assessment
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00 PP S
DB op P )
pecie g one 0
= > 0 d
-'l 5 d )y '. 2 -
@] A V)
2 : S g G S &
H S H S H S H H 5 O 5
25 Quercus 25 | 25 | 25 2 |25 | 2 | 25 | 25 59 Fair 135 23 50 pruned away from X
agrifolia
nbr bldg
36 Sequoia 2 | 25 | 25 | 25 | 2 25 | 2 2 56 Fair 24 23 80 dbh is estimated ; X
sempervirens on nbr property
no. side of trunk
37 Quercus 25 | 25 | 25 2 3 25 | 25 3 64 Fair 12 40 50 growing over
agrifolia cement; top of trunk
growing into eaves
Cupressus
6 semper\/irens 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 63 Fair 13.5 2 35
Cupressus
6 sempervirens 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 63 Fair 7.5 2 35
Cupressus
6 sempervirens 2.5 25 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 63 Fair 9 2 35
: . "
8 sequoia 15 | 15 | 25 | 25 | 15 | 15 | 25 | 25 52 Fair 375 7 30 trenching done 6 X X
sempervirens from trunk
view of trunk &
20 Juglans hindsii | 25 | 2.5 2 2 2 2 2 0 47 Poor 30 16 45 base obstructed by X
fence; on nbr
property
2 Quercus 25 | 25 | 25 | 15 | 25 | 2 | 25 | 25 58 Fair 105 19 30 dbh is estimated ; X
agrifolia on nbr property

H = Health, S = Structure; Range 1 = Lowest (poor), 4 = Highest (excellent)
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NoTES:

1. TREE LOCATIONS WAY BE APPROXIMATE. OWNER AND CONTRACT
ARBORIST SHALL VERIFY ALL TREE LOCATIONS AND CONDITIONS
PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION AND/OR TREATMENT OR REMOVAL.

2. PRE-CONSTRUCTION MEETING SHALL BE HELD PRIOR TO

OF DEM( ACTVITY. CITY

ARBORIST, OWNER, DESIGN TEAM MEMBERS (PROJECT ARBORIST,
LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT, ENGINEER AND ARCHITECT), CONTRACT
ARBORIST, SITE AND LANDSCAPE CONTRAGTORS SHALL ATTEND.

3. THE INSPECTION OF THESE TREES CONSISTED SOLELY OF A
VISUAL INSPECTION FROM THE GROUND. WHILE MORE
THOROUGH TECHNIQUES ARE AVAILABLE FOR INSPECTION AND
EVALUATION, THEY WERE NEITHER REQUESTED NOR CONSIDERED
NECESSARY OR APPROPRIATE AT THIS TME.

4. TREES RATED "POOR” OR ‘DEAD”" THAT ARE NOT RECOMMENDED
FOR REMOVAL DUE 7O CONSTRUGTION IMPAGT MAY WARRANT
FURTHER EVALUATION AND/OR TREATMENT OR REMOVAL.

PROPOSED TREE PROTECTION FENCE
(SEE DETAIL & SPECIFICATIONS)

PROPOSED ROOT PRUNING
(SEE DETAIL & SPECIFICATIONS)

ROQT PROTECTION MULCH PAD &

BY HAND WORK ONLY AREAS
(SEE DETAIL & SPECIFICATIONS)
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TREE_PRESERVATION SPECIFICATIONS AND NARRATIVE

1. GENERAL
1.1, ALL MEASURES WILL BE REVIEWED AFTER INSTALLATION AND APPROVED BY OWNER AND CITY ARBORIST.
1.2, SUBSTITUTIONS OR ALTERNATIVE METHODS OR MATERIALS SHALL BE REVIEWED AND APPROVED BY GITY
ARBORIST.

1.3.  ALL TREE PROTECTION MEASURES MUST BE IN PLACE PRIOR TO COMMENCEMENT OF DEMOLITION, SITE
CLEARING OR CONSTRUCTION AND MAINTAINED THROUGHOUT CONSTRUCTION. TREE PROTECTION MEASURES
MAY ONLY BE REMOVED WITH CITY ARBORIST APPROVAL

4. REFER TO THE TREE PROTECTION ACTION KEY (TPAK) FOR SPECIFIC RECOMMENDATIONS FOR EACH TREE.

2. TREE PROTECTION FENCE
1. TYPIGALLY, INSTALL AFTER ROOT PRUNING AND PRIOR TO CLEARING & GRADING.

2.2, FENGE SHALL BE 6 HIGH CHAIN LINK FENCE FABRIC MOUNTED ON &', 1.5 GALVANIZED STEEL PIPE
LINE POSTS. CORNER POSTS SHALL BE 2'¢. FENCE SHALL BE ATTACHED TO POSTS USING ALUMINUM
TIES. PLASTIC "ZIP" TIES SHALL NOT BE USED.

2.3, TREE PROTECTION AREA SIGNS SHALL BE AFFIXED TO ALL TREE PROTECTION FENCE AT 30' SPACING
AVERAGE. SIGNS SHALL BE BILINGUAL (ENGLISH AND SPANISH). SIGNS SHALL NOT BE AFFIXED DIRECTLY
TO TREES. SEE DETAIL.

2.4 SILT FENCE SHALL BE COORDINATED FOR INSTALLATION TO ENHANCE PROTECTION AND AVOID
UNNECESSARY ROOT CUTS BY SILT FENCE INSTALLATION.

2.5. FENCE MAY BE REMOVED ONLY AFTER ALL CONSTRUCTION AND FINAL LANDSCAPING IS COMPLETE AND
WITH C/TY ARBORIST APPROVAL.

3. ROOT PRUNE

3.1 THE EXACT LOCATION AND DEPTH WILL BE DETERMINED DURING THE PRE—CONSTRUCTION MEETING.
SPECIFIC EQUIPMENT & METHODS WILL BE DETERMINED BY CITY ARBORIST BASED UPON DEPTH & TREE
IMPACT. (SEE DETAIL)

3.2. HAND PRUNE ROOTS OVER 1" DIAMETER WITHIN CRZS OF SIGNIFICANT TREES. STEEP SLOPES, DEEP
EXCAVATIONS AND PAVEMENT/CURB REMOVAL WILL BE REVIEWED WHEN OPEN FOR HAND ROOT PRUNING
DURING CONSTRUCTION.

3.3. COORDINATE WITH SILT FENCE INSTALLATION TO MINIMIZE UNNECESSARY ROOT DAMAGE.

3.4, ROQT PRUNING SHALL BE PERFORMED BY A CERTIFIED ARBORIST.

4. WOOD CHIP MULCH

4.1, INSTALL MULCH FOR DESIGNATED SIGNIFICANT TREES. MULCH AREA SHALL BE ONE OF THE FOLLOWING,
AT THE DISCRETION OF THE CONTRACT ARBORIST AND OWNER:

4.1.1. INSTALL MULCH BED RINGS. MULCH SHOULD COVER AT LEAST THE ENTIRE STRUCTURAL ROOT ZONE.
LARGER MULCH BEDS ARE PREFERRED.
4.1.2. PROVIDE CONTINUOUS MULCH STRIP 10" TO 15" WIDE ALONG LOD WITHIN PRESERVED CRZ AREAS,

42, MULCH SHALL BE INSTALLED TO A DEPTH OF 4.

4.3. MULCH SHALL BE DOUBLE GROUND SHREDDED HARDWOOD, AGED FOR AT LEAST & MONTHS FROM AN
APPROVED SOURCE. INSUFFICIENTLY OR IMPROPERLY AG LCH CONTAINING HIGH BACTERIAL COUNTS

OR HIGH LEVELS OF BARK OR OTHER MATERIALS RESISTANT TO DECOMPOSITION SHALL NOT BE USED.
MULCH SHALL NOT CONTACT TRUNK OF TREES

4.4. EDGING IS NEITHER NECESSARY NOR DESIRABLE FOR THIS OPERATION.

5. CONSTRUCTION MONITORING/INSPECTIONS

5.1. A CERTIFIED ARBORIST SHALL MAKE REGULAR MONTHLY INSPECTIONS DURING ACTIVE CONSTRUCTION AND
DEMOLITION AND PROVIDE REPORTS TO THE OWNER AND CITY ARBORIST. REPORTS SHALL DOCUMENT
CONDITION OF TREE PROTECTION DEVICES AND PROVIDE RECOMMENDATIONS FOR MAINTENANCE AND/OR
ADDITIONAL CARE.

6. MISCELIANEOUS TREE PROTECTION REQUIREMENTS

6.1, NO TOXIC MATERIALS SHALL BE STORED WITHIN 100" OF TREE PROTECTION AREAS.

6.2. ALL WORK IN OR NEAR TREE PROTECTION AREAS SHALL BE PERFORMED IN A MANNER TO MINIMIZE
DAMAGE TO TREES, SHRUBS, GROUND COVER, SOIL AND ROOT SYSTEMS.

6.3, MECHANIZED EQUIPMENT SHALL NOT BE PERMITTED TO ENTER ANY TREE PROTECTION AREAS.

7. CANOPY PRUNING & SUPPORT CABLES

Al CANOPY PRUNING SHALL BE CLEANING PRUNING AND/OR RESTORATION PRUNING AND SHALL BE IN
CONFORMANCE WITH CURRENT ANSI A300 STANDARDS AND ISA BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES.

7.2. PRUNING SHALL REMOVE ONLY DEAD, DYING, DAMAGED OR BROKEN BRANCHES GREATER THAN 17 IN
DIAMETER. PRUNING OF SMALL TREES MAY INCLUDE REMOVAL OF LIMBS TO IMPROVE STRUCTURE.

7.3. FOUAGE REMOVAL SHALL NOT BE MORE THAN 25% OF THE TOTAL LIVE CANOPY VOLUME OF ANY TREE
IN ANY ONE SEASON. PRUNING SHALL NOT REMOVE INTERIOR BRANCHING EXCEPT AS OTHERWISE STATED.

7.4. PRUNING FOR SPECIFIC CLEARANCE (FOR CONSTRUCTION ACCESS OR PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS) SHALL
BE REVIEWED AND APPROVED BY THE OWNER AND CITY ARBORIST.

7.5. SUPPORT CABLES SHALL BE INSTALLED IN CONFORMANCE WITH CURRENT ANS| A3D0 STANDARDS AND
ISA BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES

8. ROOT PROTECTION PAD

8.1, TEMPORARY MATTING TO PROTECT EXISTING ROOTS AND SOILS FROM PROPOSED SHORT TERM
CONSTRUCTION TRAFFIC IMPACTS.

8.2. TO PREPARE SITE, REMOVE ANY DEBRIS BY HAND AND SPREAD AN EVEN LAYER OF WOOD CHIP MULCH
12" THICK OVER THE ENTIRE AREA TO RECEIVE PAD.

8.3. TOPSOIL SHALL NOT BE DISTURBED OR REMOVED. NO GRUBBING, GRADING, EXCAVATION OR EQUIPMENT
TRAFFIC SHALL BE ALLOWED Il TO R RPM. EQUIPMENT MAY TRAVEL ON RPM_AFTER IT

IS INSTALLED, BUT SHOULD BE MINIMIZED. TRACKED EQUIPMENT SHOULD NOT TURN ON RPM TO AVOID

8.4. MULCH MAY BE COVERED WITH PLYWOOD, GEOCOMPOSITE MATTING, STEEL PLATE OR OTHER MATERIAL TQ
HOLD MULCH IN PLACE AND/OR FOR HEAVY TRAFFIC.

8.5. PAD SHALL BE INSTALLED BY A CERTIFIED ARBORIST.

8.6. PAD SHALL NOT BE REMOVED BY SITE CONTRACTORS.

9. SPECIAL "BY HAND" DEMOLITION PROCEDURES

9.1 DEMOLITION OF CONCRETE, WALKS, CURBS, AND OTHER HARDSCAPE WITHIN TREE PROTECTION AREAS
(TPAS) SHALL BE PERFORMED BY THE CONTRACT ARBORIST OR DIRECTLY SUPERVISED BY A CERTIFIED
ARBORIST.

9.2. MECHANIZED EQUIPMENT SHALL NOT ENTER THE TPAS.

9.3 BACKFILL OF VOIDS FROM DEMOLITION WITHIN THE TPAS SHALL BE LOOSELY PLACED TOPSOIL. ONLY THE
AMOUNT OF SOIL NECESSARY TO FILL THE VOID WITHOUT SPREADING OVER EXISTING ADJAGENT GRADES
SHALL BE ALLOWED.

ROOTS ENCOUNTERED DURING DEMOLITION SHALL BE REVIEWED ON A CASE—BY—CASE BASIS BY THE
CONTRACT ARBORIST. THE ARBORIST SHALL PROVIDE APPROPRIATE TREATMENT OR PRUNING METHODS AS
NEEDED AND IN GENERAL CONFORMANCE WITH ACCEPTED INDUSTRY STANDARDS AND THIS SECTION.

9.5. CARE MUST BE TAKEN TO AVOID DAMAGE TO ROOTS AND TRUNK DURING DEMOLITION. USE OF
HAND-HELD EQUIPMENT TO BREAK CONCRETE IS PERMITTED, BUT MUST BE DIRECTLY SUPERVISED BY
CERTIFIED ABORIST.

10. TREE_TRUNK PROTECTION WRAP
TRUNKS OF TREES IN CLOSE PROXIMITY TO CONSTRUCTION SHALL BE PROTECTED WITH A SINGLE WRAP
OF GEOCOMPOSITE. GEOCOMPOSITE SHALL BE DOUBLE SIDED, GEONET CORE WITH NON—WOVEN
COVERING (SUCH AS TENAX TENDRAIN 770/2) OR EQUIVALENT.

10.2. WRAP SHALL BE NOT LESS THAN 10' HIGH ON TRUNK OR UP TO THE LOWEST LIMB (WHICHEVER IS
LESS). EXPOSED ROOT FLARE SHALL ALSO BE FULLY COVERED.

10.3. WRAP SHALL BE TIED WITH ROPE OR WIRE. TIE MATERIAL SHALL NOT CONTACT TRUNK.

10.4. WRAP SHALL BE REMOVED PROMPTLY AFTER CONSTRUCTION.

9.4
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NOTE:
1. TREE PROTECTION FENGE SHALL BE INSTALLED PRIOR TO ANY STE WORK, CLEARING OR
DEMOLITION.

r
SUPER SILT FENCE MAY BE USED IN LIEU OF WELDED WIRE FOR TREE PROTECTION
PROVIDED 1T IS INSTALLED AND MAINTAINED AS A TREE PROTECTION MEASURE AND IS
POSTED WITH TREE PROTECTION SIGNS.

TREE PROTECTION FENCE SHALL BE MAINTAINED THROUGHOUT CONSTRUCTION. REMOVE
FENCE ONLY WITH APPROVAL AND AFTER ALL SITE WORK HAS BEEN COMPLETED.

»

o

1 CHAIN LINK TREE PROTECTION FENCE (TYPICAL)
LE: NTS

TREE PROTECTION FENCE (SEE DETAIL)

A CERTIFIED ARBORIST (SEE SPECIFICATIONS)

COVER MULCH WITH PLYWOOD OR

SIMILAR FOR HEAVY TRAFFIC USE

TREE PROTECTION
AREA

EXISTING

GRADE 12" WOOD CHIP MULCH

ROOT PRUNE
PER PLAN

(SEE DETAL)
EXISTING UNDISTURBED SOIL.

ROQTS TO
REMAIN

NOTES:

1. PAD SHALL BE INSTALLED BY A CERTIFIED ARBORIST.

2. TO BE USED FOR DESIGNATED TEMPORARY CONSTRUCTION ACCESS AND STOCKPILE AREAS.

3. FOR HEAVY TRAFFIC AREAS, PAD SHALL BE COVERED WITH PLYWOOD, STEEL PLATE OR SIMILAR. 6-8"
WELL CRADED CRUSHED AGCREGATE MAY BE USED OVER PLYWOOD IF NEEDED. ADDITIONAL LAYERS OF
GEOTEXTILE MAY BE NEEDED.

/ﬁ TEMPORARY ROOT PROTECTION (TYPICAL)

W SCALE: NTS

TREE
PROTECTION
FENCE

(SEE DETALL)

ROOT PRUNE ON
TREE SIDE OF
FENCE TO_FOLLOW
LIMIT OF DISTURBANCE
(LOD) UNLESS
OTHERWISE NOTED

|

Hid30
WOIAL .

6" MAX.. WIDTH

ROOT PRUNING. TRENCH

TREE PROTECTION AREA WILL. BE DETERMINED AS PART OF THE PLAN REVIEW PROCESS. EXACT
LOCATION, DEPTH AND METHODS OF ROOT PRUNING TO BE DETERMINED IN THE FIELD BY PROJETT
ARBORIST.

EXACT LOCATION OF TREE PROTETION AREAS SHALL BE STAKED OR FLACGED PRIOR TO TRENCHING.
TRENCH SHOULD BE BACKFILLED IMMEDIATELY OR INCORPORATED WITH SLT FENCE INSTALLATION.

ROOTS SHOULD BE SEVERED BY TRENCHER, VIBRATORY PLOW OR APPROVED EQUVALENT. ROOTS OVER
1.5 DIAWETER SHOULD BE CLEANLY CLT BY HAND. ROOT PRUNING ADIACENT TO SPECIMEN TREES MAY
REQURE SOL REMOVAL BY SUPERSONC AIR TOOL TO MMNIMZE TREE AND ROOT INPACTS.
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m ROOT_PRUNING (TYPICAL)
W SCALE: NTS

IF_REQUIRED, SILT FENCE SHALL BE INSTALLED ON
GRADE WITH NO TRENCH. MULCH TO BE INSTALLED
OVER SILT FABRIC AND ANCHORED BY MINIMUM 12"
LANDSCAPE NAILS. INSTALLATION TO BE PERFORMED BY

TREE 1O BE
PROTECTED
TREE TRUNK AND LIMBS SHALL BE
PROTECTED FROM ABRASION FROM SHARP
EDGES. COVER SHARP EDGES WITH FABRIC
SUCH AS BURLAP, GEOTEXTILE OR FABRIC
WA sHaLL BE SECURELY TiED
WITH WIRE OR ROPE. TIE
o MATERIAL SHALL NOT CONTACT
7 8
o ;’._ TREE PROTECTION SIGNAGE (TYP.)
HE == ATTACHED TO WRAP MATERIAL, NOT
Elrs 7= DIRECTLY TO TRUNK
B =2
z|8 =7
= £~ TRUNK WRAP SHALL
o|? %57/. COMPLETELY COVER TRUNK
& _yj};%%_ TRUNK/ROOT FLARE SHALL
£=//—=4=5_ BE FULLY COVERED

EXISTING GRADE

NOTES:
TRUNK WRAP MATERIAL SHALL BE DOUBLE SIDED GEOCOMPOSITE, GEONET CORE WITH
NON-WOVEN COVERING (SUCH AS TENAX TENDRAIN 770/2) OR EQUIVALENT.

WRAP SHALL BE INSTALLED BY A CERTIFIED ARBORIST.

WRAP SHALL BE INSTALLED PRIOR TO ANY SITE WORK, CLEARING OR DEMOLITION.

WRAP SHALL BE MAINTAINED THROUGHOUT CONSTRUCTION. REMOVE WRAP ONLY WITH APPROVAL
AND AFTER ALL SITE WORK HAS BEEN COMPLETED.

WRAP SHALL BE REMOVED PROMPTLY AFTER CONSTRUCTION.
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Community Development

STAFF REPORT

Planning Commission

Meeting Date: 3/26/2018
CITY OF taff R rt Number: 18-028-P
MENLO PARK Staff Report Numbe 8-028-PC
Public Hearing: Use Permit/Rebecca Nathenson/715 Regal Court

Recommendation

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission approve a use permit to partially demolish and remodel
an existing nonconforming single-story, single-family residence and construct a new second story on a
substandard lot with respect to lot width in the R-1-U (Single Family Urban Residential) zoning district, at
715 Regal Court. The proposal includes a request to demolish an existing detached two-car garage and
construct a new detached single-car garage and art studio space with an uncovered parking space behind
the residence. The project would exceed 50 percent of the existing floor area and is considered equivalent
to a new structure. In addition, the proposed work would exceed 50 percent of the existing replacement
value in a 12-month period. 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 715 Regal Court in the Willows neighborhood. Using Regal Court in the
north-south orientation, the subject property is located on the western side of Regal Court and between
Durham Street and O’Keefe Street. A location map is included as Attachment B. Regal Court is a short
street that extends only between Durham Street and O’Keefe Street, and houses along the block include
both one- and two-story residences. While most residences in the neighborhood are generally one story in
height, some two-story residences exist as a result of new residential development and older residences
containing second-story additions. The residences mainly reflect a ranch or traditional architectural style,
and the neighborhood features predominantly single-family residences in the R-1-U (Single Family Urban
Residential) district, apart from several commercial uses in the C-4 (General Commercial) district and
multifamily residences in the R-3 (Apartment) district along the eastern side of Willow Road. The United
States Department of Veterans Affairs also has a campus along the western side of Willow Road, and it is
designated as P-F (Public Facilities).
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Analysis

Project description

The subject property is currently occupied by a single-story residence that is nonconforming with respect
to the right side yard setback, on a lot that is substandard with respect to lot width. The lot width for the
subject property is 50 feet, and 65 feet is required in the R-1-U district. The applicant is proposing to
maintain and remodel the existing approximately 1,118-square-foot main residence of two bedrooms and
two bathrooms, construct a 346-square-foot addition on the first floor and a 776-square-foot addition on
the second floor, and demolish an existing 426-square-foot detached one-car garage and replace it with a
582-square-foot detached one-car garage. The one-car garage would specifically feature an
approximately 286-square-foot area for parking and a 280-square-foot art studio that would not be used as
a living space. As a result of these changes, the residence would become a four-bedroom, three-bathroom
house. Near the front of the residence and adjacent to the staircase, there is also a spiral slide proposed
that would provide an alternative passage from the second to the first floor, with approximately two and a
half turns occurring between the floors. Three porches are proposed for the new residence as well: one
along the front of the main residence, another along the left side of the main residence, and a third
adjacent to the proposed detached one-car garage. In addition, a diagonally oriented uncovered parking
space would be provided to the rear of the main residence to comply with the parking requirements in the
R-1-U district.

The existing nonconforming walls at the right side of the main residence are proposed to remain with the
wall framing retained, but all areas of new construction would comply with current setback requirements
and other development standards of the R-1-U zoning district.

The floor area, building coverage, and height of the proposed residence would all remain below the
maximum values permitted by the Zoning Ordinance. The proposed project would adhere to all Zoning
Ordinance regulations for setbacks, lot coverage, floor area limit, height, daylight plane, and parking. With
regard to the daylight plane, the right side would feature a small gable intrusion, which may be permitted
on parcels less than 10,000 square feet in size. The floor area limit (FAL) calculations include some
double-height areas adjacent to the staircase, which are counted extra when they exceed certain heights.
The height in particular would be well within its limit, at 24 feet, eight inches, where 28 feet may be
permitted. 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 existing residence features a single-story house with painted trim, painted shingle, and board and
batten wall finish, but the style would be updated to a more traditional shingle cottage type, as the
applicant has indicated. The size and scale of the proposed project would ensure compatibility with
existing residential development throughout the neighborhood. For additions on the first floor, square
footage would be added to the front and side of the main residence, with new porch spaces to also be
added adjacent to these additions to break up massing as well. The retention of the parking at the rear of
the parcel would also help garage features from dominating the frontage.

The exterior materials would comprise painted wood trim, HardieShingle siding (cement fiber) with mitred
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exterior corners, decorative outriggers for the eaves, and composition roofing. The windows would be
wood sash with an aluminum clad finish, simulated true divided lites, and a three-inch integral trim, and the
doors would be painted wood with glass lites. Toward the rear of the house, the existing board and batten
wall finish would remain on the first floor, but would be painted to match the color of the new shingles. The
detached garage would also feature a similar design style and matching materials to the newer aspects of
the main residence.

Overall, the second story would be weighted toward the front half of the residence and set in from the
sides of the first floor. To promote privacy, the rear and northern side elevations feature second story
minimum sill heights of three feet, three inches, while the southern side provides a second story minimum
sill height of three feet, one inch for its singular window. The development would have limited upper-story
mass, with only 27.7 percent of the total FAL used for the second floor (including a small area of double-
height FAL). The structure would include four different roof pitches, which has sometimes been a
discussion point for the Planning Commission, although staff does not believe that this presents any
specific issue with regard to making the use permit findings.

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

Trees and landscaping

The applicant has submitted an arborist report (Attachment F) detailing the species, size, and conditions of
the heritage and non-heritage trees on site. The report discusses the impacts of the proposed
improvements and provides recommendations for tree maintenance and the protection of some trees,
based on their health. As part of the project review process, the arborist report was reviewed by the City
Arborist.

There are four heritage trees located near or within the subject property, with two trees in the subject
property and two located in neighboring properties. All of these trees are proposed to remain. The
construction of the proposed addition and remodel is not anticipated to adversely affect the heritage trees
located on the property, although a tree protection zone is provided for three of the trees (Trees 2-4). All
recommendations identified in the arborist report shall be implemented and ensured as part of condition
30.

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 approximately $223,660, meaning that the applicants would be
allowed to propose new construction and remodeling at this site totaling less than $111,830 (50 percent of
the replacement cost of the existing structure) 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 $252,037. 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.
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Correspondence

The applicant has stated that they have talked to six neighbors in the immediate vicinity of the project,
contacting three of the six in person and the other three via email. Three neighbor letters (two in support;
one expressing thanks for the heads-up and stating that he’ll let the owners know if he has any questions
or concerns) are included in Attachment G. The applicant/architect is himself the adjacent right side
neighbor, and he relays his support in the project description letter.

Conclusion

Staff believes that the design, scale and materials of the proposed residence are compatible with the
surrounding neighborhood. The traditional shingle cottage architectural style of the proposed residential
additions would be generally attractive, well-proportioned, and compatible with the existing elements of the
main residence to remain. The project would have limited upper-floor mass, and the retention of parking at
the rear would keep garage elements from dominating the frontage. No heritage tree impacts are
anticipated. 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
Correspondence
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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:
Matt Pruter, Associate Planner

Report reviewed by:
Thomas Rogers, Principal Planner
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ATTACHMENT A

715 Regal Court — Attachment A: Recommended Actions

LOCATION: 715 Regal |PROJECT NUMBER: APPLICANT: Fred OWNER: Rebecca
Court PLN2017-00099 Blome Nathenson

PROPOSAL: Request for a use permit to partially demolish and remodel an existing nonconforming
single-story, single-family residence and construct new first and second story additions greater than 50
percent of the existing floor area on a substandard lot with respect to lot width in the R-1-U (Single
Family Urban Residential) zoning district. In addition, the proposed work would exceed 50 percent of the
existing replacement value in a 12-month period and is considered equivalent to a new structure. The
project also includes the demolition of an existing detached two-car garage and construction of a new
detached single-car garage and art studio space, with an uncovered parking space behind the
residence.

DECISION ENTITY: Planning DATE: March 26, 2018 ACTION: TBD
Commission

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

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
Blome Architecture consisting of 11 plan sheets, dated received March 6, 2018, and
approved by the Planning Commission on March 26, 2018, 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.

PAGE: 1 of 2



A2

715 Regal Court — Attachment A: Recommended Actions

LOCATION: 715 Regal |PROJECT NUMBER: APPLICANT: Fred OWNER: Rebecca
Court PLN2017-00099 Blome Nathenson

PROPOSAL: Request for a use permit to partially demolish and remodel an existing nonconforming
single-story, single-family residence and construct new first and second story additions greater than 50
percent of the existing floor area on a substandard lot with respect to lot width in the R-1-U (Single
Family Urban Residential) zoning district. In addition, the proposed work would exceed 50 percent of the
existing replacement value in a 12-month period and is considered equivalent to a new structure. The
project also includes the demolition of an existing detached two-car garage and construction of a new
detached single-car garage and art studio space, with an uncovered parking space behind the
residence.

DECISION ENTITY: Planning DATE: March 26, 2018 ACTION: TBD
Commission

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

ACTION:

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 Advanced Tree Care, dated
received January 9, 2018.

PAGE: 2 of 2
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C1l

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

715 Regal Court — Attachment C: Data Table

ATTACHMENT C

PROPOSED EXISTING ZONING
PROJECT PROJECT ORDINANCE
7,000 sf 7,000 sf 7,000 sfmin.
50 ft. 50 ft. 65 ft. min.
140 ft. 140 ft. 100 ft. min.
20.0 ft. 20.0 ft. 20 ft. min.
62.6 ft. 62.6 ft. 20 ft. min.
12.7 ft. 16.4 ft. 5 ft. min.
4.3 ft 4.3 ft 5 ft. min.
2,241 sf 1,722 sf 2,450 sf max.
32 % 25 % 35 % max.
2,798 sf 1,544 sf 2,800 sfmax.
1,456 sf/lst 1,118 sf/1st
760 sf/2nd 426 sf/garage
16 sf>12 178 sflporches
286 sf/garage
280 sf/acc.
219 sf/porches
3,017 sf 1,722 sf
24.7 ft. 15.8 ft. 28 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* 4 Non-Heritage trees 0 New Trees 0
Heritage trees proposed 0 Non-Heritage trees 0 | Total Number of 4
for removal proposed for removal Trees

*Includes two trees on the subject property and two trees on neighboring properties.
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2/11/2018 62110 7M.

New Second Floor
Addition & Garage

s
o777
2 o
38
2
]
g E g
!

¥ 3
i< ‘e
g E
Y %
309
fo %
H H T Q8
P4 &£
s X o
= e
E
J I 2
< =
General Notes Project Code Summary Project Zoning Data Index of Drawings
1Al latest Scope of Work New first & second story addition and new garage Project Address 715 Regal Court 61 General Information
editions, as amended by State Of California and local jurisdiction. Not all code requirements are explicitly Menlo Park, CA 94025 G2 Survey
ir e i s wit Building Code California Residential Code
2. Theintent 'm Documents s " Irw:n wl : terial " and anspora ghhmu wm:ﬁ:g::f"“““"” APN 062:203-110 AL Site Area Plan & Street View
ftem not p i y Calfornia Mechanical Code Zone RU A2 Site lan, Area Plans
ntent of the. by the & f specified. California Electrical Code A3 g & Demolition First Floor Plan
3 No work i ized i it expands i Lot Area 7,000 SF A4 House Floor Plans
’ p oy the owner. Any the . A House Roof Plan
cost to the project without prior written approval overage A6 Exterior Elevations
California Reference Standards Code
. x; 2::::; responsibilityof the contractor. Allowable 2,450 SF (35% X 7000) A7 Sections
e et ot ook i e Building Occupaney Group R3U Existing __Change __Total A8 New Garage Plans & Exterior Elevations ]
S oy meh 111828 43464 146468 E
with Construction Documents. Allinconsistencies shall be brought to the attention of the Architect prior to Type of Construction Ve 42 26 9
proceeding with any work. S8207 58207 A
6. Any questions regarding the intent related to the layout of the to on Exsting Porch 178 8 o ©
the Architect prior to proceeding with any work. Automatic Sprinklers. 8D New Porches 421798 217.98 5 =
7. These Construction fications and other documents), the Architect Smoke Detectors Required in w slecping o 172228 +sa245 226473 = £
and the ' Solely halls, and every level. Smoke detectors shall be hard wired g S
s conat ol sevice istruments o sateny backu and merconmected 102t 2 ane £ <
. o " hitect's consultants shall device. Floor Area n N el g
» f = their respective g Allowable 2,800 5F (7,0005f lot) Project Directory < £
' i - . J by the Owner, . for this Flood Zone No . . . ] 3
“ 1 —_—— je je projects, ‘written Loseing, lange Loto PROJECT ADDRESS 'SURVEYOR = o
o architact. wse of i Grading Al grades to remain natural 110551  +350.90 145641 715 Regal Court Louis Wade Hammond 3 o
ithout liablity to the Archi d the i ° 175977 7507 Menlo Park, CA 94025 36660 Newark Bivd, Suite C o 3
8. These Cc as f Service), may require 2le08 1608 Newark, CA 94560 V] &
ns d pled Subtotal House 110551 4112675 2,232.26 OWNER (510) 5796112
th is any astothe Rebecca Nathenson
performance ofthe Project. Esting Garage w 715 Regal Court
B ublhed nal be st fed with for New Garage 156558 56558 T o aons
(650) 321-1442
10. All materials shall be of the specified grades or better. Second hand or used material shall not be Total Floor Area 2,797.83 z
i n the buiding wi i 1 of the Architect. BUILDING DEPARTMENT
11. Contractor sible for all Ic pen to sting orto Land covered by structure  32% 701 Laurel Street.
any of the materials used thereon until the acceptance of the Work by the owner. Damage incurred to Landscaping a Menlo Park, CA 94025
returned to their . Paved surfaces 5% (650) 330-6702
12. During the construction period, the premises shall be kept free from accumulations of waste materials or (650) 327-1653 fax
rubbish, and the Work shall be i i Pl the Work, all Parking 1 covered and 1 uncovered SCAE
glass, floors, plumbing fixtures, etc., shall be left clean and free from debris, rubbish and miscellaneous ARCHITECT DATE 912212017
materials. Blome Architecture - Fred Blome
13, General Contractor and any a 719 Regal Court SHEETND
vear from the date of final completion of the Work. The General Contractor and subcontractors agree that Menlo Park, CA 94025
period, . 3 (650) 325-5443 / Fax (650) 322-3363
promptly and properly without cost to the Owner or Architect. fred@blomearchitecture.com -
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2/11/2018 62008 Pr4
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B LO M E ATTACHMENT E

architecture

2/5/2017

Community Development - Planning Division
City of Menlo Park, CA 94025

Re: 715 Regal Ct, Menlo Park, CA
Second Story Addition and Alterations
Use Permit

To Whom It May Concern:

We are submitting the Project at 715 Regal Court for a Use Permit review and approval, for a
second story addition.

This property is a single-family, single story residence originally built in 1945 with painted trim
and painted shingle and board & batten wall finish. There is a detached single car garage that
will be replaced as part of the overall scope of work. The house was remodeled with a small
addition in 2006. The existing house is non-conforming relative to a side yard setback,
encroaching on the north side by 8 inches. This portion will remain.

Purpose of the Project and general scope of work is as follows:
1. Add a second story with 2 bedrooms and a bath.
2. Relocate the front door out of the living room to a new entry in the front of the house.
3. Remove a side porch and expand the living and dining room.
4. Update the design style of the house.

Project detail:

1. All new work will be conformance with the setbacks. The second floor will step back from
the existing north side wall by approximately 3 ft resulting in a north side yard setback
for the second floor of approximately 8 ft.

2. The roofs are varying in slopes. This is to help mitigate the front elevation bulk by
incorporating the entry and stair element in a steeper but lower roof element. The upper
rear roof is a hipped roof to minimize limb impact to the oak to the rear of the house. The
roof over the rear existing one story portion of the house will remain.

3. The style will be updated to a more specific traditional shingle cottage style, with painted
wood shingles with white windows and trimwork.

4. There will be a front porch, facing the street, that ties into the house style, and a new walk
way leading to the front sidewalk.

5. The existing garage will be replaced with a new slightly larger single car garage and art
studio/workshop. The new garage will be set back further on the lot to provide a more
usable rear yard area for the house, and to provide parking. The style of the new garage
will match the style of the house, except that the roof slope is lower to meet the maximum
accessory structure height limit.

Site Layout:
1. The actual foot print of the house on the ground is not changing to the sides nor to rear.
The south side addition is less than the removed porch. The main additional first floor
addition is on the front facing the street. The new front porch is at the front setback, but

Fred Blome - Blome Architecture
719 Regal Court Menlo Park California 94025 650.325.5443
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the house itself is about 6 2 feet further back.

2. The second floor is setback from the first floor walls on both sides.

3. The extent of the second floor to the rear aligns structurally with an existing main interior
wall below.

Neighborhood outreach
1. We have contacted the six neighbors in the immediate vicinity of the project. 3 have been
via email and 3 was through direct contact.
2. We have received email responses from all three plus an additional email.
3. | am one of the neighbors, to the right at 719 Regal Court, and of course have no issues
with the project.

If you have any questions or concerns, please contact us.

Sincerely,

PP

Fred Blome

Page 2 of 2
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ATTACHMENT F

AdVElIlCEd Tree Care 715 Regal Ct, Menlo Park
P. 0. Box 5326 Redwood City, CA 94063 November 3, 2017
RECEIVED
Dan Montague
715 Regal Ct JAN 08 201
Menlo Park. CA 94025 CITY OF MENLO PARK
PLANNING DIVISION

Site: 715 Regal Ct, Menlo Park
Dear Dan,

At your request 1 visited the above site for the purpose of inspecling and commenting on the
Regulated wees wound the property. A second lloor addilion and new garage is planned.
prompting the need for this tree protection report.

Method:

Menlo Park requests that all trees with a trunk diameter greater than 6 inches at standard height be
included in the report including all street trees and trees on neighboring properties that might be
impacted. 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
(DBIH or Diameter at Breast FHeight). A condition rating of 1 to 100 s assigned to cach tree
representing form and vitality on the following scale:

| 1029 Very Poor
30 to 49 Poor

50 1o 69 Fair
ARG Good
9010 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

Robert Weatheril
Certified Arborist WE 1936A
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Advanced Tree Care

P. O. Box 5326 Redwood City, CA 94063

715 Regal Ct, Menlo Park
November 3, 2017

Tree Survey
Tree#  Speecies DBH
1 Sycamore 307 251

Platanus acerifolia

2 Coast live oak = i
Cuercus agrifolia

3 Coast live cak 13.37713.3713.2

Quercns agrifolio

| Soutlern mapaotia 167 est
Magnolia grandiflora

Summary:

HtiSp

450

6060

30/30

25/

Con Rating

70

13

65

Comments

Good health and condition. well mainiained
Meighbor's ree. Regulated

Good health and condition, well maintamed
heavy canopy. sycamore borer on trunk Regulated

Good health, multi stemmed, poor structure
Regulated

Fhinning canopy, fur heolth and condition
Neighbor's tree. Regulated

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

There are 4 Regulated trees of which 2 are on neighboring properties and 2 are on this property.

Tree # | is on the rear neighbor’s property, approximately 8 feet behind the rear fence. This tree
will not be impacted by the construction and so no tree protection is needed.

Tree # 4 is on the easterly neighbor’s property approximately 2 feet back off the fence. This tree
should be protected during construction.

Tree #s 2 and 3 are on this property and should be protected during construction.

All other trees on the property are Not Regulated and can be removed if desired.
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Ad"v’ EII'ICECI TI‘GE.' CEIFE 715 Regal Ct, Menlo Park

P. O. Box 5326 Redwood City, CA 94063 Movember 3, 2017

Tree Protection Plan

1. The Tree Protection Zone (TPZ) should be defined with protective fencing. This should be
cyclone or chain link fencing on 11/2" or 27 posts driven at feast 2 feet in to the ground standing at
least 6 feet tall. Normally a TPZ is defined by the dripline of the tree. | recommend the TPZ's
as follows:-

Tree # | is 8 feet back off the rear property line and will not be affected by construction. No
protective fencing required.

Tree # 2: TPZ should be a1 a radius of 30 feer from the trunk of the tree. This would render the
back yard and driveway unusable. The driveway and landscape will remain intact throughout the
construction. | recommend only minimal tree protection to protect the exposed root zone. [his
can be seen on the drawing and follows the edge of the pathway closing on the side of the house
in accordance with Type | Tree Protection as outlined below and illustrated in image 2.15-1, 2 ©),

Tree # 3: TPZ should be at a radius of 10 feet from the trunk of the tree closing on the fence line
in accordance with Type | Tree Protection as outlined below and illustrated in image 2.15-1.2 ).

Tree # 4: TPZ should be at a radius of 15 feet from the trunk of the tree closing on the fence line
and walkways in accordance with Type | Tree Protection as outlined below and illustrated in
image 2.15-1,2,

+ Type | Tree Protection

The fences shall enclose the entire area
under the canopy dripline or TPZ of
3 the tree{s) 1o be saved throughout the life
IMAGE 2,154 ul the praject. or until final improvement
Tree Prolection Fence al |he Dripfine work within the area 1s required, lypically
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 appropr-
ale grade level concrele base.

IMAGE 2.15-2
Trae Protection Fance af the Dripline



F4

Advanced Tree Care 715 Regal Ct, Menlo Park

P. O. Box 5326 Redwood Ciry, CA 94063 November 3, 2017

2. Any pruning and mainienance of Tree #2 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 personmel. No {imbs greater than 47
in diameter shall be removed without project arborist supervision.

3. Foundations for the second floor addition will consist of modified existing foundations. Any
foundations within the 30’ radius TPZ of the tree should be hand dug and no roots over 2™ in
diameter should be cut.

4. Foundations for the garage are well outside the Tree Protection Zone and have no restrictions

5. Demolition of the existing garage within the TPZ of Tree # 2 should be done with caution 1o
minimize compaction of the root zone.

6. 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.”

7. If roots are broken, every effort should be made 1o remove the damaged area and cut it back 1o
its clusest lateral rool. A clean cut should be made with 4 saw or pruners. This will prevent
any infection from damaged roots spreading throughout the root system and into the tree.”

8. Do Not:.™¥

a. Allow run off or spillage of damaging materials into the area below any tree canopy.

b. Store materials, stockpile soil, park or drive vehicles within the TPZ of the tree.

¢. Cut, break, skin or bruise roots, branches or vunk without {irst obtaining permission firom the
cily arborist.

d. Allow fires under any adjacent trees.

¢. Discharge exhaust into foliage.

f. Secure cable, chain or rope to trees or shrubs.

g. Apply soil sterilants under pavement near existing trees.

9. Where roots are exposed, they should be kept covered with the native soil or four layers of
weiled. untreated burlap. Roots will dry out and die il lefl exposed o the air for oo long.™
10. Route pipes into alternate locations to avoid conflict with roots.”

Il. 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.™

12. Compaction of the soil within the dripline shall be kept to a minimum."”
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Advanced Tree Care 715 Regal Ct, Menlo Park

P. 0. Box 5326 Redwood City, CA 94063 MNovember 3, 2017

13. 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,

14. Ensure upon completion of the project that the original ground level is restored
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Advanced Tree Care 715 Regal Ct, Menlo Park
P. 0. Box 5326 Redwood City, CA 94063 November 3, 2017
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AdV aHCEd Tl"ee Care 715 Regal Ct, Menlo Park

P. O. Box 5326 Redwood City, CA 94063 November 3, 2017
Glossary
Canopy The part of the crown composed of leaves and small twigs.'*
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 The point at which the trunk flares out at the base of the tree to become the root
system.

Species A Classification that identifies a particular plant,

Standard Height at which the girily of the wree is measwred. Typically 4 1/2 feei above
height ground level

References
(1) Matheny, N.P., and Clark, J.P, Evaluation of Ilazard Trees in Urban Areas.
International Society of Arboriculture, | 994.

(2) Harris, R.W., Matheny, N.P. and Clark, J.R.. Arboriculture: Integrated
Management of La ape Trees, Shrubs and Vines. Prentice Hall, 19099

(3) Carison, Russell E. Paulownia on The Green: An Asscssment of Tree Health
and Structural Condition. Tree Tech Consulting, 1998.

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

(5) T. D. Sydnor, Arboriculwral Glossary. School of Nawral Resources, 2000

(6) D Dockter, Tree Technical Manual. City of Palo Aho, June, 2001
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Advanced Tree Care 715 Regal Ct, Menlo Park
P. O. Box 5326 Redwood City, CA 94063 November 3, 2017

Certification of Pecfarmancem
I, Robert Weatherill certify:

* Thar | have personally inspected the tree(s) andfor the property referred to m this
report, and have stated my findings accurately. The extent of the evaination 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 | have no personal interest or bias with respect to the
parties involved;

* That the analysis, opimions 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
conelusion that favors the cause of the client or any other party, nor upon the results of
the assessment, the artainment of stipulated results, or the occurrence of any subsequent
events;

* That my analysis. apinions, 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 1 am a member of the Intemnational Society of Arboriculture and a

Certified Arborist. | have been involved i the practice of arboriculture and the care and study of trees for

over 20 years.

Signed

. [ Py e
| Wl e Iz“‘ 17 4
|

Robert Weatherifl
Certified Arborist WE 1936a
Dete: 11317
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Advanced Tree Care 715 Regal Ct, Menlo Park
P. 0. Box 5326 Redwoad City, CA 94063 November 3, 2017

Terms and Conditions(3)

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

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

to be accurate and reliable as presented and described to the consultant, gither verbally or in writing, The
consulmnt assumes no responsibility for verification of ownership or locations of property lines, or for
results of anv actions or reconymendarions bosed an inaccurate infermation,

2. It is assumed that any property referred 1o 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 thergof does not imply
any right of publication or use for any purpose. without the express permission of the consuttant and the
client to whom the report was issued. Loss, remowval or giteration o &nv part of a report mvalidates the
antire 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 Yimited 10 visval examination of accessible parts, withom dissection, excavation,
probing. boring or other invasive procedures. unless otherwise noted in the report. No warrantee or
Buarantee is made, expressed of 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 wanraniee, eithar expressed or implied, as 1o the suiability of the
information contained in the tepornts for any purpose. |t remains the responsibility of the client 1o determine
applicability to histher 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 eny particular finding 1o be reported.

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

being intended salely as visual aids, are not necessarily o scale and should not be construed as engineering
reports or surveys, undess otherwise noted in the report. Any reproductions of graphs marerial or the work
product of any ather persons is intended solely for the purpose of clarification and ease of relerence.
Inclusion of said information does not constitute a representation by Advanced Tree Care or the consultam
as to the sufficiency or accuracy of that information.



ATTACHMENT G

Fred Blome
From: karina.daza@gmail.com on behak of Karina Daza <karina.steib@gmail.eowﬁECElvED
Sent: Wednesday, January 03, 2018 2:17 AM
To: Rebecca Nathenson; Fred Blome JAN 09
Cc: Michael Steib 20 78

. . . Sty
Subject: Re: Construction plans w'f M Lo

e g, - PARK

Categories: [Nathenson], CC Defer i S’QN

Hi Rebecca and Fred,

Apologies, | thought | had sent this message back on November 22nd after we had a chat and Fred had answered our
questions; apparently this has been siting in my draft inbox!

Per our conversation, the only concern we had was access to connect to the sewage pipe as we also intend to do a
remodel. Fred put our concerns to rest and indicated the studio/garage would not impede our access.

All is good and wish you the best in your remodel and happy new year!

Cheers,
Karina and Michael

On Sun, Oct 22, 2017 at 7:31 PM, Rebecca Nathenson <rebecca(@nathenson.net> wrote:
Hi Karina,

Hope all is well!

We ve decided to put a small second floor on our house and wanted to give you the heads up before you get a notice
from the city. We ve been working with Fred Blome on the design and can show you drawings/pdfs if you're interested.
We ve submitted for a Use Permit which requires a Planning Commission hearing, so you Il be getting a couple of
notices in the mail. This Use Permit got triggered because our existing house is just a couple of inches over the north
side setback (Fred's side of the house), kicking in this additional review process. The new addition is totally conforming,
and we ve managed to locate it towards the front our existing house (so it may not even be visible from your yard
unless you crane your neck), and stepped the sides back from the existing house as much as possible. That big oak in
the back will stay of course, but we Il have to do some trimming of just the low branches going towards the front.

We ve also decided to replace our sagging garage with a new one in a similar location, but back further. It'sin a
conforming spot, but is closer to the back fence.

As part of the Use Permit process, the city likes to see owners reach out to immediate neighbors, and also wants to
hear if there are any comments from those neighbors. If you have any concerns, let's absolutely talk, but if you don't
have any concerns, a reply to that effect would be super-helpful.

Thanks,

Rebecca

G1
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{i_,ii M g prompg Rebecca Nathenson <rebecca@nathenson.net>
Construction plans JAN U9 201
Susan Patrick <patricks999@gmail.com> Y Oﬁ‘mg r;';\a‘;gi:( Sun, Oct 22, 2017 at 7:46 PM

To: Rebecca Nathenson <rebecca@nathenson.net> -

The Patrick clan of 716 Regal Ct would like to inform all parties on Regal Ct and kingdoms beyond that they have no
concerns with the proposed second story and other delightful editions that may be planned for across the street.

Also, awesome Halloween lights.
-S

On Sun, Oct 22, 2017 at 7:33 PM, Rebecca Nathenson < > wrote:
Susan,

As we messaged about on Facebook, we're adding a second story! It's triggered a Use Permit review process because
the existing house is just a couple of inches over the north side setback (Fred's side of the house). As a part of that
review, you'll be getting notices from the city asking for comment.

As you probably remember, the city likes to see owners reach out to immediate neighbors, and also wants to hear if
there are any comments from those neighbors, If you have any concerns, let's absolutely talk, but if you don't have any
concerns, a reply to that effect would be super-helpful.

Thanks

Rebecca

G2
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Rebecca Nathenson <rebecca@nathenson.net>

Dave Hoffman <dave.hoffman@gmail.com> Tue, Oct 24, 2017 at 12:26 PM
To: Rebecca Nathenson <rebecca@nathenson.net>
Thank you for the heads up. Sounds like a major project. | have received a preliminary notffication in the mail. I'll let you
know if | have any questions or concerns.
Thanks RECE,VED
Dave JAN 0Y 2018
On Sun, Oct 22, 2017 at 7:28 PM, Rebecca Nathenson < @ > wrote: Qity OF
Dave, MENLO pARk

. NING DIvision

Hope all is well!

We've decided to put a small second floor on our house and wanted to give you the heads up before you
hear from the city. We've been working with Fred Blome on the design and can show you drawings/pdfs if
you're interested. We've submitted for a Use Permit which requires a Planning Commission hearing, so
you'll be getting a couple of notices in the mail. This Use Permit got triggered because our existing house
is just a couple of inches over the north side setback (Fred's side) kicking in this additional review process.
The new addition is totally conforming, and we've managed to locate it towards the front our existing
house, and stepped the sides back from the existing house as much as possible (and on your side, it's
substantially set back). That big oak in the back will stay of course, but we'll have to do some trimming of
just the low branches going towards the front. We've also decided to replace our sagging garage with a
new one in a similar location, but back further, so you won't have that swayback view in your back yard.

As part of the use permit process, the city likes to see that we've reached out to neighbors, and also likes
to see any responses from those neighbors. Naturally, if you have any concerns, let's talk. If you don't
have any, a response to that effect would be super-helpful.

Thanks,

Rebecca

G3

bups:/imal.googe.com/mail w/0/mi=2&ik=e075603323& jsver=M-xhRWnOIp0 en. &view=ptémsg=15{-4{d98434891d2 &q=dave hoffman40grmail com&gs=tuedse .. bl



Community Development

STAFF REPORT

Planning Commission

Meeting Date: 3/26/2018
K&OIF\IL O PARK Staff Report Number: 18-029-PC
Public Hearing: Use Permit and Variances/Greg Gallo/797 Live Oak
Avenue

Recommendation

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission approve a use permit to demolish an existing two-story,
single-family residence and construct two two-story, single-family residences on a substandard lot with
respect to lot width in the R-3 (Apartment) zoning district, at 797 Live Oak Avenue. The project includes a
request for variances for the new rear residence to encroach into the required 20-foot separation between
main buildings located on adjacent lots, on both the left and right sides. The proposal also includes
administrative review of a tentative parcel map to subdivide the project into two condominium units. The
recommended actions are included as Attachment A.

Policy Issues

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

Background

Site location

The subject property is an interior lot located in the downtown area, at the T-intersection of Live Oak
Avenue and Crane Street. The surrounding neighborhood is comprised of a mix of single story and two-
story single-family residences and two-story multi-family residences with a variety of traditional
architectural styles. Most parcels in the immediate vicinity are also zoned R-3 (Apartment) district. Farther
out from the property to the northwest, properties are in the SP-ECR/D (El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan) zoning district. Farther out from the property to the southeast is Nealon Park in the OSC
(Open Space and Conservation) zoning district, and properties in the R-1-U (Single Family Urban) zoning
district. A location map is included as Attachment B.

Analysis

Project description

The subiject site is currently occupied by a two-story residence with a detached garage, shed, and
swimming pool. The property is substandard with regard to lot width. The applicant is proposing to
demolish all existing improvements and construct two new two-story, single-family homes, each with
attached one-car garages. Two uncovered parking spaces at the center of the parcel would complete the

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



Staff Report #: 18-029-PC
Page 2

off-street parking requirement for the residences. The project plans currently show a slight discrepancy
with regard to the driveway width (nine feet, where 10 feet is required), so staff has included a condition of
approval requiring this to be corrected with the building permit, including the provision of a site area
calculation plan to confirm compliance with R-3 limits for driveways and open parking areas (condition 5c).
A data table summarizing parcel and project attributes is included as Attachment C. The project plans, the
applicant’s project description letter, and a variance letter are included as Attachments D, E, and F,
respectively.

The proposed residence at the front of the property would be a two-story, three-bedroom home with two
full bathrooms and one half-bathroom. The first story living space would include an open floor dining room,
kitchen and living room. Leading from the living room would be a covered porch which faces out toward
the center of the property. The attached garage would be located at the front of the home on the left side.

The new rear structure would also be a two-story, three-bedroom, and two-and-one-half bathroom
residence. The driveway would run along the left side of the parcel and would lead to the single car garage.
The first floor would be an open floor plan. Patio doors at the rear of this rectangular-shaped building

would open out to the rear yard.

The floor area, building coverage, and height of the proposed residence would all be below the maximum
amounts permitted by the Zoning Ordinance. The applicant is also requesting approval of a tentative map
for a minor subdivision into two residential condominium units. The minor subdivision can be reviewed and
approved at an administrative level after the Planning Commission takes action on the use permit and
variance requests.

Design and materials

The applicant states that the proposed residences would be constructed in a “Scandinavian barn” style
with cedar board and batten wood siding and composition shingle roof. The single car garages for both
new homes would consist of wood clad custom sectional doors. The mass of the front structure would be
broken up by two front gables, the front entry would feature a wood door with a side light and adjacent
windows. The stairwell would be located at the front elevation of the residence, and feature door-height
windows on the first floor and second floor. Additional architectural interest would be provided by
simulated divided light, clad wood windows in bronze frames. To promote privacy, second-story windows
along the side elevations would have higher sill heights.

The proposed rear house would have a front entry facing the interior of the lot, overlooking the two
uncovered parking spaces. Cedar board and batten wood siding, composition shingle roof, and simulated
divided light windows would also be used for the exterior of the proposed home. The front elevation of the
rear house would feature a covered front porch, wood front entry door with a side light, and tall adjacent
wood clad windows at the first and second floor which would provide natural light to the stairway at the
front of the home. The rear residence would also feature gable forms, although they would be oriented
toward the sides (instead of the front/rear) in order to provide a contrast with the massing of the front
house.

Staff believes that the scale, materials, and style of the proposed residences are consistent with the
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neighborhood, given the variety of architectural styles and sizes of structures in the vicinity. In particular,
directly across the street at 800 Live Oak Avenue is a development which features a similar approach to
traditional residential forms, but with contemporary materials and design.

Variance

As part of this proposal, the applicant is requesting two variances for the new residence at the rear of the
property to encroach into the required 20-foot separation between main buildings located on adjacent lots.
The residence at the front would not require any variances with regard to this requirement.

The separation between the proposed rear residence and the adjacent existing residences on the left of
the subject property at 785 Live Oak Avenue would be approximately 17.6 feet, and 15.6 feet from 800
Roble Avenue. The separation on the right side from 801 Live Oak Avenue would be 19.1 feet. As
required by the Zoning Ordinance, the variances would not exceed 50 percent of the required 20-foot
separation between main buildings on adjacent lots (i.e., the minimum separation between main buildings
that could be requested would be 10 feet, since that is 50 percent of 20 feet).

The applicant has provided a variance request letter that has been included as Attachment F. The
required variance findings are evaluated below in succession:

1. That a hardship peculiar to the property and not created by any act of the owner exists. In this
context, personal, family or financial difficulties, loss of prospective profits and neighboring
violations are not hardships justifying a variance. Further, a previous variance can never have set a
precedent, for each case must be considered only on its individual merits;

The hardship at 797 Live Oak Avenue is caused by the combination of the property being a narrow lot and
the property being surrounded on three sides by lots with existing structures that are not built within their
required setbacks. Menlo Park’s Zoning Ordinance does not allow a residence to be built within 20 feet of
an adjacent structure in the R-3 zoning district. The buildings on the left side of the subject property at 785
and 801 Live Oak Avenue, and on the right side at 801 Live Oak Avenue encroach into their required side
yard setbacks by 3.3 and 5.3 feet, respectively. The requested variance would allow the new rear
residence to be constructed within the required 20-foot separation from the main buildings on the two
adjacent lots. The hardship is unique to the property, and has not been created by an act of the owner.

2. That such variance is necessary for the preservation and enjoyment of substantial property rights
possessed by other conforming property in the same vicinity and that a variance, if granted, would
not constitute a special privilege of the recipient not enjoyed by his/her neighbors;

The variance is necessary to use the full width of the buildable area. If the structures on the adjacent
properties were in compliance with the required setbacks, the proposed project would be able to use the
buildable area according to the development regulations of the R-3 zoning district. If 20 feet of separation
was applied to the subject property, the width of the proposed residence would be reduced by five feet,
four inches, which would impact the utility, use and enjoyment of the property. In particular, moving the left
side wall in approximately 4.4 feet would impact the rear residence’s garage access, which is proposed on
the left side in part to protect a heritage magnolia tree on the right side. The variance would thus be
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necessary for the preservation and enjoyment of substantial property rights possessed by other
conforming properties, and would not represent a special privilege.

3. That the granting of the variance will not be materially detrimental to the public health, safety, or
welfare, or will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent property; and

If the two adjacent parcels are redeveloped in the future, they would be required to adhere to the 10-foot
side setback requirement and the proposed variance would no longer be needed. The proposed project
would be below the maximum allowed floor area and building coverage; and all other development
standards would also be met. In particular, the rear residence’s height at 28.1 feet is well below the R-3
maximum of 35 feet, and the depth of the rear house would be limited at 23.2 feet. As such, granting of the
variance would not be materially detrimental to the public health, safety, or welfare, and will not impair
adequate supply of light and air to adjacent property.

4. That the conditions upon which the requested variance is based would not be applicable, generally,
to other property within the same zoning classification.

The variance request is based on the nonconformance of the adjacent structures. Since other properties
are generally located next to structures in compliance with their respective zoning district development
regulations, or have lot width to accommodate the allowable buildable area, this variance would not apply
to other properties in the same zoning district.

5. That the condition upon which the requested variance is based is an unusual factor that was not
anticipated or discussed in detail during any applicable Specific Plan process.

The property is not within any Specific Plan area. Hence, a finding regarding an unusual factor does not
apply.

Due to the above factors, staff is recommending approval of the variance request, and has included
findings to that effect in the recommended actions.

Trees and landscaping

The applicant has submitted an arborist report (Attachment G) detailing the species, size and conditions of
the trees on or near the site. As part of the project review process, the City Arborist reviewed and
requested enhancements to the report, some of which have been incorporated. There are 10 existing
trees located on or near the property. One heritage palm tree (tree #10) which is located on the right side,
near the center of the property is proposed to be removed. The project arborist recommends three street
trees (trees #1, #2 and #3), all non-heritage size and in the City’s right-of-way to be removed. However,
the City Arborist has tentatively approved the removal of only tree #10 and street tree #3; the other two
street trees are not approved for removal. The proposed site improvements should not adversely affect
any of the trees as tree protection measures will be ensured through standard condition 3g and
recommended conditions 5a and 5b, which include additional tree protection measures recommended by
the City Arborist and other revisions to reflect the retention of street trees #1 and #2.
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Correspondence

Staff received correspondence from one tenant at 838 Roble Avenue, the apartment building at the rear of
the subject property who expressed concern regarding potential construction noise and whether there is
an estimated time of completion of construction. For the Commission’s reference, standard construction
noise hours are regulated by the Noise Ordinance, and are not typically considered as part of use permit
or variance actions. The neighbor’s email is included as Attachment H. Staff has received no other
correspondence as of the date of this report.

Conclusion

Staff believes that the scale, materials, and style of the proposed residences are compatible with those of
the overall neighborhood. The variances would be based on adjacent nonconforming structures to the left
and right of the property, as well as the lot being of narrow width. Aside from the variances reducing the
minimum distance required between main buildings on adjacent parcels, the proposal would meet all
Zoning Ordinance requirements. Although the project would be two, two-story residences, varying
materials and forms would reduce the perception of massing and add visual interest to the project. Staff
recommends that the Planning Commission approve the proposed use permit and variances.

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 3 (Section 15303, “New Construction or Conversion of
Small Structures”) 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

D. Project Plans
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E. Project Description Letter
F. Variance Letter

G. Arborist Report

H. Correspondence

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

797 Live Oak Avenue — Attachment A: Recommended Actions

LOCATION: 797 Live PROJECT NUMBER: APPLICANT: Greg Gallo | OWNER: Greg Gallo
Oak Avenue PLN2017-00088

PROPOSAL: Request for a use permit to demolish an existing two-story, single-family residence and
construct two two-story, single-family residences on a substandard lot with respect to lot width in the R-3
(Apartment) zoning district, at 797 Live Oak Avenue. The project includes a request for variances for the
new rear residence to encroach into the required 20-foot separation between main buildings located on
adjacent lots, on both the left and right sides. The proposal also includes administrative review of a
tentative parcel map to subdivide the project into two condominium units.

DECISION ENTITY: Planning DATE: March 26, 2018 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 3 (Section 15303, “New
Construction or Conversion of Small Structures”) of the current California Environmental Quality Act
Guidelines.

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

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

a. The hardship at 797 Live Oak Avenue is caused by the combination of the property being a
narrow lot and the property being surrounded on three sides by lots with existing structures
that are not built within their required setbacks. Menlo Park’s Zoning Ordinance does not
allow a residence to be built within 20 feet of an adjacent structure in the R-3 zoning district.
The buildings on the left side of the subject property at 785 and 801 Live Oak Avenue, and on
the right side at 801 Live Oak Avenue encroach into their required side yard setbacks by 3.3
and 5.3 feet, respectively. The requested variance would allow the new rear residence to be
constructed within the required 20-foot separation from the main buildings on the two
adjacent lots. The hardship is unique to the property, and has not been created by an act of
the owner.

b. The variance is necessary to use the full width of the buildable area. If the structures on the
adjacent properties were in compliance with the required setbacks, the proposed project
would be able to use the buildable area according to the development regulations of the R-3
zoning district. If 20 feet of separation was applied to the subject property, the width of the
proposed residence would be reduced by five feet, four inches, and severely impact the
utility, use and enjoyment of the property. In particular, moving the left side in approximately
4.4 feet would impact the rear residence’s garage access, which is proposed on the left side
in part to protect a heritage magnolia tree on the right side. The variance would thus be
necessary for the preservation and enjoyment of substantial property rights possessed by
other conforming properties, and would not represent a special privilege.

c. If the two adjacent parcels are redeveloped in the future, they would be required to adhere to
the 10-foot side setback requirement and the proposed variance would no longer be needed.
The proposed project would be below the maximum allowed floor area and building
coverage; and all other development standards would also be met. In particular, the rear
residence’s height at 28.1 feet is well below the R-3 maximum of 35 feet, and the depth of the
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797 Live Oak Avenue — Attachment A: Recommended Actions

LOCATION: 797 Live PROJECT NUMBER: APPLICANT: Greg Gallo | OWNER: Greg Gallo

Oak Avenue PLN2017-00088

PROPOSAL: Request for a use permit to demolish an existing two-story, single-family residence and
construct two two-story, single-family residences on a substandard lot with respect to lot width in the R-3

(Apartment)

zoning district, at 797 Live Oak Avenue. The project includes a request for variances for the

new rear residence to encroach into the required 20-foot separation between main buildings located on
adjacent lots, on both the left and right sides. The proposal also includes administrative review of a
tentative parcel map to subdivide the project into two condominium units.

DECISION ENTITY: Planning DATE: March 26, 2018 ACTION: TBD

Commission

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

ACTION:
rear house would be limited at 23.2 feet. As such, granting of the variance would not be
materially detrimental to the public health, safety, or welfare, and will not impair adequate
supply of light and air to adjacent property.

d. The variance request is based on the nonconformance of the adjacent structures. Since other
properties are generally located next to structures in compliance with their respective zoning
district development regulations, or have lot width to accommodate the allowable buildable
area, this variance would not apply to other properties in the same zoning district.

e. The property is not within any Specific Plan area. Hence, a finding regarding an unusual

factor does not apply.

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

a.

Development of the project shall be substantially in conformance with the plans prepared by
Left Coast Architecture, consisting of 16 plan sheets, dated received March 21, 2018, and
approved by the Planning Commission on March 26, 2018, 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
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797 Live Oak Avenue — Attachment A: Recommended Actions

LOCATION: 797 Live PROJECT NUMBER: APPLICANT: Greg Gallo | OWNER: Greg Gallo
Oak Avenue PLN2017-00088

PROPOSAL: Request for a use permit to demolish an existing two-story, single-family residence and
construct two two-story, single-family residences on a substandard lot with respect to lot width in the R-3
(Apartment) zoning district, at 797 Live Oak Avenue. The project includes a request for variances for the
new rear residence to encroach into the required 20-foot separation between main buildings located on
adjacent lots, on both the left and right sides. The proposal also includes administrative review of a
tentative parcel map to subdivide the project into two condominium units.

DECISION ENTITY: Planning DATE: March 26, 2018 ACTION: TBD
Commission

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

ACTION:

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 Mayne Tree Expert Company,
Inc. dated September 8, 2017 and March 5, 2018, and as modified by the following condition.

5. Approve the use permit and variances subject to the following project-specific conditions:

a. Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the applicant shall
submit a revised arborist report regarding trees numbered one, two, three, and ten, and
revised plans addressing the following, subject to the review and approval of the Planning
Division:

1) For heritage tree #10, specify the replacement planting species and location of one
15-gallon container tree that is consistent with Heritage Tree Replacement
Procedures on the site plan and a landscape plan.

2) Revise the arborist report to state that trees #1 and #2 shall be retained, and change
the species for these two trees from trident maple to red maple (acer rubrum).

3) Revise the arborist report to describe the pruning guidelines to provide vertical
clearance of a minimum of eight feet over the sidewalk and 15 feet over the public
street for street tree #3.

4) For the replacement of street tree #3, specify the replacement planting of one trident
maple (acer bugererianum) #15 container tree in City right of way on the site plan
and landscape plan.

5) Revise the arborist report to include additional evaluation of the impacts of
construction and more specific tree protections as previously recommended by the
City Consulting Arborist.

b. Prior to the final inspection of the associated construction, the applicant shall plant the
replacement trees for street tree #3 and heritage tree #10, subject to review and approval of
the Planning Division.

c. Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the applicant shall
submit revised plans addressing the following, subject to the review and approval of the
Planning Division:

1) Revise the plans by widening the proposed driveway on the building side (right side)
to a total of 10 feet in width.
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797 Live Oak Avenue — Attachment A: Recommended Actions

LOCATION: 797 Live PROJECT NUMBER: APPLICANT: Greg Gallo | OWNER: Greg Gallo
Oak Avenue PLN2017-00088

PROPOSAL: Request for a use permit to demolish an existing two-story, single-family residence and
construct two two-story, single-family residences on a substandard lot with respect to lot width in the R-3
(Apartment) zoning district, at 797 Live Oak Avenue. The project includes a request for variances for the
new rear residence to encroach into the required 20-foot separation between main buildings located on
adjacent lots, on both the left and right sides. The proposal also includes administrative review of a
tentative parcel map to subdivide the project into two condominium units.

DECISION ENTITY: Planning DATE: March 26, 2018 ACTION: TBD
Commission

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

ACTION:

2) Include a separate site plan which shows square-footage calculations as on overlay
using discrete polygons for building coverage, driveways and uncovered parking, and
landscaping.

3) Summarize the square footage calculations in a table which lists square footage
calculation totals by floor, by building, and total for the entire site.
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797 Live Oak Avenue — Attachment C: Data Table ATTACHMENT C

PROPOSED EXISTING ZONING
DEVELOPMENT PROJECT ORDINANCE
Lot area 7,320 sf 7,320 sf 7,000 sf min.
Lot width 65 ft. 65 ft. 70  ft. min.
Lot depth 113.2 ft. 113.2 ft. 100 ft. min.
Setbacks
Front 20.5 ft. 28 ft. 20 ft. min.
Rear 15.5 ft. 45 ft. 15 ft. min.
Side (left) 10.5 ft. 15 ft 10 ft. min.
Side (right) 11.4 ft. 20 ft. 10 ft. min.
Building coverage 2,048.4 sf 1,731 sf 2,196 sf max.
28 % 23 % 30 % max.
FAR (Floor Area Ratio) 3,277.8 sf 1,731 sf 3,294  sf max.
448 % 23 % 45 %
Landscaping (entire 3,909 sf 5,585 sf 3,660 sfmin
site) 53 % 76 % 50 % min
Paving (entire site) 1,359 sf 1,359 sf sf max
19 % 19 % 20 % max
PROPOSED PROPOSED REAR
FRONT BUILDING BUILDING
Square footage by floor 627.8 sf/1st 674.5 sf/1st 1,078 sf/1st
997.5 sf/2nd 978.0 sf/2nd 223 sf/garage
336.0 sf/garage 303.0 sf/garage 430 sf/access-
43.6 sf/porches 63.5 sf/porches ory bldgs.
Square footage of 2,004.9 sf 2,019 sf 1,731 sf
buildings
Building height 273 ft 28.1 ft. 15 ft. 35 ft. max.
Parking 1 covered/1 uncovered 1 covered/1 uncovered 1 covered/1 uncover- |1 covered/1 uncovered
ed per unit
Note: Areas shown highlighted indicate a nonconforming or substandard situation.
Trees Heritage trees 1 | Non-Heritage 9 | New Trees 1
trees
Heritage trees proposed 1 | Non-Heritage 1* | Total Number of 9
for removal trees proposed Trees
for removal

*Includes one street tree.
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August 21, 2017 PLANNING DIVISION

Re: 797 Live Oak Ave, Menlo Park

Project Description

Currently the site consists of (1) dilapidated single-family residence with multiple surrounding accessory
buildings. The house seems to be an imitation of the French country style. There is also an existing
pool in the back yard.

We are proposing to remove the existing house and accessory buildings as well as the pool in the
backyard and construct (2) new single-family residences. The new houses would be condo mapped
providing a common driveway and private yards for each unit. The proposed houses are 3 bedroom/2.5
bath +/-1600 square feet houses. Both houses have a single car attached garage. There are 2
additional parking spaces located between the houses.

We are requesting a use permit because the existing lot does not comply with the required lot width.
The lot is 65’ wide vs. the required 70'.

The proposed architectural style is “Scandinavian Barn" and consists of very simple, clean lines and
materials but uses fairly tradition architectural forms/massing (ie. Rooflines).

Sincerely,

Scott Thomsen
Architect
Left Coast Architecture Inc.
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ATTACHMENT F

March, 12 2018

Community Development Department
Planning Division

701 Laurel Street

Menlo Park, CA 94025

Project: Variance application for 797 Live Oak Avenue
Dear Planning Commission,

We are requesting a variance for a new two-story residence at 797 Live Oak Avenue. The proposed
development conforms with all zoning regulations and setbacks applicable to the site. The 20'0”
structural separation requirement constitutes a severe hardship.

1. The hardship at 797 Live Oak Avenue is caused by the combination of the property being a
narrow lot and the property being surrounded on three sides by lots with existing structures
that are not built within their 10’0” side setbacks. Menlo Park’s Zoning Ordinance 16.20.030
does not allow a residence to be built within 20’-0” of an adjacent structure in the R-3
district. On the left side (northeast property line) of 797 Live Oak Avenue, the structures on
both adjacent lots (785 Live Oak and 800 Roble Ave) encroach approximately 4’-5’ feet into
their side yard setbacks. On the right side (southwest property line) the structure at 801
Live Oak encroaches approximately 3’-4’ into its side yard setback. Complying with the 20’
building separation rule would reduce the width of the proposed residence at 797 Live Oak
Avenue by 5’4”. Reducing the residence’s width by 5'4” due to the non-conforming
neighboring structures severely impacts the utility, use and enjoyment of the property.

This variance will allow the new residence to encroach into the 20’ separation for an
approximate distance of 17°7” from the non-conforming structure at 765 Live Oak, 15’'7”
from the non-conforming structure at 800 Roble Ave and 19°1” from the non-conforming
structure at 801 Live Oak.

2. The variance is necessary to use the full width of the buildable area. If the structures on the
adjacent properties were in compliance with the setbacks, the proposed project would be
able to use all of the buildable area. Accordingly, granting this variance does not allow a
special privilege.

3. Granting this variance will not affect the public health, safety or welfare, and does not
impair adequate light and air to adjacent properties.

4. The variance request is based primarily on the nonconformance of the adjacent structures.
Since other properties are generally located next to compliant adjacent structures or have
more width to accommodate buildable area, this variance would not apply to other
properties within the same zoning designation.
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5. This property is not in a Specific Plan Zone.



ATTACHMENT G

Mayne Tree Expert Company, Inc.

ESTABLISHED 1931 STATE CONTRACTOR'S LICENSE NQ. 2TH793
CERTIFIED FORESTER s CERTIFIED AREORISTS » PEST CONTROL *  ADVISORS AND OPERATORS
RICHARD L. HUNTINGTON 335 BRAGATO ROAD, STE. A
PRESIDENT SAN CARLOS, CA 94070-6311
JEROMEY INGALLS TELEPHONE; (630) 593-4400
CONSULTANT/ESTIMATOR FACSIMILE:  (0S0) 593-4443

EMAIL: info@maynetree com

September 8, 2017
(Revised March 5, 2018)

Mr. Greg Gallo

GHG Builders, LLC
572 Ringwood Ave.
Menlo Park, CA 94025

Dear Mr. Gallo,
RE: 797 Live OaK WAY, MENLO PARK

At your request, on February 26, 2018, | reviewed the proposed construction plans for
the above-referenced address. During my review of the plans, | determined that the
existing home and driveway will be demolished and two new two-story units will be built
on the property.

Limitations of this Lefter

The following Tree Protection Plan is based on my interpratation of the plans that were
provided to me. | accept no responsibility for any misinterpreted portions of the
construction project or if the provided plans for the project were changed without my
knowledge after | received a copy.

The following letter is not a contract to become the site arborist or for any future
inspections that might be needed. A separate contract would need to be established to

perform the role of site arborist for this project.

Plan Review

| have identified the following trees that will be impacted by the proposed construction.
Trees #1, #2, #3, #4 #5 #8, #7 #8, #9, and #10 will be impacted by the demolition of
the existing home/driveway and the building of a new driveway, two new structures, and
neaw landscaping.

Trees #1, #2, and #3 are all street trees located within the planter strip between the
sidewalk and the street. Due to the large amount of demolition and construction for the
curb, gutter, and utility installation; all three of these trees will be removed and replaced.

G1
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797 Live Dak Ave., Menio Park 2 September 8, 2017
(rev. March §, 2018)
Tree #4 will be impacted by the removal of the existing driveway and grading for the
installation of the new driveway. This tree has adapted to the compaction associated
with a driveway that has existed and been used for many years. The demolition and
grading of the driveway should be overseen by the site arborist to insure minimal
damage to the tree’s root zone takes place and to identify, document, and make
decisions to mitigate root loss during the construction process. The upper canopy of this
tree should need little to no pruning, as it is presently well away from the area where the
new home will be built and the upper canopy is well above 15 feet off of the natural
grade. If pruning is needed to accommodate the new construction, it should be
overseen by a certified arborist and no more than 15 percent of the canopy should need
to be removed for proper clearance.

Tree #5 will need roughly 15 percent of its canopy side-trimmed to accommodate the
construction of the new building. This pruning falls under routine tree maintenance and
should have little-to-no impact on the health of this tree. The root zone of this tree will
be impacted by the installation of the underground electrical lines for the new homes.
These lines should be a minimum of 15 feet away from the trunk of this tree. The
excavation for the trench needed should be hand dug when within the dripline of the tree
or within 15 fest of the trunk. All excavations within 20 feet of this tree should be
overseen by the site arborist.

Tree #6's canopy will be partially raised up to accommaodate the new garage
construction for the rear unit. This will affect the roughly 6 to 8 feet of canopy that
extends over the property line and should be overseen by a certified arborist to insure
proper pruning methods, This pruning will affect approximately 5 to 10 percent of this
tree's canopy and should have no significant impact on the heaith of this tree. The root
zone of this tree should be minimally impacted by the installation of the new garage and
proposed construct-graded earth swale noted in the plan. The site arborist should be on
site to monitor the project when within the dripline of this tree.

Tree #7 is a poor specimen with significant decay present in several locations on its
trunks. | strongly recommend removal of this tree during the construction project.

Trees #8 and #9 will be impacted by the removal of the existing concrete near the root
zones of these trees. This will allow more exygen and water filtration into their root
zones and may increase their vigor. The canopies of these two trees will need to be
slightly raised to allow work in this area to continue safely. Overall, these two trees will
benefit from the proposed construction plan.

Tree #10 will be impacted by the installation of the required vegetated basin within the
root zone of this tree. Because of this, the tree should be designated for removal.

In summary, a total of five trees will be removed from this site to accommodate the new
construction. These are trees #1, #2, #3, #7, and #10. The remaining trees on site
should be protected with tree protection fencing as described above and monitored by
the site arborist whenever construction activities are taking place near their root zones.

All tree work performed as a result of this report should be accomplished by a qualified,
licensed tree care professional. | believe this plan review is accurate and based on
sound arboricultural principles and practices. If | can be of further assistance, please
contact me at my office.




G3

797 Live Oak Ave., Menlo Park 3 September 8, 2017

{rev. March 5§, 2018)
City oF MENLO PARK TREE PROTECTION SPECIFICATIONS

. A6-inch layer of coarse mulch or woadchips is to be placed beneath the driplines

of the protected trees. Muich is to be kept 12 inches from the trunk.

. A protective barrier of 6-foot chain link fencing shall be installed around the

driplines of protecied trees. The fencing can be moved within the dripline if
authorized by the Project Arborist or the City Arborist, but not closer than 2 feet
from the trunk of any tree. Fence posts shall be 1.5 inches in diameter and are
to be driven 2 feet into the ground. The distance between posts shall not be
more than 10 feet. This enclosed area is the Tree Protection Zone (TPZ). | have
drawn in on the provided site map the approximate location of the tree protection
fencing.

. Movable barriers of chain link fencing secured to cement biocks can be

substituted for *fixed” fencing if the Project Arborist and City Arborist agree that
the fencing will have to be moved to accommodate certain phases of
consfruction. The builder may not move the fence without authorization from the
Project Arborist or City Arborist.

. Avoid the following conditions.

DO NOT:

a. Allow runoff or spillage of damaging materials into the area below any
tree canapy.

b. Store materials, stockpile soil, or park or drive vehicles within the TPZ,

c. Cut, break, skin, or bruise roots, branches, or trunks without first obtaining
authorization from the City Arborist.

Allow fires under and adjacent to trees.
Discharge exhaust into foliage.
Secure cable, chain, or rope to trees or shrubs.

@ ~ o0 a

Trench, dig, or otherwise excavate within the dripline or TPZ of the tree(s)
without first obtaining authorization from the City Arborist.

h. Apply soil sterilants under pavement near existing trees.

. Only excavation by hand or compressed air shall be allowed within the driplines

of trees. Machine trenching shall not be allowed.

. Avoid injury to tree roots. When a ditching machine, which is being used cutside

of the dripline of frees, encounters roots smaller than 2 inches, the wall of the
trench adjacent to the trees shall be hand trimmed, making ciear, clean cuts
through the roots. All damaged, torm, and cut roois shall be given a clean cut to
remove ragged edges, which promote decay. Trenches shall be filled within 24
hours, but, where this is not possible, the side of the trench adjacent to the trees
shall be kept shaded with four layers of dampened, untreated burlap, wetted as
frequently as necessary to keep the burlap wet. Roots 2 inches or larger, when
encountered, shall be reported immediately to the Project Arborist, who will
decide whether the Contractor may cut the root as mentioned above or shall
excavate by hand or with compressed air under the root. The root is to be
protected with dampened burlap.
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7. Route pipes outside of the area that is 10 times the diameter of a protected tree
to avoid conflict with roots.

8. Where it is not possible to reroute pipes or trenches, the contractor shall bore
beneath the dripline of the tree. The boring shall take place not less than 3 feet
below the surface of the soil in order to avoid encountering “feeder” roots.

9. Trees that have been identified in the arborist’s report as being in poor health
and/or posing a health or safety risk may be removed or pruned by more than
one-third, subject to approval of the required permit by the Planning Division,
Pruning of existing limbs and roots shall only occur under the direction of a
Ceriified Arborist.

10. Any damage due to construction activifies shall be reported to the Project
Arborist or City Arborist within six hours so that remedial action can be taken.

11. An ISA Certified Arborist or ASCA Registered Consulting Arborist shall be
retained as the Project Arborist to monitor the tree protection specifications. The
Project Arbaorist shall be responsible for the preservation of the designated trees.
Should the builder fail to follow the tree protection specifications. it shall be the
responsibility of the Project Arborist to report the matter to the City Arborist as an
issue of non-compliance.

12. Violation of any of the above provisions may result in sanctions or other
disciplinary action.

MONTHLY INSPECTIONS

It is recommended that the site arborist provide pericdic inspections during construction.
Four-week intervals would be sufficient to access and monitor the effectiveness of the
Tree Protection Plan and fo provide recommendations for any additional care or
treatment.

lo Park — Community Development Department, Planning Division Tree Protection
iohs Uipdated February 2008.

Jeromey palls
Certified Arborist WE #7076A

JAL:pmd
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APN  OFI=JH-550

AAN  OFf=311- 000

——— Tree Protection Fancing (post demolition)

<
1

]
L]

See tree post-demo fencing Iuéaﬂnns site plan (pdf) attached to email with this letter.
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ATTACHMENT H
Morris, Michele T

From: Hollis Stahl

Sent: Tuesday, March 13, 2018 10:14 AM
To: Morris, Michele T

Subject: 797 Live Oak construction permit.

Hello Ms. Morris -

| left you a voicemail yesterday and thought I'd follow up with an email today - hope that's okay.

having gone online to read about noise
ordinance information, learned the contractors will work Monday through Friday from 8am to 6pm. I'll be at

work for most of that window but | sure feel for the people in the senior care facility directly next door, which
is a dementia unit at that, and was wondering the window of time allotted for the construction to occur - the
start and end dates (provided you're allowed to share that with the public).

Thank you for your time!

Hollis

H1



Community Development

STAFF REPORT

Planning Commission

Meeting Date: 3/26/2018
Ty oF Staff Report Number: 18-030-PC
MENLO PARK
Study Session: Consider and provide feedback on a proposed new

office building at 162-164 Jefferson Drive

Recommendation

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission review and provide feedback on the proposed
construction of a new six-story office building, approximately 320,000 square feet in size, and a new five-
story parking structure with approximately 1,560 spaces on a site with two existing four-story office buildings
to remain, each approximately 130,000 square feet in size, in the O-B (Office, Bonus) zoning district at 162-
164 Jefferson Drive. Paseos (publicly-accessible pedestrian and bicycle paths) would be provided along the
south and west sides of the project site as required by the ConnectMenlo General Plan and Zoning Map.
The total existing and proposed office development would be approximately 580,000 square feet of gross
floor area. The project will require the following actions:

1. Environmental Review to analyze potential environmental impacts of the project through an
Environmental Impact Report (EIR), pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA);

2. Use Permit for bonus-level development (which requires the provision of community amenities) and
to modify design standards including the maximum base height of the proposed building;

3. Architectural Control to review the design of the new building and associated site improvements;
and

4. Below Market Rate (BMR) Housing Agreement to pay in-lieu fees in accordance with the City’s
BMR Ordinance.

Additional actions and entitlements may be required as the project plans are refined. No formal actions will
be taken at this time.

Policy Issues

Study sessions provide an opportunity for Planning Commissioners and the public to provide preliminary
feedback on a project, with comments used to inform future consideration of the proposal.

Background

Site location

The project site is 13.27 acres on three parcels located at 162-164 Jefferson Drive. All of the existing
parcels would be merged as part of an administrative lot merger application to create a single parcel for the
entire project site. A new address for the proposed building may be approved in the future by the Building
Division. For purposes of this staff report, Highway 101 is considered to have a north-south orientation, and
all compass directions referenced will use this orientation. The project site is located immediately east of
Highway 101, with access to the project site from both Commonwealth Drive and Jefferson Drive. The
existing office buildings are currently leased by Facebook.

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



Staff Report #: 18-030-PC
Page 2

Properties to the west of the project site, on the opposite side of Highway 101, are zoned R-1-U (Single
Family Urban Residential) and developed with single-family residences in the Suburban Park neighborhood.
The proposed office building would be located approximately 600 feet away from the closest Suburban Park
residences. Properties to the north and east of the project site are zoned O-B and R-MU-B (Residential
Mixed Use, Bonus) and are currently utilized for office, research and development, and warehouse uses.
Property to the south of the project site is zoned U (Unclassified) and P-F (Public Facilities) and developed
with a railroad, currently inactive but planned for future use as the Dumbarton Rail Corridor, and the Kelly
Park recreation fields and facilities. The proposed parking structure at the south end of the parcel would be
located approximately 125 feet away from Kelly Park. A location map is included as Attachment A.

Previous approvals

In August 2014, the City Council approved a request from The Sobrato Organization to remove existing
industrial and warehouse buildings and construct two four-story office buildings totaling 259,858 square feet
on the project site (151 Commonwealth Drive), which had previously been occupied by the Diageo North
America distillery complex until 2011. The entitlements for the project included a rezoning from M-2
(General Industrial) to M-2(X) (General Industrial, Conditional Development); a conditional development
permit (CDP) to exceed the permitted 35-foot building height, display signage in excess of 150 square feet,
and set the parcel configuration with regard to front, side, and rear property lines; a tentative parcel map to
resubdivide two parcels into three parcels, one for each of two office buildings and one containing common
parking with 868 spaces across various surface parking lots on the site; 22 heritage tree removal permits;
and a below market rate housing agreement.

As permitted by the CDP, staff subsequently reviewed and approved two minor modifications to the
approved plans, which included notification of the Planning Commission. Specifically, in October 2014, staff
approved changes to the landscaping and parking layout, which were subsequently implemented. In
addition, in September 2016, staff approved modifications to allow the construction of a central utility plant
to provide additional building cooling to accommodate proposed server and laboratory areas for a specific
tenant. However, this tenant ultimately did not occupy the building, and the utility plant changes were not
implemented.

In December 2016, the City Council adopted the ConnectMenlo General Plan Update and three new zoning
districts for consistency with the new Bayfront (M-2 Area) land use designations in the Land Use Element.
Each district includes development regulations, design standards, transportation demand management, and
green and sustainable building requirements. As a result of the Council’s action, O-B became the new
zoning designation for the project site. The “B” in O-B indicates that an O-zoned parcel is eligible for bonus
level development, as described in the following sections. The existing development may remain, but any
new development would need to comply with the O-B regulations. Staff is exploring options to integrate the
development regulations for the existing and proposed development on the site, which may require
additional actions such as the approval of a new/revised CDP or use permit.

Analysis

Project description

The applicant is proposing to demolish existing surface parking lots and landscape areas along the
Jefferson Drive frontage, as well as parking and landscape areas east and south of the two existing four-
story office buildings on the project site. A new six-story office building with approximately 320,000 square
feet of gross floor area (GFA) would be constructed east of the existing office buildings, and a new five-level
parking structure with approximately 1,560 spaces would be constructed in the triangular area south of the
existing office buildings. The two structures would be connected by a two-level bridge spanning the second
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and third stories of both buildings.

The O-B zoning district regulations allow a development to seek an increase in FAR and/or height subject to
obtaining a use permit or conditional development permit and providing one or more community amenities.
The project would be developed at the maximum floor area ratio (FAR) of 100 percent for bonus level
development. The proposed building would have a height of 99.25 feet, where 110 feet is the maximum
height permitted for any building on a bonus level development site in the O district. The average height of
all buildings on the site (three office buildings and a parking structure) would be 70.9 feet, below the
maximum average height of all buildings on one site of 77.5 feet (including a 10-foot increase for sea level
rise) permitted for a bonus level development in the O district. The total number of parking stalls provided
on the project site would be 1,735 spaces, including both the parking structure and surface lots, which
would be the maximum number of spaces permitted under the maximum parking ratio of three spaces per
1,000 square feet of GFA for office uses in the O zoning district.

Along the Jefferson Drive frontage, the project would provide a portion of the required 15 percent minimum
publicly accessible open space for the project through a mix of landscaping, sports courts and facilities, and
site furnishings. Twelve at-grade parking spaces would be provided west of the publicly accessible open
space. Additional open space (both public and private) would be provided behind the parking structure,
adjacent to the rail line; in the courtyard area at the center of the three office buildings; and around the
perimeter of the site via a circulation path and landscaping. In addition, a 20-foot wide paseo with furnishing
zones every 100 feet would begin north of and adjacent to the project driveway off of Jefferson Drive,
continue west to the northwest border of the project site at Commonwealth Drive, and then extend south
along the western parcel edge adjacent to Highway 101. The paseos would count toward the publicly
accessible open space requirement for the development. Staff will continue to work with the applicant on the
cross-section and details of the paseo design. The project would require the removal/relocation of a number
of trees in the existing parking and landscape areas, although it is anticipated that no heritage tree removals
would be required, due to the recent comprehensive redevelopment of the site. Project plans are included
as Attachment B.

Community amenities

As mentioned in the previous section, the O-B zoning district permits bonus level development, subject to
providing one or more community amenities. As part of the ConnectMenlo process, a list of community
amenities was generated based on public input and adopted through a resolution of the City Council
(Attachment C). Community amenities are intended to address identified community needs that result from
the effect of the increased development intensity on the surrounding community. Project requirements (such
as the publicly-accessible open space, and street improvements determined by the Public Works Director)
do not account as community amenities.

An applicant requesting bonus level development must provide the City with a proposal indicating the
specific amount of bonus development sought and the value of the amenity. The value of the amenity to be
provided must equal 50 percent of the fair market value of the additional GFA of the bonus level
development. The applicant must provide an appraisal performed by a licensed appraisal firm that sets a
fair market value of the GFA of the bonus level of development. The City is in the process of developing
more specific appraisal instructions, and staff and the applicant will continue to work together through the
process as the project plans are refined. The applicant’s proposal for community amenities will be subject to
review by the Planning Commission through a later study session, or in conjunction with the other project
entitlements.
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Design standards

In the O zoning district, all new construction and building additions of 10,000 square feet of GFA or more
must meet design standards subject to architectural control review. The design standards regulate the siting
and placement of buildings, landscaping, parking, and other features in relation to the street; building mass,
bulk, size, and vertical building planes; ground floor exterior facades of buildings; open space, including
publicly accessible open space; development of paseos to enhance pedestrian and bicycle connections
between parcels and public streets in the vicinity; building design, materials, screening, and rooflines; and
site access and parking.

The design of the proposed office building would have a modern architectural style, drawing references
from the design of the two existing office buildings on the site. The core architectural form of the proposed
building would be a six-story rectangular structure with a low tint glass facade. From the core rectangular
form, smaller rectangular forms would project outward, spanning the second to fifth floors at all four corners
of the building and creating recesses at the first and sixth floors at each corner. At the center of the front
and rear elevations of the building, an additional rectangular projection, three stories in height, would extend
outward from the core rectangular form. All of the projecting rectangular elements would have facades of
gray tinted glass, differentiating them from the low tint glass of the core fagcade. Narrow columns wrapped
with aluminum panels would extend slightly beyond the projecting rectangular forms and would be spaced
equidistantly around all four sides of the building. The columns would support a thin louvered metal canopy
running above the sixth floor fagade around the entire building. Along the front and rear elevations,
horizontally-oriented beams covered with darker quartz-zinc-finished metal panels would wrap across the
front of the rectangular projections at the center of the elevations from the first to fourth floors. Balconies
would be incorporated at the sixth floor on each elevation, and also at the fourth floor on the front and rear
elevations.

The design of the proposed five-story parking structure would reference the proposed office building
through the use of an aluminum composite canopy running along the top of a central portion of the west
elevation (the elevation facing the proposed and existing office buildings). The intersection of the horizontal
parking structure floors with vertical piers across the various elevations would also mimic the grid-like
appearance of the center of the front and rear elevations of the proposed office building. The parking
structure would be constructed almost entirely of concrete painted in tan and gray hues. Concrete walls with
reveals would be provided as accents at different heights in various locations around all sides of the
structure. On the portions of each elevation not concealed by painted concrete walls, the interior floors of
the parking structure would be open to the exterior with cable guardrails along the outer edges of each
level. On the rear of the structure facing Kelly Park, the parking levels would be stepped back above the
third floor as a way to help reduce the massing of the structure as viewed from the park.

As previously mentioned, the applicant proposes to the meet the minimum public open space requirement
of 15 percent of the lot area by providing pedestrian plazas along the existing Jefferson Drive frontage and
behind the proposed parking structure, and via the paseos and pedestrian path around the edges of the
site. A courtyard space at the intersection of the three buildings would remain private open space for the
use of the office employees only.

With regard to the overall project design/style and the application of O district standards, staff believes that
the applicant would be in compliance, with the exception of the maximum base height limit of 55 feet
(including the additional 10-foot height allowance to account for sea level rise). Section 16.43.130(2) of the
Zoning Ordinance defines the base height for properties in the O zoning district as the maximum height of a
building at the minimum setback at the street or before the building steps back the minimum horizontal
distance required. The proposed building would exceed the maximum permitted base height at each corner
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on every elevation, where the projecting rectangular forms would reach a height of 76 feet, six inches before
stepping back. As permitted by the O district zoning regulations, the applicant would be requesting a use
permit to modify this requirement for the building. The Planning Commission may wish to provide additional
feedback on the proposed building, parking structure, and site layout before the project advances to the full
submittal stage.

Green and sustainable building

In the O zoning district, projects are required to meet green and sustainable building regulations. The
proposed building will be required to meet 100 percent of its energy demand through any combination of on-
site energy generation, purchase of 100 percent renewable electricity, and/or purchase of certified
renewable energy credits. Additionally, as currently proposed, the new building will need to be designed to
meet LEED (Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design) Gold BD+C, pre-wire five percent of the total
required parking stalls for EV chargers and install six EV chargers and one percent of the total stalls in the
pre-wire locations, and incorporate bird-friendly design in the placement of the building and the use of
exterior glazing. The EV charger regulations are currently under review for modifications, which could
increase the requirements noted above. Other green building requirements, including water use efficiency,
placement of new buildings 24 inches above the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) base
flood elevation (BFE) to account for sea level rise, and waste management planning, would also apply to
the project. Details regarding how the proposed building would meet the green and sustainable building
requirements will be provided as the project plans and materials are further developed.

Planning Commission considerations

The following comments/questions are suggested by staff to guide the Commission’s discussion, although
Commissioners should feel free to explore other topics of interest.

e Publicly Accessible Open Space. Are the proposed landscape borders and pedestrian path (not
including the required paseos) around the perimeter of the site adequate to serve as publicly accessible
open space? In addition, should the triangle of land behind the parking structure be counted toward
publicly accessible open space for the site? According to the O zoning regulations, publicly accessible
open space must contain site furnishings, art, or landscaping; be on the ground floor; be at least partially
visible from a public right-of-way; and have a direct, accessible pedestrian connection to a public right-
of-way. From a practical sense, it is uncertain whether a member of the public would recognize these
areas as publicly accessible open spaces or use them accordingly, especially at the south end of the
site adjacent to and behind the parking structure. This area could have more visibility/utility when the
Dumbarton Rail Corridor is activated, although the timing of this project is currently uncertain.

e Base Height. As previously mentioned, the proposed office building would exceed the minimum base
height of 55 feet permitted for bonus level development in the O zoning district. The applicant is
requesting a use permit to modify this design standard for the project, as permitted by the Zoning
Ordinance. Does the Planning Commission feel that the requested base height of 76 feet, six inches
would be appropriate, or should the applicant change the building design so that each elevation has a
consistent 55-foot base height, or a height between the required and proposed heights?

e Parking Structure. As previously noted, the parking structure would differ from the other buildings on
the site with regard to its use of materials and architectural character. The interior of the garage would
be exposed on certain elevations, with cable guardrails at the edges of each level. Do the side and rear
elevations as viewed from Highway 101 and Kelly Park have adequate detail and integration with the
rest of the buildings on the site, or should other architectural treatments or screening measures be
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explored? Does the overall design of the parking structure feature good proportion, balance, and
materials, or do certain elements need more attention?

e |s the overall aesthetic approach for the project consistent with the Planning Commission’s expectations
for new development in the O zoning district?

Correspondence
As of the writing of this report, staff has not received any correspondence regarding the 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

Study sessions do not require analysis under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). With regard
to the overall project review and action, the terms of a recent settlement agreement with East Palo Alto
require projects seeking bonus level development to complete an EIR. On February 13, 2018, the City
Council authorized the City Manager to enter into a contract with ICF, Inc. to complete the environmental
review and prepare an initial study and EIR for the proposed project. Depending on the initial study, a
focused EIR may be prepared only on the topics that warrant further analysis. The Planning Commission
would take the final action on the project entitlements, including the EIR, after the completion of the
environmental review and any revisions to the plans based on feedback from the Planning Commission and
Planning staff.

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.

Attachments

A. Location Map
B. Project Plans
C. Community Amenities List

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
Color and materials board
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Report prepared by:
Tom Smith, Associate Planner

Report reviewed by:
Thomas Rogers, Principal Planner
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GARAGE PARKING ANALYSIS

(GARAGE PARKING PROVIDED
FRSTLEVEL

STANDARD PARKING PROVIDED Baseaces
AGCESSIBLE PARKING PROVIDED 125PACES
VAN ACCESSIBLE PARKING PROVIDED aseaces
SECONDLEVEL 357 SPAcES
IR LEVEL 357 SPACES
FOURTH LEVEL aseaces
TOTAL PARKIG PROVIGED ToSISPACES

AUTONOEILE PARKING STALL DNENSIONS.
(PARKING STALLS AND DRIVEWAY DESIGN GUDELINES)
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EAST ELEVATION

SCALE. 11610

NORTH ELEVATION
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NOTES

LEGEND

1. THIS SURVEY WAS PREPARED FROM INFORMATION FURNISHED IN TWO PRELIMINARY

AFFECT THE TITLE LINES, OR EXCEPTIONS, OR EASEMENTS OF THE PROPERTY,

2. THE TYPES, LOCATIONS, SIZES AND/OR DEPTHS OF EXISTING UNDERGROUND UTILITIES
AS SHOWN ON THIS TOPOGRAPHIC AND BOUNDARY SURVEY WERE OBTAINED Fi

TS DELINEATION OF SUCH UNDERGROUND UTILITIES WHICH MAY BE ENCOUNTERED,
BUT WHICH ARE NOT SHOWN ON THESE DRAWINGS.

- 3. BENCHMARK
_—— BM-2, CITY OF MENLO PARK_BRONZE DISK EPOXIED INTO THE TOP OF A CONCRETE
CURR AT THE EASTERLY CURE RETURN OF THE SOUTHERLY CURE LINE OF
CONSTITUTION DRIVE, EASTERLY OF JEFFERSON DRIVE.
_ ELEVATION: 4.797 FEET, NGVD-29 (DATUM
D : ¢ !
i 4. AP 055-243-050 AND 055-243-240

5. FLOOD ZONE NOTE:
THE SUBJECT PROPERTY IS SHOWN ON THE FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT
AGENCY FLOOD INSURANCE RATE MAP, COMMUNITY PANEL NUMBER 060321 004 D,
DATED APRIL 21,1999 AS BEING LOCATED IN FLOOD ZONE.

AREAS OF 0.2% ANNUAL CHANCE FLOOD; AREAS OF 1% ANNUAL CHANCE FLOOD WITH
AVERAGE DEPTHS OF LESS THAN 1 FOOT OR WITH DRAINAGE AREAS LESS THAN |
SQUARE MILE; AND AREAS OF PROTECTED LEVEES FROM 1% ANNUAL CHANCE FLOOD.

INFORMATION WAS OBTAINED FROM THE FEMA WEBSITE ON NOVEMEER 2, 2011

6. BASIS O BEARINGS
"THE BEARING OF NORTH 6717 WEST TAKEN ON THE CENTERLINE OF JEFFERSON DRIVE
AS SHOWN ON THAT CERTAIN MAP OF BOHANNON INDUSTRIAL PARK - UNIT NO. 5,
[ FILED FOR RECORD ON MAY 24, 1962 IN BOOK 56 OF MAPS AT PAGE 23, SAN MATEO
- COUNTY RECORDS WAS TAKEN AS THE BASIS OF ALL BEARINGS SHOWN HEREON.
@ 7. THIS MA WAS PREPARED USING COMPUTER ASSISTED, PHOTOGRAMMETRIC METHODS
i (55 BY HIW GEOSPATIAL, INC., IN OAKLAND CALIFORNIA. IN AREAS OF DENSE VEGETATION,
5 — ACCURACY OF CONTOURS MAY DEVIATE FROM ACCEPTED ACCURACY STANDARDS. THE
o 1 53; DATE OF PHOTOGRAPHY WAS OCTOBER 21, 2011 AS JOR NO. 8502-066,
= i 8. THE DATE OF FIELD SURVEY WAS OCTOBER 27, 2011
S
e ov Ak 3 5. | CERTIFY THAT THIS PARCELS BOUNDARY WAS ESTABLISHED 5Y M OR UNDER My
s —PARGELONE L SUPERVISION AND IS BASED ON A FIELD SURVEY IN CONFORMANCE WITH THE LAND.
el SURVEYOR'S ACT. ALL MONUMENTS ARE OF THE CHARACTER AND OCCUPY THE

POSITIONS INDICATED AND ARE SUFFICIENT TO ENABLE THE SURVEY TO BE RETRACED.

ARCEL ONE

BUILDING 1. 7+
FF=11.8

PROPERTY LINE
ADIACENT PROPERTY LINE
CENTERUNE

NON-ACCESS

BUILDING SETBACK LINE

APPROX. FLOOD ZONE BOUNDARY
EASEMENT

BUILDING LINE WITH DOOR

FOUND MONUMENT AS NOTED.
FOUND IRON PIPE OR AS NOTED
UGHT

STREET LIGHT

TRANSFORMER

FIRE HYDRANT

STORM DRAIN MANHOLE
MANHOLE

cLean out

GAS METER

UTILITY POLE W/ GUY WIRE
VALVE

CATCH BASIN | DROP INLET
WATER METER

FIRE DEPARTMENT CONNECTION
BACK FLOW PREVENTER

POST INDICATOR VALVE
AUTOMATIC SPRINKLER RISER
MONITORING WELL

UTILITY BOX (SIZE VARIES)

SiGN

BOLLARD

TREE W/ SIZE, TAG AND ELEVATION

SPOT ELEVATION
AERIAL SPOT ELEVATION

g 20055 —)

AT *

BUILDING 2
FF=12.3

wna

= e t i
== = = - N 535210 W 560 44" &
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— s — — = = =
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CoNTOUR
INDEX CONTOUR
curs

CURB & GUTTER
CONCRETE
FENCE
RETAINING WAL

FIRE SERVICE
cas

ELECTRIC
TELEPHONE

OVERHEAD

RAILROAD

RECORD INFORMATION W/ REFERENCE

REFERENCES

@ SUBDIVISION MAP (56 M 23)
@ PARCEL MAP (46 PM 17)
) PARCEL MAP (57 PM 13-14)
@ SUBDIVISION MAP (56 M 5)

i

N
£ Frcer oxe

ABBREVIATIONS
AC ASPHALTIC CONCRETE M PARCELMAP
ACP  ASBESTOS CEMENT PIPE P PAVEMENT
BFP BACK FLOW PREVENTER ®  RADIAL
B BOTTOM OF STEP RRE. RAIL ROAD EASEMENT
CAB CABINET RCP  REINFORCED CONCRETE PIPE
G5 CATCHBASN M RIMELEVATION
P CASTIRON PIPE RWL  RAIN WATER LEADER
CL CENTERUNE s
€O CLEAN OUT TO GRADE SDE STORM DRAIN EASEMENT
COMM  COMMUNICATIONS SSE SANITARY SEWER EASEMENT
ol DROP INLET SO STORM DRAIN
DW  DOMESTICWATER SDCO  STORM DRAIN CLEAN OUT
DWY  DRIVEWAY SOMH  STORM DRAIN MANHOLE
e T S5 SANITARY SEWER
BB ELECTRICBOX SSCO SANITARY SEWER CLEAN OUT
EVATIO! SSMH  SANITARY SEWER MANHOLE
ELEC  ELECTRICAL st
DGE OF PAVEMENT Te  TELEPHONE BOX
BV ELECTRICVAULT TC TopoFCuRB
EBW  EDGEOF WALK TELE  TELEPHONE
FND ND TMH  TELEPHONE MANHOLE
i FINISH FLOOR TS TOPOFSTEP
L FLOW LINE W ToPOFwWALL
s FIRE SERVICE Us uTILTY BOX
GRN  GROUND WU vaur
v GASVALE w WEST
LEE INGRESS/EGRESS EASEMENT W.LE WATER LINE EASEMENT
Lp. IRON PIPE W/ ]
s IRRIGATION BOX WE  WATER BOX
INV INVERT ELEVATION WM WATER METER
LS LANDSCAP
s LAND SURVEYOR
UP LPOF GUTTER
M MANHOL
N NORTH
NO.  NUME:
OR. OFFICIAL RECORD
I
PUE.  PUBLIC UTILITY EASEMENT
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COMMONWEALTH DRIVE
(PRIVATE DRIVE)

I

i
=
WAL

BU\LD\NG

ricE BULD
6STORY OFc g

\ G

218240 8F

EXISTING BUILDING '
162 JEFFERSON DRIVE
4-STORY OFFICE BUILDING
129929 SF.

GRADING NOTES

L ALL GRADING SHALL B DONE IV ACCORDANGE WIH RECOMMENDATIONS N THE GEOTECHNICAL AND FOUNDATION INVESTIGATION.
PREPARED FOR THS ST TED.

2. CONTRACTOR SHALL DETERMNE HIS OWN EARTH QUANTITIES AND BASE HIS BID ACCORDINGLY.

4 TOP OF CLRB ELEVATION 15 0.5 ABOVE THE AC. PAWNG AND SPOT ELEVATIONS ARE T0 FINISHED SURFACE (IMLESS OTHERWISE.
oreD).

4 CONPACTION 70 BE DETERMNED USING ASTY D1357, LATEST EDITION LABORATORY TEST PROCEDURE.

5 STORM DRAI DESGNATED AS "SD" SHALL BE CLASS U RCP, SOR 35 PVC OF HDPE AS STATED EBELOW. PVC AND HOPE PIES
ALL ONLY' BE USED WHEN MINMUW COVER REQUIREMENTS ARE NET AS SPECFIED I THE PVC PIPE BEDOING DETAL AS SHOWN
ON THESE PLANS. SUBSTITUTIONS FOR ANY PIPE WITH A PARTICULAR WATERIAL SPEGFED OV THIS PLAN SHALL ONLY BE WADE
WTH THE WRITTEN APPROVAL OF THE ENGNEER.

6. STORM DRAIN PIPE SHALL BE: 10" DIAMETER AND SVALLER SOR 35 PVE OR HOPE WITH RUBBER GASKETS WEETNG ASTH F477
12" DAVETER 10 BE SOR 35 PVG, CLASS Il RGP OR BLUE SEAL HOPE AS MANUFACTURED BY HANCOR WTH WATER TIGHT JONTS
MEETING ASTW F477 AND ASTH D3712. 15" THROUGH 24" DIMETERS: PIPE 70 BE GLASS Il ROP OR BLUE SEAL HOPE AS
SPECFED ABOVE. PIPES LARGER THAN 24" IV DIAMETER SHALL BE GLASS Il RGP UNLESS OTHERMISE NOTED. NO WATERIAL
SUBSTITUTION SHALL BE ALLOWED FOR DUCTILE IRON PIPE (DFP),

7 ALL UTLITY STRUCIURES NCLUDNG BUT HOT LITED T0 AWHOLES CATDY SASNS, WATER VALIES. FRE HIDRANS, TELEHONE
/Mo ELECTRIC VAULTS, AND PULL BOIES, AT LE WY THE PBLC RIHT-GF_WAY EASEIENTS OR AREAS AFPECTED
0N THS PROT 2 AOALSTED T0 GRIDE F T CONTRACIER 35 T RESPECTIE UL Loy Fo6 Wach T

CONTRICTO6 5 AESPONSELE 10 AFFECT COCHONATON

THE TYPES, LOCATIONS, SIZES AND/OR DEPTHS OF EXISTVG UNDERGROUND UTILITEES AS SHOWN ON THESES IMPROVEMENT PLANS
WERE OBTAINED FROW SOLIES OF VARYING RELIAGLITY. THE CONTRACTOR IS CAUTONED THAT ONLY AGTUAL EXCAVATIOV WL
REVEAL THE TYPES, EXTENT, SIS, LOCATIONS AND DEPTHS OF SUCH UNDERGROUND UTLITEES, A REASONABLE EFFORT HAS BEEN
LOCATE AND DELINEATE ALL KNOWN UNDERGROUND UTLITIES, HOWEVER, THE ENGINEER. CAN NOT
ETENESS OR ACCURACY OF THER DELINEATION OF SUCH UNDERGROUND
ENCOUNTERED, BUT ARE NOT SHOWN ON THESE DRAMNGS.

ISSUME.
ITUTES WHIGH WAY B

9. CONIRACTUR SHALL UNCOVER AND EXPOSE ALL EXISTNG UTLITY AND SEWER LINES WHERE THEY ARE. O B CROSSED, ABOVE OR.
SELOW, 31 THE NEW PAGLTY BENG CONSTRUCTED N ORDER 10 IERF HE GUOE A 10 ASSURE AT TERE 19 SUFCENT
CLEARANCE. A1 COMMENCED UNTL ALL CROSSIVES
\ CLEAANGE P 7 Coiacion AL m ooy s 7 PROCEIRE, W WLL BE SOLELY ESNSERZ Ok Y EXTEA WORK OF
\ MATERAL REQUIRED I WODIICATIONS TO THE DESIGN ARE NECESSA

10, T COVIAGTOR SHAL SET S STRNG 0F WRE THROUSH A7 LEAST THREE GRADE STAKES 0 VREY GRACE I T STAKES
1DE, NOTFY THE ENGINEER WMMEDIATELY AND HAVE THE GRADES CHECKED PRICR THE TRENCHING

08 PICEIENT o MR
11 ADUISTMENTS 10 BULDING PAD ELEVATIONS O PARKING LOT GRADES TO ACHEEVE EARTHWORK BALANCE SHALL BE WADE ONLY
WTH APPROVAL OF THE ENGIVEER.

12 ALL WORK, ON-SITE AND I THE PUBLIC RIGHT-OF-WAY, SHALL CONFORM T0. THE QITY OF MEMLO PARK STANDARDS AND.
REQUIREWENTS.

EXISTING BUILDING 2
164 JEFFERSON DRIVE
4-STORY OFFICE BUILDING
129.929SF
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UTILITY NOTES

BACKFILLING AND COWPACTION FOR ALL TRENCHES SHALL BE INSPECTED AND APPROVED BY THE
CEOTECHNIGAL ENGIVEER.

~

CONTRAGTOR 0 VERFY ALL EXISTNG INVERT ELEVATIONS FOR STORM DRAIN AND SANITARY SEWER
CONSTRUCTION PRIOR O ANY SITE WORK. ALL WORK FOR STORM DRAIN AND SANTARY SEVER
INSTALLATION SHALL BEGIN AT THE OOMNSTREAN CONNECTION PONT. THIS MLL ALLOW FOR ANY
NECESSARY ADWISTUENTS. T0 B MADE PRIOR TO THE INSTALLATION OF THE ENTIRE LIE IF THE
CONTRACTOR FALS 70 BEGN AT THE DOWNSTREAM COMVECTION POINT AND WORKS UPSTREAN, HE
SHALL PROCEED AT HS OHN RISK AND B RESPONSIBLE FOR ANY ADJSTMENTS NECESSARY.

ALL WORK ON-SITE AND IN THE PUBLIC RIGHT OF WAY SALL CONFORM 10, THE CITY OF MENLO.
PARK STANDARDS AND REQUREMENTS.
GENERAL CONTRACTOR SHALL COORDINATE ALL UNDERGROUND UTLITES. PROVDE 6° MINMUM

EN FPES CROSSING ELECTRICAL LINES HORIZONTALLY AND. 72" MINWUM BETHEEN PARALLEL
PIPES GROSSNG ELECTRICAL LINES,

“

FOR UTLITY NATERIALS AND TYPES, SEE THE PROJECT SPECFICATIONS IF APPLICABLE AND NOT
ENTFIED OV THESE PLANS.

WATER LINES SHALL B 12° MINWUW ABOVE SAMTARY SEWER LINE AT ALL
CROSSNGS.

MINWUM COVER: FOR WATER' LINES 15 50 FEET.

ARC TEC
MINMUM COVER FOR FIRE SERVICE LINES IS 4.0 FEET. ARCHITECTURAL TECHNOLDGIES

SANITARY SEWER SHALL BE PVC SDR 35 EXCEPT WHERE DUCTIE IRON PIPE (DFF) /S NOTED OR AS
JFED BY THE LOCAL LRISDICTION. CONTRACTOR SHALL VERIFY REQUIREMENTS PROR 10
PLACNG HS BD. DUCTILE IRON PIPE (0F) SHALL BE (LASS 50

s

DOMESTIC WATER LINES §™-3" SHALL BE SCHEDULE 40 PVC, 4" AND ABOVE SHALL BE €900 DR 16
PE.

FIRE SERVICE UNES 5°~12" SHALL BE C900 DR 14, UNLESS SPECFIED OTHERMSE ON AIRE SHOP
DRANNGS.
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COMMONWEALTH DRIVE
H (PRIVATE DRIVE)

H
£

Bt [ty g brterss T waters | R g 1y e P e e B on)

STORMWATER CONTROL NOTES

SOURCE CONTROL & SITE DESIGN MEASURES

-
P it
= BU\LD\N?)\N
£ UL
§-STORY OFFIC! = 1200

3 3182005F

Mamy

AEEEEEEE

TREATED AS PART OF
SEPERATE PERMIT

EXISTING BUILDING 1"

162 JEFFERSON DRIVE
Y RSB Y
129,929 SF.

DMA 04

i nEanzE

L
EXISTIN

1. THE EXISTNG SITE SOILS CONSIST OF CLAY (TYPE C AND D) SOLS.

2 POTENTAL POLLUTANTS NCLUDE NOTOR VEHCLE LUBRICAN
COOLANTS, OISC BRAKE DUST, LITTER AND DEGRIS. POLLUTANT SOURCE
AREAS NCLUDE THE ASPHALT CONCRETE PARKING 10T AND DRVE
AISLES, THE ROOF OF THE BULDNG, AND THE STE. STORM DRAIN
INLETS. ALL INETS WLL BE WARKED WO OUMPING ~ DRAINS T0 BAY"
THE PARKING LOT SHALL BE SHEPT REGULARLY T0 PREVENT THE.
AGCUNULATION OF LITTER AND OEBRIS.

5 TREATMENT BASED ON THE COMBNATION FLOW/VOLUME NETHOD PER
SCILRPRP HANDBODK CHAPTER 5. FINAL SIZNG MAY BE BASED ON
ITHER THE FLOW BASED OR COMBINATION FLOW/VOLUME BASED
ETHOD ALLOWED IN CHAPTER 5.

UILDING 2
164 JEFFERgON DRIVE
4-STORY OFRE BUILDING
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BAYSHORE FREEWAY (sate nicaway 1o1)

SITE DESIQN:
 DISCOVNECT DOMNSPOUTS

+ MNWIZE LAND DISTURBANGE

© MNWZE IWPERVIOUS SURFACE
+ PRESERVE OPEN SPACE

STORM DRAN LABELING
BENEFIGUAL LANDSCAPING (VINMIZES IRRIGATION, RUNOFF, PESTICOES AND
FERTLIZERS; PRONOTES TREATUENT)

+ COVERS, ORANS FOR LOADIN DOCKS, MANTENANCE BAYS, FUEUNG

AREAS.
* COVERED DUMPSTER AREA, DRAIN TO SANTARY SEWER
LEGEND

EEEEEE TRBUTARY AREA LTS

TREATMENT AREA
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OVERFLOW DRAIN 6-INCH MIN. ABOVE
LOWPOINT OF PLANTING AREA
SEE GRADNG PLANS

FOR
N b ELEVATION (Y9
SEE DETAL'S ON SHEE! 050

GLEANOUT WITH CAP
(SETRIM 2" ABOVE FGJ

BIO-FILTRATION PLANT MATERIALS
(SEE LANDSCAPE PLANS FOR SPECS)

6" MIN. PONDING——

18 MIN BIO-TREATMENT SOIL MIX

" FROM TW.

TOPOND ]|

INFILTRATION RATE MIX 5 HR MAX 10°/ HR

PLACE 4° MIN. APPROVED COBBLES

FINISH GRADE-

* BELOW CURB SLOTS FOR MIN. 2'&
UNDERLAIN WITH FILTER FABRIC

b4—T0p oF WAL

PLACEMENT OF BIOTREATMENT SOIL MIX SHALL BE
CONSTRUCTED UNDER THE OBSERVATION OF THE SOILS
NGINEER

SOIL AT BOTTOM OF RETENTION AREA SHALL HAVE A MINIMUI
PERCOLATION RATE OF 5 INCHESIHOUR AND A MAXIMUM RATE
OF 10 INCHESHOUR

IN-SITE TESTING SHALL BE PERFORWMED BY THE SOILS
ENGINEER TO VERIFY PERCOLATION RATE.

‘CONCRETE OR OTHER STRUCTURAL
PLANTER WALL WITH WATERPROOF
MEMBRANE

12" GLASS Il PERMEABLE ROCK
PER CALTRANS SPECIFICATIONS

4°0 PERFORATED UNDERDRAIN
(SLOPE AT 050% WIN, WITH

FLOW THROUGH PLANTER

WOT T0 SCALE

WN. SEE PLAN FOR
GONNECTION TO CATCH BASIN AND FOR
INVERT ELEVATION

02

BIO-FLLTRATION PLENT WATERIALS
(SEE LANDSCAPE PLANS FOR SPECS)

& Mm PORORG

CLEANOUT NTH CAP AT FINSHED GRADE.
QUETLON ATEA DN Sl N 430N

6 AREA,
S5 GO es o locinons
AND RN ELEVATON (1Y)

12° MIN OF CLASS I PERMEABLE
ROGK PER GALTRANS SPEDFIGATONS.

4o, D OF SLOTED SLPED UOLAN

PERFORATED 0F
(SLOPED AT 050 i) WTH PERFORATIONS
B

TIAX

BIO-TREATMENT SOIL (8SH)
Wit PER SPECS

UNDEFDRAN CLEANOUT WTH RI 10 F5.
SEE UTLITY PLAN FOR LOCATON AID
INVERT.

NATVE SOL
D0 NOT CaPACT

£ PLAL FOR COIECTON T0 CB. & FOR WA

LE
SURFACE AREA CF THE BOTEATIENT SOL SHALL EQUAL 4 0F
THE AREA G- STE TIAT ORANS T AT ekt
UNESS SIaNG Call SURNITED DEMOIGTRATIG
T FRONSN G5 TEQUREHENTS A WET USHG A SUNLER

CLEANOUT WIH CAP AT F
56 NNCPAL STAIOHRD DRAWIG)
BEGNNNG

OF LIE
& Vi PoNINS

‘CPTIONAL MOUNDING PARMETES:
PLANTNG VOUNDS CCNSRUCTED GF BSM WAY BE
PROVDED SUBUECT 70 MUNCIPAL APPROVAL. TOP
F NOUNDS AT LEAST 2° BELOW CREST OF
OVERFLOW RISER, LON POINTS NO NOFE AN 12"
BELON CREST OF OVERFLOW RISER

PLACE 2" INGHES OF FLDAT-RESISTANT (COUPOSTED)
MULCH ON THE SURFACE 0F THE BIOTREATUENT Sl

QVERFLOV RISER WTH GRATE CHRISTY
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ATTACHMENT C

RESOLUTION NO. 6360

RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF MENLO
PARK APPROVING THE COMMUNITY AMENITIES LIST DEVELOPED
THROUGH THE CONNECTMENLO PROCESS

WHEREAS, the City of Menlo Park recently updated the Housing, Open Space and
Conservation, and Safety Elements of the General Plan; and

WHEREAS, the Land Use and Circulation Elements of the General Plan have not been
updated since 1994 and the City desires to complete the next phase in its update of the
General Plan; and

WHEREAS, in December 2014, the City Council adopted the guiding principles for the
ConnectMenlo General Plan Update, which were crafted through a rigorous community
outreach and engagement process; and

WHEREAS, subsequent to the adoption of the guiding principles, the City embarked on
a multi-year process to update the Land Use and Circulation Elements of the General
Plan known as ConnectMenlo; and

WHEREAS, the ConnectMenlo General Plan and M-2 Zoning Update included over 60
organized events including workshops and open houses, mobile tours of the City of
Menlo Park and nearby communities, informational symposia, stakeholder interviews,
focus groups, recommendations by a General Plan Advisory Committee composed of
City commissioners, elected officials, and community members, and consideration by
the Planning Commission and City Council at public meetings; and

WHEREAS, the Land Use Element includes a policy and program for bonus level
development in exchange for the provision of community amenities; and

WHEREAS, the O (Office), L-S (Life Sciences), and R-MU (Residential, Mixed Use)
districts also allow the potential for bonus level development within specific areas
defined by the zoning map where denoted by B (Bonus), in exchange for sufficient
community amenities provided by the developer; and

WHEREAS, bonus level development allows a project to develop at a greater level of
intensity with an increased floor area ratio, density, and/or increased height. There is a
reasonable relationship between the increased density and/or intensity of development
and the increased effects on the surrounding community. The required community
amenities are intended to address identified community needs that result from the effect
of the increased development intensity on the surrounding community. The value of the
community amenities is a generally applicable legislatively imposed formula; and

WHEREAS, the City developed the Community Amenities List, attached hereto as
Exhibit A, through an extensive public outreach and input process that included
community members, including residents, property owners, and key stakeholders
through outreach meetings, public meetings, GPAC meetings, and public hearings; and
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Resolution No. 6360

WHEREAS, the Community Amenities List reflects the community’s priority of benefits
within the M-2 Area as identified through the community outreach and engagement
process; and

WHEREAS, the City Council may amend the Community Amenities List from time to
time by resolution to reflect potential changes in the community’s priorities and desired
amenities; and

WHEREAS, all required public notices and public hearings were duly given and held
according to law; and

WHEREAS, an Environmental Impact Report was prepared for the project, which
includes the bonus development potential and certified by the City Council on
November 1, 2016, in accordance with the provisions of the California Environmental
Quality Act and CEQA Guidelines. Findings and a statement of overriding
considerations were adopted by the City Council on November 1, 2016 by Resolution
No.; and

WHEREAS, after notice having been lawfully given, a public hearing was scheduled
and held before the Planning Commission of the City of Menlo Park on October 19,
2016 and October 24, 2016 whereat all persons interested therein might appear and be
heard; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission of the City of Menlo Park having fully reviewed,
considered and evaluated all the testimony and evidence submitted in this matter voted
affirmatively to recommend to the City Council of the City of Menlo Park to approve the
Community Amenities List; and

WHEREAS, after notice having been lawfully given, a public hearing was scheduled
and held before the City Council of the City of Menlo Park on November 15, 2016 and

November 29, 2016 whereat all persons interested therein might appear and be heard;
and

WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Menlo Park having fully reviewed, considered
and evaluated all the testimony and evidence submitted in this matter voted affirmatively
to approve the Community Amenities List; and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the City Council of the City of Menlo Park
hereby approves the Community amenities List, attached hereto as Exhibit A,
incorporated herein by this reference.
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Resolution No. 6360

|, Pamela Aguilar, City Clerk of Menlo Park, do hereby certify that the above and
foregoing Council Resolution was duly and regularly passed and adopted at a meeting
by said Council on the 29th day of November, 2016, by the following votes:

AYES: Carlton, Cline, Keith, Mueller, Ohtaki

NCES: None

ABSENT: None

ABSTAIN: None

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, | have hereunto set my hand and affixed the Official Seal of
said City on this 29th day of November, 2016.

Yetre Lt

Pamela Aguilar, CMC
City Clerk



COMMUNITY AMENITY SURVEY RANKINGS

EXHIBIT A

The following is a table of the community amenities that have been requested during the planning

process; the categories and the amenities within each category are listed in order of how they were
ranked by respondents at a community workshop on Marchl2,2015 and in a survey that followed.

MARCH 12 WORKSHOP RANKING

ONLINE - REGISTERED RESPONDENTS

ONLINE - UNREGISTERED RESPONDENTS

PAPER - COLLECTED IN BELLE HAVEN

PAPER - MAILED IN

TOTAL SURVEYS COMBINED

22 RESPONSES

53 RESPONSES

26 RESPONSES

55 RESPONSES

60 RESPONSES

194 SURVEY RESPONSES

Transit and Transportation Improvements

Transit and Transportation Improvements

Transit and Transportation Improvements

Transit and Transportation Improvements

Transit and Transportation Improvements

Transit and Transportation Improvements

lighting, and ||

lighting, and lar pil

Sidewalk

Sidewalks, lighting, and landscaping

Traffic-calming on neighborhood streets

Sidewalks, lighting, and landscaping

Sidewalks, lighting, and landscaping

Bike trails, paths or lanes

Bike trails, paths or lanes

Traffic-calming on neighborhood streets

Sidewalks, lighting, and landscaping

Traffic-calming on neighborhood streets

Traffic-calming on neighborhood streets

Dumbarton Rail

Traffic-calming on neighborhood streets

Bike trails, paths or lanes

Dumbarton Rail

Dumbarton Rail

Bike trails, paths or lanes

Traffic-calming on neighborhood streets

Dumbarton Rail

Dumbarton Rail

Innovative transportation solutions (i.e. personal rapid
transit)

Bike trails, paths or lanes

Dumbarton Rail

Bus service and amenities

Bus service and amenities

Bus service and amenities

Bike trails, paths or lanes

Bus service and amenities

Innovative transportation solutions (i.e. personal rapid
transit)

Innovative transportation solutions (i.e. personal
rapid transit)

Innovative transportation solutions (i.e. personal rapid
transit)

Innovative transportation solutions (i.e. personal rapid
transit)

Bus service and amenities

Innovative transportation solutions (i.e. personal rapid
transit)

Bus service and amenities

Community-serving Retail

Community-serving Retail

Community-serving Retail

Community-serving Retail

Community-serving Retail

Community-serving Retail

Grocery store

Grocery store

Grocery store

Grocery store

Grocery store

Grocery store

Restaurants Restaurants Pharmacy Pharmacy Pharmacy Restaurants
Pharmacy Pharmacy Restaurants Restaurants Restaurants Pharmacy
Bank/ATM Bank/ATM Bank/ATM Bank/ATM Bank/ATM Bank/ATM

Jobs and Training at M-2 Area Companies

Jobs and Training at M-2 Area Companies

Jobs and Training at M-2 Area Companies

Jobs and Training at M-2 Area Companies

Jobs and Training at M-2 Area Companies

Jobs and Training at M-2 Area Companies

Job opportunities for residents

Education and enrichment programs for young adults

Job opportunities for residents

Job opportunities for residents

Job opportunities for residents

Job opportunities for residents

Education and enrichment programs for young adults

Job opportunities for residents

Education and enrichment programs for young adults

Education and enrichment programs for young adults

Education and enrichment programs for young adults

Education and enrichment programs for young adults

Job training programs and education center

Paid internships and scholarships for young adults

Job training programs and education center

Job training programs and education center

Job training programs and education center

Job training programs and education center

Paid internships and scholarships for young adults

Job training programs and education center

Paid internships and scholarships for young adults

Paid internships and scholarships for young adults

Paid internships and scholarships for young adults

Paid internships and scholarships for young adults

Social Service Improvements

Energy, Technology, and Utilities Infrastruc-
ture

Social Service Improvements

Social Service Improvements

Social Service Improvements

Social Service Improvements

Education improvements in Belle Haven

Underground power lines

Education improvements in Belle Haven

Education improvements in Belle Haven

Education improvements in Belle Haven

Education improvements in Belle Haven

Library improvements at Belle Haven

Telecommunications investment

Library improvements at Belle Haven

Medical center

Medical center

Medical center

Medical center

Incentives for private home energy upgrades,
renewable energy, and water conservation

Medical center

High-Quality Affordable Housing

Senior service improvements

Library improvements at Belle Haven

Senior service improvements

Soundwalls adjacent to Highway 101

High-Quality Affordable Housing

Library improvements at Belle Haven

Library improvements at Belle Haven

High-Quality Affordable Housing

Add restroom at Onetta Harris Community Center

Senior service improvements

Senior service improvements

High-Quality Affordable Housing

Senior service improvements

Pool House remodel in Belle Haven

Social Service Improvements

Add restroom at Onetta Harris Community Center

Add restroom at Onetta Harris Community Center

Add restroom at Onetta Harris Community Center

Add restroom at Onetta Harris Community Center

High-Quality Affordable Housing

Education improvements in Belle Haven

Pool House remodel in Belle Haven

Pool House remodel in Belle Haven

Pool House remodel in Belle Haven

Pool House remodel in Belle Haven

Library improvements at Belle Haven

Energy, Technology, and Utilities Infra-
structure

Medical center

Energy, Technology, and Utilities Infrastruc-
ture

Energy, Technology, and Utilities Infrastruc-
ture

Energy, Technology, and Utilities Infrastruc-
ture

Energy, Technology, and Utilities Infra-
structure

Underground power lines

Senior service improvements

Underground power lines

Incentives for private home energy upgrades, renewable
energy, and water conservation

Underground power lines

Underground power lines

Telecommunications investment

High-Quality Affordable Housing

Telecommunications investment

Underground power lines

Incentives for private home energy upgrades, renew-
able energy, and water conservation

Incentives for private home energy upgrades, renew-
able energy, and water conservation

Incentives for private home energy upgrades,
renewable energy, and water conservation

Pool House remodel in Belle Haven

Incentives for private home energy upgrades, renewable
energy, and water conservation

Telecommunications investment

Telecommunications investment

Telecommunications investment

Soundwalls adjacent to Highway 101

Add restroom at Onetta Harris Community Center

Soundwalls adjacent to Highway 101

Soundwalls adjacent to Highway 101

Soundwalls adjacent to Highway 101

Soundwalls adjacent to Highway 101

Park and Open Space Improvements

Park and Open Space Improvements

Park and Open Space Improvements

Park and Open Space Improvements

Park and Open Space Improvements

Park and Open Space Improvements

Bedwell Bayfront Park improvements

Bedwell Bayfront Park improvements

Bedwell Bayfront Park improvements

Tree planting

Bedwell Bayfront Park improvements

Tree planting

Tree planting

Tree planting

Tree planting

Community garden(s)

Tree planting

Bedwell Bayfront Park improvements

Dog park

Dog park

Dog park

Community garden(s)

Community garden(s)

Community garden(s)
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WHERE SURVEY RESPONDENTS LIVE:

Dog park Community garden(s) Community garden(s)
Bedwell Bayfront Park improvements Dog park Dog park
Neighborhood/City
Belle Haven|136 Pine Forest|1 Palo Alto/ East Palo Alto|2
Central Menlo|1 West Menlo|2 Gilroy|1
Downtown|2 Willows/Willow Road |7 Linfield Oaks|1
East Menlo Park|3 Flood Park|1 Undisclosed |37
TOTAL 194




REVIEW THE PROPOSED COMMUNITY AMENITIES

The amenities described below were identified during the Belle Haven Vision Plan and during the first year of the ConnectMenlo process.
They were ranked in this order in a survey in March/April, 2015. Approximate cost estimates have been added for each amenity.

Place a dot to the left of the amenities that you think are most important.

A

Sidewalks, lighting, and landscaping - $100 per linear foot
Enhance landscaping and lighting and fill gaps in
sidewalk to improve the overall walkability

Traffic-calming on neighborhood streets
—$100,000 per block/intersection
Address cut-through traffic with design features

Job opportunities for residents — $10,000 in specialized
training per employee

Local employers have a hiring preference for qualified
residents

"
W'y

CONNECTMENLO

Funts park

A.  Education improvements in Belle Haven — $10,000 per
student
Improvements to the quality of student education and
experience in Belle Haven

Bike trails, paths or lanes - $100,000/ mile
Install new bike lanes and pedestrian paths and
connect them to existing facilities and BayTrail

Education and enrichment programs for young
adults — $10,000 per participant

Provide programs that target students and young adults
to be competitive in the job market, including existing
tech jobs

B. Medical center — $6 million to construct ($300 per square foot)
Medical center providing health care services and out-
patient care

C. Library improvements at Belle Haven — $300,000
Expand library programs and activities, especially for

Dumbarton Rail- $175 million to construct and open trolley
Utilize the right-of-way for new transit line between
Redwood City and Menlo Park in the near term with
stations and a new bike/pedestrian path

Job training programs and education center — 10,000
per participant

Provide residents with job training programs that
prepare them with job skills

children

D.  High-Quality Affordable Housing — $440,000/unit less land;
$82,000 typical per-unit local gap financing needed for a tax-credit project

Integrate quality affordable housing units into new

Innovative transportation solutions (i.e. personal
rapid transit) - Price Varies

Invest in new technology like pod cars and transit
that uses separate tracks

Bus service and amenities - $5,000 per rider seat
Increase the number of bus stops, bus frequency and
shuttles, and bus shelters

Grocery store — $15 million to construct ($200 per sq ft) plus
25% soft costs, financing, etc.; $3.7 million for 2 years of subsidized rent

A full-service grocery store providing a range of goods,
including fresh fruits, vegetables and meat and dairy
products

Paid internships and scholarships for young adults
— $10,000 per participant

Provide internships at local companies and scholarships
to local youth to become trained for tech jobs

Underground power lines — $200/foot min.; $50,000/project
Remove overhead power lines and install them under-
ground along certain roads

development

E. Senior service improvements — $100,000 per year
Increase the senior services at the Senior Center to
include more aides and programs

F Add restroom at Onetta Harris Community
Center — $100,000
Additional restroom at the community center

Incentives for private home energy upgrades, re
newable energy, and water conservation — $5,000 per home
Offer financial assistance or other incentives to help area
residents pay for energy-efficient and water conserving
home improvements

G.  Pool House remodel in Belle Haven — $300,000
Remodel pool for year-round use with new heating and
changing areas

Restaurants — $1.5 million (3,000 sq f at $400 per sq ft plus 25%
for soft costs, financing, etc.)

A range of dining options, from cafes to sit-down
restaurants, serving residents and local employees

Telecommunications investment — $250 per linear foot
Improve the area’s access to wifi, broadband, and other
new technologies

A.  Tree planting — $10,000 per acre
Plant trees along streets and parks to increase tree
canopy

Pharmacy — $3.75 million (15,000 sq ft at $200 per sq ft, plus 25%
for soft costs, financing, etc. )

A full-service pharmacy that fills prescriptions and
offers convenience goods

C5

Bank/ATM — $1.88 million (3,000 sq ft at $500 per sq ft plus 25%
for soft costs, financing, etc.

A bank or credit union branch with an ATM

Soundwalls adjacent to Highway 10 |- $300,000 ($600/f00t)
Construct soundwalls between Highway 101 and Kelly
Park to reduce sound

B.  Bedwell Bayfront Park improvements - $300,000
Improve access to the park and trails within it

C.  Community garden(s) — $26,000 to construct ~0.3 acres, 25 beds,
2 picnic tables

Expand space for community to plant their own produce
and flower gardens

D.  Dog park — $200,000 for 0.5 acre (no land cost included)
Provide a dedicated, enclosed place where dogs can run
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